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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OP 
1967 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
wish  to  outline  the  importance  of  what 
has  been  done  in  the  Finance  Committee 
regarding  the  bill  which  was  reported  out 
as  HR.  12080,  commonly  known  as  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967.  It 
is  a  monumental  bill.  It  will  take  more 
people  out  of  the  poverty  level  than  any 
legislation  yet  put  before  this  Nation. 
One  million  six  hundred  thousand  people 
will  be  taken  out  of  poverty.  Two  hun- 
dred thousand  will  be  taken  off  the  wel- 
fare rolls.  Twenty-three  million,  eight 
hundred  thousand  senior  citizens  will  re- 
ceive benefit  increases  averaging  20  per- 
cent with  a  guaranteed  minimum  in- 
crease of  15  percent.  The  bill  would  raise 
the  minimum  benefit  from  $44  a  month 
to  $70  a  month  for  a  single  person — an 
increase  of  59  percent.  Disabled  widows 
and  widowers  will  receive  82  l/z  percent  of 
the  deceased  spouse's  insurance  with  a 
$70  minimum. 

The  earnings  limitation  will  be  raised 
to  $2,000  a  year  to  enable  more  retirees 
to  accept  part-time  employment  with- 
out any  penalty.  Retirees  may  also  earn 
up  to  $3,200  a  year  with  the  $1  reduction 
for  $2  earnings  between  $2,000  and 
$3,200.  The  bill  provides  disability  bene- 
fits to  the  blind  having  less  than  20/200 
vision  and  six  quarters  coverage.  Unin- 
sured individuals  over  72  receive  an 
increased  benefit  from  $35  to  $50  a 
month  if  single  and  from  $52.50  to  $75 
a  month  for  a  couple.  The  bill  requires 
States  to  pass  on  increased  social  security 
benefits  to  people  receiving  old-age 
assistance  by  requiring  an  average  in- 
crease of  at  least  $7.50  monthly  to  elderly 
citizens  receiving  assistance.  This  pre- 
vents the  States  from  pocketing  the 
windfall.  The  bill  gives  individuals  an 
option  to  retire  at  age  60  with  reduced 
benefits  to  reflect  the  longer  period  over 
which  the  individual  would  receive  the 
benefits. 

This  was  an  amendment  sponsored  by 
the  Secretary  to  the  majority  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]. 

The  maximum  benefits  that  can  be 
paid  out  are  also  increased  from  the 
present  $168  under  present  law  to  $288 
for  a  single  person,  and  from  $252  to 
$393  a  month  for  a  couple. 

In  the  public  welfare  section  of  the  bill, 
the  work  incentive  program  has  been  re- 
vised to  prevent  coercion  of  y&ung  chil- 
dren and  mothers  with  small  children, 
while  still  providing  $20  weekly  as  in- 
centives for  job  training.  The  freeze  on 
the  proportion  of  illegitimate  and  de- 
serted children  covered  by  the  program 
in  the  House  bill  has  been  deleted,  and 
the  services  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  are  involved  to  see  that  runaway 
fathers  are  forced  to  share  welfare  pay- 
ment costs. 

These  are  but  the  highlights  of  the 
bill.  But  will  not  the  cost  be  excessive? 
If  benefits  are  increased,  will  taxes  also 
have  to  be  increased?  Actually  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  misunderstanding 


about  the  actuarial  soundness  of  social 
security,  caused  in  part  by  irresponsible 
misrepresentations  in  articles  and  scare 
letters  which  have  caused  many  of  our 
elderly  citizens  to  grow  concerned  about 
the  soundness  of  the  program.  Let  us  set 
the  record  straight:  The  system  is  so 
sound  that,  under  the  present  law,  there 
is  a  projected  increase  of  revenues  over 
benefits  of  some  $4.1  billion  for  the  year 
1968  alone.  And  that  sort  of  surplus  will 
exist  in  each  of  the  coming  years  under 
present  law,  and  the  size  of  the  yearly 
surplus  will  be  larger  than  the  $4.1  bil- 
lion each  year,  and  that  will  not  include 
any  of  the  surplus  carried  over  from  the 
previous  years.  That  means  that  this 
money  is  not  needed  to  keep  the  system 
actuarily  sound — it  is  surplus. 

There  had  been  a  proposal  made  to 
increase  taxes  not  only  to  cover  the  cost 
of  the  1967  amendments,  but  to  provide 
for  a  whopping  $5.1  billion  surplus  or  a 
$6.7  billion  surplus  over  the  benefits 
finally  agreed  to  for  the  year  1968.  This 
proposal  had  but  two  purposes,  neither 
of  which  was  connected  with  the  social 
security  system:  One  was  to  create  a 
petty  cash  fund  for  the  Treasury  to  bor- 
row to  finance  the  Vietnam  war  since 
the  administration  has  not  been  able  to 
convince  the  American  people  that  a  10- 
percent  surtax  was  needed.  Second,  it 
was  to  be  a  so-called  anticyclical  meas- 
ure. Yet  it  would  have,  hit  those  least 
able  to  afford  the  tax  increase  since  it 
would  have  fallen  on  the  wage  earner 
without  giving  him  any  income  tax  de- 
ductions or  exemptions.  And  the  em- 
ployer tax  would  probably  have  been 
passed  on  to  the  consumer  in  the  form  of 
higher  prices — hardly  an  anti-inflation- 
ary measure.  Furthermore,  like  a  surtax 
increase,  it  would  have  had  the  effect  of 
reducing  the  gross  national  product  and 
consequently  the  tax  base  from  which 
the  Government  gets  its  revenues — with- 
out, however,  giving  the  regular  Govern- 
ment budget  any  increase  in  revenues. 
The  result  would  have  been  an  increase 
in  the  deficit  by  several  billion  dollars. 
Consequently,  I  urged  the  committee  to 
reduce  the  proposed  tax  increase  by  $41/2 
billion  so  that  the  benefit  increase  would 
still  be  covered.  As  a  result,  the  com- 
mittee's bill  will  have  a  $2.2  billion  sur- 
plus in  the  year  1968  with  an  increasing 
surplus  thereafter.  That  is  very  conserva- 
tive financing. 

The  increase  in  taxes  is  achieved  pri- 
marily by  increasing  the  tax  base,  which 
is  as  it  should  be,  since  retirement  bene- 
fits increase  up  to  $393  per  month  for  a 
couple  in  the  upper  earnings  brackets. 

How  does  this  help  the  young  people? 
Support  for  their  aged  parents  will  no 
longer  be  a  crushing  burden.  It  is  in- 
surance for  themselves  as  well.  It  is  the 
greatest  incentive  to  get  married  and 
live  a  long  and  productive  life.  If  we  can- 
not offer  this  to  our  senior  citizens,  what 
right  have  we  to  presume  to  support  the 
governments  of  the  world? 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OP 
1967— REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE — 
AUTHORIZATION  FOR  PRINTING 
OP  MINORITY  VIEWS  (S.  REPT. 
NO.  744) 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  behalf  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  I  report  favorably,  with 
amendments,  H.R.  12080,  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967.  I  file  the 
report  of  the  majority  with  regard  to 
that  bill  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  minority  of  the  committee  be  per- 
mitted to  file  minority  views  for  inclu- 
sion in  this  report  by  midnight  tonight, 
Tuesday,  November  14,  1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
port will  be  received  and  the  bill  will  be 
placed  on  the  calendar;  and,  without  ob- 
jection, the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  agreed  to. 

PRINTING     OP     1,800     ADDITIONAL     COPIES  OP 
REPORT  TO  ACCOMPANY  H.R.  12080 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  the  Chair  and  other  Senators 
will  note,  this  is  a  voluminous  bill  and 
there  is  a  rather  voluminous  report. 
There  will  be  a  great  number  of  requests 
for  copies  of  the  committee  report.  I  be- 
lieve it  will  be  necessary  to  print  addi- 
tional copies. 

I,  therefore,  send  a  resolution  to  the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res- 
olution will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  the 
resolution  (S.  Res.  184)  as  follows: 
S.  Res.  184 

Resolved,  That  there  be  printed  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  additional  copies 
of  its  report  to  accompany  H.R.  12080,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  pro- 
vide an  increase  in  benefits  under  the  old- 
age  survivors  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of  chil- 
dren, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu- 
tion was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

AN  EDITORIAL 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
there  appeared  in  the  Washington  Post 
of  this  morning,  Tuesday,  November  14, 
an  editorial  commending  the  Finance 
Committee  of  the  Senate  for  its  action 
with  regard  to  the  social  security  meas- 
ure which  I  have  reported. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  edi- 
torial be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sound  a  Cheer 
The  Senate  Finance  Committee  rates  a 
cheer,  not  so  much  for  what  It  accomplished 
In  reporting  out  a  Social  Security  bill,  but 


for  avoiding  a  pitf.vll.  At  one  point  the  Com- 
mittee embraced  the  strategy  of  resolving 
the  dispute  over  the  income-tax  surcharge 
by  the  backdoor  route.  It  tentatively  voted 
a  sharp  payroll  tax  increase,  effective  on  Jan- 
uary 1,  1968,  which  would  have  increased  the 
surplus  in  the  Social  Security  fund  by  more 
than  $5  billion  in  1968.  But  the  members 
beat  a  wise  and  hasty  retreat  when  it  was 
protested  that  their  method  of  reducing  the 
Federal  cash  deficit  would  place  the  prin- 
cipal burden  on  those  in  the  lowest  income 
brackets^ 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee's  bill  con- 
tains few  surprises.  As  was  anticipated,  the 
majority  went  beyond  the  House  in  increas- 
ing benefits  and  the  maximum  wage  and 
salary  income  that  would  be  subject  to  tax- 
ation. It  wisely  rejected  the  House  freeze  on 
the  number  of  recipients  under  the  aid-to- 
dependent-children  program  and  raised  the 
funds  voted  by  the  House  for  birth  control 
counseling.  But  no  progress  was  made  in 
grappling  with  such  fundamental  issues  as 
how  much  revenue  should  be  raised  through 
taxes  on  labor,  which  fall  heavily  on  the 
young  and  the  poor,  and  how  much  should 
be  raised  by  general  taxation.  Fresh  think- 
ing about  Social  Security,  one  of  the  largest 
and  fastest  growing  of  the  Federal  programs, 
will  be  the  task  of  another  Congress. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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THE    BLIND   AND  DISABLED — THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  BILL 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day x  outlined  the  major  provisions  of 
H.R.  12080,  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967.  Today  I  wish  to  emphasize 
those  aspects  of  the  bill  which  are  of  spe- 
cial concern  to  the  blind  and  the  dis- 
abled. I  also  wish  to  point  out  where  im- 
provements have  been  made  and  where 
improvement  is  still  necessary. 

The  committee's  bill  provides  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  with  benefits 
equalling  82 1/2  percent  of  the  deceased 
spouse's  primary  insurance  amount  or 
$70,  whichever  is  more.  Under  the 
present  law,  a  widow  would  only  be  cov- 
ered if  there  were  children  under  18  in 
her  care  and  if  she  was  not  working  for 
that  reason.  The  House  bill  went  further 
to  say  that  she  may  receive  benefits  at 
the  age  of  50  whether  or  not  there  are 
children.  However,  if  a  widow  under  50 
is  so  disabled  that  she  cannot  work  even 
if  she  has  no  children,  she  would  still  be 
unable  to  provide  for  herself,  and  yet  she 
would  not  receive  any  assistance  under 
the  House  bill.  Therefore,  the  bill  re- 
ported out  by  the  Senate  committee  will 
cover  her  if  she  becomes  disabled  within 
7  years  after  her  spouse's  death  or  with- 
in 7  years  after  the  youngest  child 
reaches  18.  About  70,000  disabled  widows 
and  widowers  would  be  covered  under 
these  provisions  and  would  be  eligible 
to  receive  about  $71  million  in  benefits 
during  the  first  full  year  of  coverage. 

Another  provision  of  the  bill  reported 
out  by  the  committee  would  change  the 
definition  of  blindness  to  20/200  or  less 
in  the  better  eye,  which  is  the  standard 
definition  of  blindness  in  use  today.  How- 
ever many  of  the  blind  do  not  meet  the 
existing  definition  of  disabled  because 
some  jobs — frequently  only  temporary  or 
requiring  little  skill — are  occasionally 
open  to  them.  Yet  these  jobs  are  insecure 
and  pay  poorly.  This  bill  would  make  it 
automatic  for  those  persons  who  meet 
the  Internal  Revenue  blindness  stand- 
ards to  receive  disability  insurance  pay- 
ments. It  would  also  reduce  the  number 
of  quarters  of  coverage  required  from  20 
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quarters  to  six  quarters  of  coverage.  By 
giving  the  blind  a  modest  floor  of  secu- 
rity, we  can  give  them  encouragement  to 
make  their  own  way  in  the  world  as 
many  of  them  do.  It  is  a  minimal  ac- 
knowledgement that  we  care  about  them 
and  understand  that  their  inability  to 
see  is  indeed  a  disability  and  handicap 
in  this  complex  world.  Twice  before  the 
Senate  has  passed  this  amendment  by 
overwhelming  majorities.  Yet  twice  it  has 
been  killed — once  in  conference  and  once 
when  the  bill  itself  was  tied  up  in  a  dead- 
lock. Let-us  see  that  this  does  not  happen 
again,  and  that  this  section  of  the  bill 
for  which  the  blind  have  waited  so  pa- 
tiently and  so  long  will  be  the  one  most 
certain  of  success. 

But  may  I  remind  my  colleagues  that 
the  Job  is  only  partly  done  by  the  bill 
which  has  been  reported.  There  has  been 
a  major  omission:  The  disabled  are 
among  those  most  likely  to  require  medi- 
cal attention,  more  so  than  the  ordinary 
person.  Yet  they  have  not  been  included 
in  medicare.  Just  as  the  elderly  should 
obtain  health  insurance  benefits  because 
their  age  makes  them  more  likely  to  need 
medical  assistance,  so  too  those  who 
qualify  for  disability  insurance  should 
also  qualify  for  medicare.  Many  of  the 
disabled  have  a  condition  which  is 
chronic.  Frequent  hospitalization,  opera- 
tions, laboratory  work  and  X-ray  treat- 
ment are  required.  It  is  precisely  these 
people  who  need  medicare  the  most. 
When  we  approved  medicare  a  major 
argument  was  made  that  -because  those 
who  need  care  the  most  were  .often  those 
least  able  to  pay,  they  were  the  ones  who 
should  be  covered.  Yet  somehow  this 
argument  has  been  reversed  by  some  who 
now  say  that  we  cannot  afford  to  help 
those  who  need  it  most.  If  we  cannot 
afford  to  help  those  who  need  it  most, 
how  dare  we  to  presume  to  help  those 
who  may  not  need  as  much  assistance. 
The  first  priority  coverage  for  medicare 
should  be  those  who  need  it  most  in  com- 
batting the  rising  costs  of  medical  care. 
That  is  why  I  shall  urge  the  Senate  to 
amend  the  bill  as  reported  to  include 
those  who  are  disabled  under  medicare. 

Often  my  constituent  mail  speaks 
more  eloquently  than  I  can  upon  these 
matters.  A  short  while  ago  I  received  a 
letter  from  Mr.  C.  Panticella  of  East 
Chicago,  Ind.  I  would  like  to  read  his 
letter : 

Deab  Senator:  I  guess  there  were  thou- 
sands like  me  who  woke  up  Thursday  morn- 
ing, got  our  pins  knocked  out  from  under  us 
when  we  read  about  the  social  security  bill 
that  was  accepted  and  rejected. 

I  wrote  to  you  and  to  other  Senators  for 
support  on  medicare  for  the  disabled  under 
65.  I  see  where  the  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee voted  this  down  9  to  8.  Why  Mr.  Hartke? 
Isn't  their  duty  to  help  those  who  are  in 
need  of  help.  I  notice  that  whenever  any- 
thing is  voted  down  its  always  9  to  8.  Are 
these  nine  against  everything  that  is  pro- 
posed? Does  the  faith  of  the  American  peo- 
ple depend  in  just  17  men? 

X  understand  you  had  an  amendment  fa- 
voring medicare  for  the  disabled  under  65,  Is 
this  in  the  hands  of  Just  17  men  or  does  the 
whole  Senate  approve  or  not  of  the  amend- 
ment? Is  there  any  hopes  left  for  us? 
Couldn't  they  OK  about  12  or  13%  raise  in 
benefits  and  use  the  other  2  or  3%  towards 
medicare  for  the  disabled?  I  know  with  my 


medical  bills  I  am  living  In  poverty  and  I 
know  there  are  thousands  like  me. 

Would  you  please  list  me  the  9  who  re- 
jected this  bill.  As  I  said,  are  we  all  hopeless 
or  is  there  still  hope?  God  I  hope  there  Is. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  C.  Fanticella. 

Mr.  Fanticella,  as  long  as  there  are 
people  who  can  speak  for  the  disabled  as 
you  can,  there  is  hope.  And  I  should  hope 
that  the  full  Senate  will  see  to  it  that  the 
disabled  are  included  in  medicare^ 


THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  12080.  I  do 
this  so  that  the  bill  will  become  the  pend- 
ing business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  an  increase  in  bene- 
fits under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system,  to  provide 
benefits  for  additional  categories  of  in- 
dividuals; to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  with  amendments. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
acting  majority  leader  yield  for  an  in- 
quiry? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  no 
objection  to  proceeding  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  social  security  bill. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  I  am  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Education  and 
the  majority  leader  is  not  here.  It  was 
my  understanding  that  the  Senate  might 
take  up  the  elementary-secondary  school 
bill  on  Thursday,  the  16th.  Perhaps  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  knows  something 
that  he  can  tell  me  at  the  present  time. 
The  plan  may  be  to  lay  aside  the  social 
security  bill  on  Thursday  and  take  up  the 
elementary-secondary  school  bill.  I  only 
wish  to  say  to  the  acting  majority  leader 
that  I  shall  be  ready  to  proceed  with  the 
elementary-secondary  school  bill  on 
Thursday. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  knows  of 
a  conference  in  which  some  of  us  will  be 
engaged  tomorrow  with  regard  to  one 
problem  that  may  be  involved  in  that 
bill;  and  what  comes  out  of  that  confer- 
ence will,  of  course,  in  some  measure 
determine  when  we  proceed  with  the  bill, 
if  we  do  proceed  with  it  in  this  session 
of  Congress. 

I  shall  be  ready,  I  say  to  the  acting  ma- 
jority leader,  to  make  my  explanatory 
speech  on  the  bill  late  tomorrow  after- 
noon, so  that  it  can  be  a  matter  of  record, 
and  thus  save  time  on  Thursday. 

I  am  not  asking  the  Senator  to  make 
a  decision  tonight,  but  I  wish  only  to 
serve  notice  on  him  that  I  will  be  ready 
to  speak  late  tomorrow  afternoon  on  the 
education  bill,  to  make  the  legislative  his- 
tory on  it,  and  then  I  will  be  ready  to 
come  in  early  on  Thursday  morning. 

If  we  can  resolve  the  differences  in  the 
informal  conference  tomorrow  after- 
noon, I  hope  we  can  dispose  of  the  bill  in 
1  day;  because  I  bring  to  the  Senate  a 
unanimous  report  from  the  committee 
on  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  would  be  disposed  to  follow  whatever 
procedural  suggestion  in  this  connection 
the  majority  leader  cared  to  make.  I  in- 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  unique 
importance  of  the  pending  legislation  is 
evidenced  in  many  ways.  It  is  made 
physically  manifest  by  the  sheer  volume 
of  the  documents  that  lie  on  our  desks 
in  this  Chamber.  It  has  been  underscored 
by  the  long  and  tireless  work  of  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Finance,  under  the 
distinguished  leadership  of  its  chairman, 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware.  It  has  been  care- 
fully and  fully  documented  by  the  na- 
tional press.  It  is  emphasized  by  the  large 
volume  of  mail  that  has  flowed  steadily 
into  our  offices  during  the  course  of  the 
year.  It  is  seen  in  the  fact  that  many  of 
us  have  canceled  or  postponed  important 
commitments  at  home  so  that  we  might 
be  here  to  carefully  follow  the  fashioning 
of  responsible  legislation.  It  will  be  made 
more  evident  as  debate  proceeds  and 
many  able  men  seek  to  hone  and  im- 
prove aspects  of  the  bill  in  which  they 
as  individuals  and  those  that  they  rep- 
resent have  a  deep  and  vital  interest. 

These,  Mr.  President,  are  some  of  the 
ways  in  which  the  great  importance  of 
this  bill  manifests  itself.  But  what  is  it 
about  this  bill,  and  about  programs  that 
had  their  genesis  over  thirty  years  ago; 
what  is  it  in  the  nature  of  this  issue  that 
generates  such  a  unique  amount  of  in- 
terest and  concern  in  this  country? 

The  most  obvious  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion is  that  the  programs  represented 
by  this  bill  provide  billions  of  dollars  an- 
nually for  Americans  of  all  ages.  This 
bill  would  greatly  increase  the  amount 
received  by  those  already  receiving  bene- 
fits, and  it  would  include  for  the  first 
time  many  who  now  receive  nothing.  The 
sheer  fact  of  providing,  Mr.  President, 
alone  makes  this  a  vastly  important 
issue. 

But  the  aspects  of  the  bill,  and  the 
programs  which  it  seeks  to  modify,  that 
are  of  the  greatest  significance  to  me, 
Mr.  President,  are  the  questions  of  why 
that  provision  is  made  and  how  that  pro- 
vision is  made.  Because  it  is  these  ques- 
tions, and  the  answers  that  we  have 
fashioned  and  will  fashion  for  them,  that 
bear  inestimable  significance  for  the  fu- 
ture of  this  Nation  as  an  enlightened  so- 
ciety of  civilized  men. 

Reduced  to  its  most  simplified  level, 
Mr.  President,  what  there  programs  rep- 
resent, what  they  give  flesh  and  bone 
and  sinew  to,  is  the  conviction  of  our 
Nation  that  it  desires  to  take  care  of 
its  own.  This  is  a  free  decision,  freely 
made.  Few  recipients  of  these  benefits 
claim  any  sort  of  unalienable  right  to 
them.  This,  Mr.  President,  is  the  why 
of  these  programs. 

The  how  of  these  programs  is  a  ques- 
tion of  infinitely  complex  mechanics — 
devising  intricate  ratios  of  participation 
by  individuals,  employers,  and  govern- 
ments. But  the  how  of  the  programs  is 
also  an  expression  of  a  more  basic  de- 
termination, which  is  essentially  that  of 
who  shall  provide  these  benefits.  This, 
Mr.  President,  is  probably  the  question 
around  which  most  of  our  deliberations 
this  week  will  revolve.  And  this  is  as  it 
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should  be,  for  those  who  determine  to 
make  these  transfers  should  be  permit- 
ted the  authority  of  determining  the 
manner  in  which  they  are  made. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  many  aspects 
of  H.R.  12080,  as  reported  in  the  Senate, 
which  make  changes  in  the  system  that 
I  have  long  believed  desirable.  I  am  par- 
ticularly pleased  to  see  increases  in  ben- 
efits for  uninsured  persons  over  72,  an 
increase  in  amounts  that  can  be  earned 
by  retired  persons  without  losing  eligi- 
bility, and  the  reduction  to  60  of  the  age 
at  which  all  aged  beneficiaries  can  re- 
ceive reduced  payments.  Committee 
members  in  both  houses  deserve,  in  my 
view,  particular  commendation  for  these 
provisions. 

There  are  other  provisions,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  I  wish  had  been  included  and 
that  I  hope  will  be  included  in  the  near 
future.  One  is  some  sort  of  automatic 
cost-of-living  increase  to  provide  as- 
surance that  the  cruel  tax  of  inflation 
need  not  be  feared  by  beneficiaries.  I  do 
not  believe  that  such  a  provision  would 
diminish  the  authority  of  the  Congress 
over  the  program.  I  am  also  hopeful  that, 
in  the  near  future,  provision  will  be  made 
for  widows  who  are  without  children  and 
who  have  demonstrated  need  but  who 
are  not  yet  eligible  for  full  social  security 
benefits.  And  I  hope  that  eventually  lim- 
itations on  income  for  eligibility  may  be 
eliminated  in  their  entirety. 

I  might  end,  Mr.  President,  by  ex- 
pressing the  further  hope  that,  in  our 
discussions  on  the  complex  details  of  this 
immensely  intricate  measure,  we  do  not 
lose  sight  of  the  essential  and  basic  is- 
sues at  hand:  the  why  and  the  how  of 
these  programs.  I  hope  that  in  the  course 
of  our  deliberations  on  this  landmrak 
legislation  we  will  come  to  understand 
more  deeply  the  profound  implications 
of  these  programs  and  the  way  in  which 
they  are  structured.  And  I  hope  that  out 
of  this  debate  the  possibility  of  new  de- 
partures and  directions  will  emerge. 

Such  new  departures  and  directions 
for  the  future  might  include  some  sort 
of  benefit  structure,  with  regard  to  the 
welfare  programs,  that  would  provide 
two  scales  of  payment — one  bare,  mini- 
mal payment  to  those  unwilling  to  work 
at  full  capacity,  and  a  second  to  provide 
an  incentive  for  those  who  are.  Why,  I 
often  wonder,  should  the  many  and  vari- 
egated programs  that  have  been  added 
on  to  the  original  concept  be  paid  for 
out  of  social  security  funds. and  not  out 
of  the  general  funds  o  fthe  Treasury. 

A  large  volume  of  the  mail  received 
by  our  office  reflects  the  concern  of 
younger  wage  earners  for  the  fact  that 
the  amount  of  that  they  contribute  is 
probably  far  in  excess  of  their  reason- 
able expectation  of  return.  Generally 
these  correspondents  recognize  the  ne- 
cessity for  increased  payments  in  order 
to  accomomdate  the  humane  demands 
made  of  the  system  for  the  elderly,  the 
infirm,  and  the  unfortunate;  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  a  basic  inequity  exists  in  the 
present  structure  and  system  which 
might  be  rectified  with  a  skillful  new 
approach. 

I  profess  no  special  expertise  or  com- 
petence in  this  highly  complex  field  and 
I  make  no  specific  proposals,  but  I  think 


we  might  all  benefit  from  a  reidentifica- 
tion  and  a  reexamination  of  the  funda- 
mentals and  relationships  of  the  system 
to  the  need. 

Therefore,  I  would  propose  for  con- 
sideration in  the  future,  among  other 
things,  a  system  whereby  a  realistic  tax 
structure  would  approximate  the  actu- 
arial requirements  of  the  system  for 
participants  who  enter  the  work  force 
at,  say,  age  18  and  continue  their  con- 
tributions through  retirement.  Such  a 
tax  would  probably  be  less  than  the  pres- 
ent rate  and  far  less  than  the  proposed 
rates. 

Perhaps  the  welfare  aspects  of  the 
program,  the  payments  which  result 
from  extraordinary  circumstances  and 
to  which  people  are  legally  entitled  after 
shortened  participation  in  the  system, 
should  be  recognized  as  an  additional 
measure  of  security  which  should  not 
be  the  unique  and  exclusive  burden  of 
the  younger  work  force,  and  thus  might 
be  funded  from  the  general  resources 
of  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Notwithstanding  the  complexities  of 
this  bill  and  the  intricacies  of  the  debate 
which  will  precede  the  adoption  of  the 
ultimate  form,  I  feel  that  we  owe  our- 
selves the  duty  and  the  obligation  to 
bear  in  mind  the  fundamental  concepts 
of  the  system. 

I  again  commend  the  distinguished 
members  of  the  Finance  Committee  for 
the  fruits  of  their  long  labors.  I  will  fol- 
low the  debate  with  keen  interest.  And  I 
am  confident  that  the  Congress  will 
fashion  a  piece  of  legislation  that  will 
bring  new  hope  to  the  lives  of  many. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
there  are  a  large  number  of  amendments 
to  the  pending  bill,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  committee  amendments 
be  considered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc,  that 
the  bill  as  thus  amended  be  considered 
original  text  for  the  purpose  of  amend- 
ment, and  that  the  amendments  not  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

I  make  the  last  request  because  the 
Parliamentarian  has  advised  me  that  it 
would  be  a  great  chore  to  print  these 
amendments  in  the  Record,  and  that 
doing  so  would  achieve  no  purpose.  The 
amendments  are  before  us,  they  are  a 
matter  of  public  record,  they  are  in  the 
bill,  and  we  will  print  any  floor  amend- 
ments as  we  proceed. 

I  am  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  printing  them  in  the  Record  would 
be  a  waste  of  time  and  an  unnecessary 
expense,  and  that  it  would  unduly  burden 
the  Record. 

Because  of  the  large  number  of  com- 
mittee amendments,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  we  agree  to  them  en  bloc, 


each  subject  to  amendment  in  the  first 
and  second  degree,  and  that  they  be  con- 
sidered as  original  text,  and  that  they 
not  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object — I  will  not  object; 
but,  for  the  record,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  this  protects  the  interests  of 
any  Senator  who  may  wish  to  offer 
amendments  so  far  as  committee  amend- 
ments are  concerned.  I  believe  it  would 
be  more  advantageous  to  the  Senate  to 
proceed  in  the  manner  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  I  have  no 
objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  President,  in  the  course  of  the 
consideration  of  the  pending  bill,  it  will 
be  helpful  for  the  Senate  to  have  the 
advice  of  certain  experts  in  the  field  of 
social  security  and  public  welfare  legis- 
lation. We  of  the  Comwittee  on  Finance 
asked  these  experts  to  help  us  in  the  con- 
sideration of  the  measure  because  the 
expertise  in  this  field  is  limited,  and  it 
would  be  somewhat  inefficient  use  of 
manpower  to  maintain  all  this  available 
help  on  the  committee  staff  for  a  year, 
when  we  call  on  them  to  help  us  and  to 
advise  only  when  we  need  them. 

I  therefore  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  Mr.  Frederick  B.  Amer,  Chief  of  the 
Education  and  Public  Welfare  Division 
of  the  Legislative  Reference  Service; 
Miss  Helen  Livingston,  Assistant  Chief 
of  the  Division;  Mr.  William  Fullerton, 
social  welfare  specialist;  and  Mr.  Francis 
Crowley,  social  welfare  specialist,  be 
given  privileges  of  the  floor  during  con- 
sideration of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


November  15,  1967  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16495 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
H.R.  12080,  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  was  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Finance  by  a  vote  of  11  to 
6.  I  regret  to  say  that  not  a  single  Re- 
publican member  of  our  committee  saw 
fit  to  vote  to  improve  the  plight  of  our 
millions  of  elderly  citizens  who  rely  on 
social  security  and  public  welfare  as  a 
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bulwark  for  their  very  sustenance.  I 
would  have  hoped  that  our  committee 
could  have  brought  to  the  floor  a  bill 
which  had  the  same  nonpartisan  support 
that  H.R.  12080  enjoyed  when  the  House 
passed  it  by  a  vote  of  414  to  3  earlier  this 
summer.  Unfortunately  that  is  not  the 
case. 

A  social  security  bill  is  always  a 
product  of  many  minds,  many  conflicting 
ideas  and  desires.  This  program  is  a  pro- 
gram for  people — and  the  people  make 
known  to  their  duly  elected  representa- 
tives their  individual  needs — pointing 
out  where  inequities  exist  in  the  program 
and  where  improvements  can  be  made. 

In  acting  on  such  a  bill,  we  in  Congress 
must  balance  social  and  economic  priori- 
ties, keeping  in  mind  always  that  bene- 
fits allowed  must  invariably  be  balanced 
by  taxes.  The  decisions  and  recom- 
mendations of  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance are  reflected  in  the  documents 
before  the  Senate  today.  As  Senators  look 
at  this  bill,  which  is  over  400  pages,  and 
the  report,  which  is  almost  as  long,  they 
will  see  the  handiwork  of  many  authors. 
Many  of  the  House  bill  provisions,  which 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  had 
labored  on  for  months,  are  worthwhile 
additions  and  improvements  to  the  Social 
Security  Act.  We  accepted  about  50  of 
them  without  amendment.  But  we  had 
our  own  ideas  also — and  many  of  them 
were  generated  by  Senators  who  do  not 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Finance.  As 
a  result  of  their  suggestions  and  our  own 
deliberations,  Senators  will  find  over  80 
items  in  the  bill  before  the  Senate  which 
are  either  new  or  which  make  substantial 
modifications  of  features  contained  in 
the  House  bill. 

H.R.  12080,  as  reported  by  the  com- 
mittee, recommends  major  improve- 
ments in  the  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  relating  to  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  pro- 
gram, the  hospital  and  medical  insur- 
ance programs,  the  medical  assistance 
program,  the  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children,  and  other  public  as- 
sistance programs,  and  the  child  welfare 
and  child  health  programs. 

Looking  first  at  the  cash  social  secu- 
rity program,  the  committee  bill  provides 
for  the  payment  of  additional  benefits 
totaling  $5.8  billion  during  calendar  year 
1969,  the  first  full  year  of  operation  of 
all  the  new  benefit  provisions — $2.4  bil- 
lion more  than  would  have  been  paid  un- 
der the  House  bill.  This  cash  benefit 
increase  represents  the  largest  percent- 
age increase  Congress  has  considered 
since  1950.  It  is  the  largest  Congress 
ever  considered  in  terms  of  absolute  dol- 
lars. In  total,  $29  billion  would  be  paid 
out  in  cash  benefits  in  1969  as  compared 
to  $23.2  billion  if  present  law  were  not 
changed. 

About  24  million  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries would  have  their  benefits  in- 
creased because  of  this  bill  and  1%  mil- 
lion people  would  become  eligible  for 
benefits  under  the  bill  after  all  the  new 
provisions  become  operative.  By  far  the 
most  important  change  is  an  across-the- 
board  increase  in  benefit  payments  which 
would  average  about  19  percent,  with  a 
guaranteed  increase  in  monthly  cash 
benefits  of  15  percent  for  all  beneficiar- 


ies on  the  social  security  rolls  and  with 
a  new  minimum  benefit  of  $70  a  month. 
Today,  the  minimum  is  a  pitifully  small 
$44  a  month. 

The  level  of  living  of  all  of  these  peo- 
ple would  be  improved  under  the  com- 
mittee amendments;  1.6  million  aged 
people  would  be  moved  out  of  poverty, 
and  about  200,000  of  the  aged  could  be 
taken  off  the  public  assistance  rolls. 

The  higher  benefits  under  the  com- 
mittee amendments  would  become  pay- 
able for  March  1968  and  the  first  checks 
reflecting  the  increased  benefits  would 
be  received  by  beneficiaries  early  in 
April  1968. 

Moreover,  to  relieve  the  plight  of  peo- 
ple receiving  old-age  assistance,  the 
committee  added  a  new  provision  under 
which  State  old-age  assistance  programs 
would  have  to  provide  an  average  in- 
crease of  $7.50  a  month  to  elderly  people 
getting  assistance  payments.  The  cost  of 
this  provision  generally  would  be  met  out 
of  the  savings  to  the  States  that  would 
result  from  the  payment  of  increased  so- 
cial security  benefits  to  people  getting 
old-age  assistance.  With  this  amendment 
we  are  assuring  that  the  social  se- 
curity increases  provided  by  in  this  bill 
will  not  serve  merely  to  reduce  the  cost 
of  old-age  assistance  to  the  States — 
they  will  have  to  pass  much  or  all  of  the 
savings  on  to  the  poor  and  the  old  people 
on  their  welfare  rolls. 

Let  me  describe  briefly  just  how  these 
social  security  increases  would  affect  the 
average  beneficiary. 

The  average  monthly  benefit  paid  to 
retired  workers  and  their  wives  now  on 
the  rolls  would  increase  from  $145  to 
$171 — $164  under  the  House  bill.  Monthly 
benefits  would  range  from  the  new  mini- 
mum of  $70  to  $163.30  for  retired  workers 
now  on  social  security  rolls  who  begin  to 
draw  benefits  at  age  65  or  later,  com- 
pared with  $44  to  $142  under  present  law 
and  $50  to  $159.80  under  the  House  bill. 
There  would  be  an  increase,  too,  in  the 
special  payments  for  people  now  age  72 
and  older — from  $35  to  $50  for  a  single 
person  and  from  $52.50  to  $75  for  a  cou- 
ple. Moreover,  these  amendments  will 
have  a  very  beneficial  effect  on  people 
still  working  because  of  the  earnings 
base  increases  under  the  bill  to  $8,000  in 
1968,  to  $8,800  in  1969  and  to  $10,800  in 
1972.  This  is  a  feature  generally  over- 
looked by  those  who  question  a  change 
in  the  earnings  base.  A  man  age  50  in 
1968,  for  example,  who  earns  $8,800  a 
year  until  he  is  65  will  get  a  benefit  of 
$204  at  age  65 — 32  percent  higher  than 
he  could  get  under  present  law,  and 
about  10  percent  higher  than  he  would 
get  under  the  House  bill.  If  he  earns 
$10,800  a  year  or  more  his  benefit  will  be 
$223 — nearly  44  percent  higher  than  he 
would  get  under  the  present  law,  and  20 
percent  higher  than  under  the  House  bill. 

Moreover,  survivorship  and  disability 
protection  would  be  similarly  increased 
for  people  earning  above  $6,600.  For 
example,  if  a  worker  aged  35  in  1968 
with  annual  earnings  of  $8,800  died  in 
1970,  his  widow  and  child  would  receive 
a  monthly  benefit  of  $267.60,  or  $44 — 
nearly  20  percent — more  than  is  pro- 
vided now.  And  his  widow  at  age  62 
would  get  a  monthly  benefit  of  $147.10 


or  $24.10 — nearly  20  percent — a  month 
more  than  under  present  law.  If  the 
worker  became  disabled  in  1970,  he  would 
get  a  monthly  disability  benefit  of 
$178.30,  an  increase  of  $29.30 — nearly  20 
percent — a  month  over  the  amount  he 
would  get  under  present  law. 

Another  important  amendment  the 
committee  added  to  the  House  bill  would 
permit  individuals  who  have  attained  age 
60  to  retire  and  receive  social  security 
benefits.  This  amendment  was  ably  spon- 
sored by  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd].  It  is  an  amendment  that 
the  Senate  has  agreed  to  previously. 
Hopefully,  this  time  we  can  convince  the 
House  to  accept  it.  Under  existing  law, 
full  benefits  can  be  received  only  when 
the  individual  reaches  age  65  but  both 
men  and  women  may  voluntarily  elect  to 
receive  reduced  benefits  after  they  attain 
age  62 — widows  can  now  receive  bene- 
fits on  a  reduce — basis  at  age  60.  Bene- 
fits under  this  committee  amendment 
would  be  reduced  to  reflect  the  longer 
period  over  which  the  individual  would 
be  receiving  them.  This  earlier  retire- 
ment age  feature  would  become  effective 
December  1968  and  the  first  checks  re- 
flecting the  change  would  be  received  in 
January  1969.  This  would  mean  that  an 
estimated  775,000  people  would  start  get- 
ting benefits  sooner  than  they  would 
under  present  law.  Retired  workers  and 
their  wives,  aged  parents  and  widowers, 
who  cannot  get  benefits  before  age  62 
under  present  law,  will  get  some  $555 
million  in  benefits  in  the  first  12  months 
of  operation  under  this  provision. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  see  that 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  is  now  in  the  Chamber.  He  has 
fought  for  this  provision  over  a  period 
of  years.  At  least  on  one  occasion  we 
took  it  to  conference.  I  say  we  took  it 
to  conference,  but  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  fought  valiantly  for  it,  and  the 
Senate  went  along  with  him.  We  labored 
for  it  in  conference  but  I  was  disap- 
pointed when  the  House  would  not  accept 
any  part  of  it. 

The  Senator  offered  the  amendment 
successfully  to  a  bill  just  this  year,  but 
when  it  was  eliminated,  we  assured  him 
that  it  .would  be  considered  when  the 
finance  committee  met.  I  am  pleased  to 
see  that  his  handiwork  is  now  a  part  of 
the  bill  before  the  Senate.  I  believe  that 
it  is  a  very  good  proposal  and  has  great 
merit.  I  hope  that  this  time  we  can  pre- 
vail upon  the  House  to  agree  to  it. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for  the  con- 
sideration he  has  repeatedly  given  to  my 
amendment.  He  has  been  most  sympa- 
thetic to  the  idea  of  allowing  voluntary 
retirement  at  the  age  of  60  for  those 
who  wish  to  retire.  He  has,  in  the  past, 
been  most  helpful  in  promoting  the 
amendment. 

I  am  very  glad  that  the  committee  has, 
in  its  judgment,  seen  fit  upon  this  oc- 
casion to  include  the  amendment  in  the 
bill  before  it  was  brought  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate. 
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I  hope  that  the  House  conferees,  in  this 
instance,  will  accept  the  amendment.  I 
believe  that  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
the  Senate  has  twice  or  three  times  ac- 
cepted the  amendment,  and  that  in  this 
instance  the  committee  itself  has 
adopted  the  amendment,  the  House  con- 
ferees will  be  more  persuaded  to  accept 
the  amendment. 

As  I  see  it,  many  individuals  in  areas 
such  as  the  State  of  West  Virginia  are 
to  young  to  qualify  under  the  present 
law  for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance, 
yet  because  of  some  physical  problem 
they  are  unable  to  find  employment, 
their  unemployment  compensation  may 
have  expired,  they  have  no  income,  they 
may  or  may  not  have  saved  a  little 
money  during  their  lifetime  of  work,  or 
if  they  had  been  fortunate  enough  to 
have  saved  some  money  for  a  rainy  day, 
they  are  forced  to  draw  upon  that.  They 
may  be  forced  to  go  to  their  children 
and  stand  at  the  gate  with  hat  in  hand. 
Their  children  have  problems  trying  to 
raise  their  own  families.  In  some  in- 
stances, I  suppose  the  only  possible  al- 
ternative that  could  provide  sustenance 
for  them  would  be  welfare;  so  they  are 
forced  to  go  on  welfare. 

Thus,  it  was  my  thought  and,  I  am 
sure,  the  thought  also  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  that  this  proposal  would  at  least 
give  people  in  such  circumstances  an  op- 
portunity to  make  a  choice,  depending 
upon  the  facts  confronting  them  at  the 
time;  the  choice  of  accepting  social  se- 
curity at  an  actuarially  reduced  rate,  or 
to  wait  until  later  when  they  might  be 
able  to  receive  a  higher  payment;  but  if 
physical  incapacitation  or  other  circum- 
stances dictate  that  they  should  retire  at 
the  time,  at  least  they  would  have  the 
opportunity  to  do  so  if  his  amendment 
were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  was  privileged  to  offer 
such  an  amendment  in  committee  and  to 
press  for  its  adoption.  He  did  so  because 
he  had  worked  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  down 
through  the  years  when  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  had  sponsored  this 
proposal. 

In  the  long  run  the  cost  would  be  zero, 
although  in  the  short  run,  for  its  first 
year  of  operation,  the  cost  would  be  ap- 
proximately S555  million.  But  it  is  a  very 
fine  proposal,  one  which  should  be  en- 
acted. 

There  are  all  sorts  of  situations  that 
make  this  a  better  proposal  now  than  it 
was  when  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia first  offered  it,  labored  hard  for  it, 
and  succeeded  in  persuading  the  Senate 
to  agree  to  it. 

For  those  reasons  the  committee  was 
persuaded  to  agree  to  the  amendment, 
notwithstanding  the  substantial  case 
that  could  be  made  that  if  it  were  not 
agreed  to  in  committee,  for  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  could  again  offer  it 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  it  would 
prevail. 

I  regard  this  as  a  good  amendment. 
The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  labored  long  and  hard  for  it.  It 
has  more  merit  now  than  it  did  in  the 
beginning,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  it  was 


right  when  it  was  first  agreed  to.  One 
reason  why  it  has  more  merit  today  is 
that  a  person  who  is  unable  to  find  a 
job — not  because  he  is  disabled,  but  be- 
cause he  just  cannot  get  a  job — would  be 
privileged  to  retire;  but  even  if  he  could 
find  a  job  if  he  met  the  liberalized  earn- 
ings test  effective  in  1969,  which  we  have 
placed  in  the  bill,  namely  that  he  could 
earn  $2,000  a  year  under  the  Byrd 
amendment,  he  could  retire,  continue 
working  and  still  receive  all  of  his  re- 
duced benefits.  If  he  could  receive  that 
much  and  in  addition  receive  social  se- 
curity benefits,  even  though  the  benefits 
were  reduced  by  one-third,  his  retire- 
ment benefits  plus  what  he  could  earn 
would  enable  him  to  get  along  pretty 
well.  He  might  earn  $150  a  month  and 
receive  benefits  of  $75  or  $80.  Thus  he 
could  draw  his  benefits  and  supplement 
them  with  earnings  under  the  liberalized 
base  provided  in  the  bill.  So  if  the  two 
factors  are  considered  together,  such  a 
person  would  be  helped  substantially. 

In  addition,  he  might  be  receiving  an 
additional  benefit,  such  as  a  veteran's 
compensation  check  for  disability  or  in- 
juries incurred  during  wartime.  Or  he 
might  have  other  resources  which  could 
help  him  to  supplement  his  retirement 
benefit.  Such  income  plus  the  reduced 
benefit,  stretched  over  a  longer  period  of 
time,  could  be  of  great  importance  to 
him. 

I  personally  visualize  this  proposal  as 
something  that  will  help  a  large  number 
of  people  who  are  not  able  to  get  the 
kind  of  jobs  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia and  I  would  like  to  see  them  have, 
but  who  could  find  some  kind  of  employ- 
ment to  enable  them  to  earn  enough  to 
supplement  what  they  would  receive  as 
retirement  benefits.  In  any  event,  if  a 
person  cannot  get  any  employment  at 
all,  but  assuming  he  is  living  with  rela- 
tives, he  can  hold  his  head  higher  at 
supper  time,  knowing  that  he  is  helping 
to  bear  a  part  of  the  family  burden. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Do  I  cor- 
rectly understand  that,  even  though 
there  will  be  an  initial  cost,  over  the  long 
run  the  initial  cost  will  be  more  or  less 
washed  out  across  the  board  and  that 
there  will  be  an  evening  out  of  the  cost, 
so  that  in  the  long  run  there  will  not 
be  any  additional  burden  on  the  trust 
fund? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes,  that  is 
correct.  But  I  must  advise  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  and  the  Senate  that, 
unfortunately,  it  will  be  a  considerable 
number  of  years — I  believe  it  will  be 
more  than  20  to  25  years — before  the 
amendment  would  begin  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  money  flowing  out  of  the  fund 
and  start  to  increase  the  amount  the 
fund  would  receive.  But  the  long-term 
cost  would  be  zero.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. However,  in  the  long  run,  this  pro-, 
vision  can  well  be  viewed  as  self-financing 
because  of  its  reduced-benefits  feature. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  should 
like  to  see  full  benefits  paid  at  age  60; 
but  I  think  we  must  recognize  that  that 
would,  indeed,  place  a  great  burden  upon 
the  social  security  trust  fund.  The  pub- 
he  must  understand  that  when  the  pay- 
ments are  increased  or  when  there  are 


costly  innovations  somebody  has  to  pay 
the  cost. 

In  this  instance,  over  the  long  run, 
there  will  not  be  any  additional  cost.  But 
if  full  benefits  were  paid  at  age  60,  the 
public  should  realize  that  that  would 
constitute  a  considerable  additional  bur- 
den on  the  fund.  An  additional  tax  would 
have  to  be  imposed  on  the  employee  and 
the  employer,  and  conditions  have  about 
reached  the  point  where  the  tax  already 
constitutes  a  tight  pinch  upon  the  em- 
ployer. In  order  to  avoid  such  an  addi- 
tional burden  upon  the  employer  and  the 
employee,  it  was  thought  by  me,  in  pre- 
senting this  amendment,  that  at  least 
an  opportunity  should  be  provided  for 
an  individual  to  retire  at  an  actuarially 
reduced  benefit,  which  would  not  cost  the 
employee  or  the  employer  any  addi- 
tional tax.  Otherwise,  I  think  we  would 
meet  with  considerable  opposition  in  at- 
tempting to  lower  the  retirement  age  to 
60.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  We  do  not,  either  now  or  in 
the  future,  need  to  increase  the  tax  to 
cover  this  benefit.  We  feel  the  savings 
that  will  be  achieved  down  through  the 
years  at  a  future  point  will  be  such  that 
there  is  no  necessity  for  increasing  the 
tax  on  those  who  perhaps  could  not  stand 
it,  and  as  people  achieve  further  benefits 
farther  down  life's  path,  the  cost  washes 
itself  out. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  we  were 
to  provide  full  benefits  at  age  60 — which 
I  think  both  of  us  would  like  to  see — 
we  would  have  to  recognize  that  the  cost 
would  be  inordinately  high,  and  some- 
body would  have  to  pay  this  cost  and  it 
would  require  additional  taxes  upon  the 
employee  and  employer,  and  therefore 
would  engender  considerable  opposition 
to  the  proposal,  and  we  might  not  be  able 
to  get  our  colleagues  to  accept  the 
proposal. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  rather  fully  convinced  that,  meri- 
torious as  the  proposal  is  to  reduce  the 
retirement  age  to  60  with  full  benefits, 
the  cost  would  be  so  great  and  the  group 
benefiting  from  age  60  retirement  would 
be  so  small  in  number  by  comparison, 
that  the  result  would  be  that  there  would 
be  strong  opposition  to  it  unless  we  did 
what  the  Senator  has  suggested. 

May  I  say  that  there  is  an  additional 
problem  here,  in  that  it  is  not  just 
whether  this  is  desirable.  The  question  is, 
Is  this  more  desirable  than  a  number  of 
other  things  we  could  do  if  we  had  the 
same  amount  of  money  with  which  to 
work?  For  example,  if  we  had  an  equal 
amount  of  money  available,  we  might 
want  to  completely  eliminate  the  so- 
called  earnings  test.  As  it  stands  now, 
when  somebody  retires,  he  can  make 
$1,500  a  year  without  reducing  the  social 
security  benefits  he  receives.  The  House 
raised  that  limitation  to  $1,680  effective 
in  1968.  The  Senate  Finance  Committee 
raises  it,  starting  in  January  1969,  to 
$2,000. 

To  eUminate  it  completely,  as  has  been 
suggested,  would  cost  about  $2  billion  a 
year.  That  is  indeed  a  lot  of  money.  The 
only  reason  we  do  not  do  it,  frankly,  is 
that  the  cost  is  tremendous — and  thus, 
prohibitive. 
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That  could  be  compared  with  the  Sen- 
ator's suggestion  that  there  be  full  re- 
tirement benefits  at  age  60,  which  has 
much  to  recommend  it.  Many  people 
would  have  that  privilege  and  exercise 
it.  It  would  be  a  popular  thing,  but  it 
would  cost  so  much  money  that  it  might 
discount  the  benefits  from  the  actuarial 
point  of  view  and  undermine  the  system. 
When  we  consider  that,  we  have  to  think 
in  terms  of  what  that  money  could  buy 
for  some  other  benefits  for  the  retired 
workers.  Those  already  retired  probably 
would  be  in  favor  of  completely  lifting 
the  earnings  limitation.  On  the  other 
hand,  those  who  are  ill  would  rather  have 
more  medical  benefits.  So  we  have  to 
weigh  these  proposals,  which  are  merito- 
rious in  their  own  right,  against  what 
we  could  do  if  the  same  amount  of  money 
were  used  for  something  else.  We  must 
weigh  all  the  equities. 

However,  I  would  think  that  at  a  later 
date  we  could  explore  it  again. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  the  Senator  will  yield,  I  want  to 
say  that  if  we  were  suggesting  a  manda- 
tory or  forced  retirement  at  age  60  with 
reduced  benefits  it  would  be  an  unfortu- 
nate thing ;  but  this  is  entirely  voluntary, 
and  if  it  is  the  wish  of  individuals  who 
have  jobs  to  work  until  they  reach  age 
65,  and  then  receive  full  benefits  at  that 
time,  they  may  do  so.  But  there  are  those 
individuals  who  are  unable  to  work  per- 
haps because  of  physical  reasons  but  who 
are  not  physically  incapacitated  to  the 
point  where  they  can  obtain  disability 
benefits  under  social  security.  Yet,  they 
cannot  get  a  job.  Their  unemployment 
compensation  benefits  may  have  been 
exhausted.  The  wolf  may  be  at  their  door. 
This  amendment  gives  them  an  oppor- 
tunity of  making  a  choice.  They  may 
accept  benefits  at  an  earlier  age,  even 
though  the  benefits  are  reduced,  and 
thus  keep  the  wolf  away  from  the  door, 
and  thereby  avoid  imposing  themselves 
on  their  children,  who  may  have  prob- 
lems of  their  own  in  trying  to  raise 
families.  The  amendment  therefore 
benefits  not  only  the  prospective  recip- 
ients but  their  children  as  well,  and  it 
might  help  relieve  the  welfare  case- 
loads in  some  instances  where  these  par- 
ticular individuals  might  have  to  resort 
to  public  welfare  to  keep  body  and  soul 
together. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  it  would 
not  do  quite  that,  at  least  it  would  lessen 
the  welfare  load,  because  if  a  person 
were  drawing  $50  a  month  from  social 
security,  he  would  not  need  as  much 
welfare  assistance  as  he  would  need  in 
the  event  he  was  not  drawing  any  social 
security  benefits.  So  he  would  not  be  as 
heavy  a  burden  on  the  State  welfare 
program,  and  the  two  programs  work- 
ing together  would  be  to  his  advantage. 

We  provide  in  this  bill  that  a  person 
can  draw  public  welfare  benefits,  in  ad- 
dition, and  can  make  certain  earnings  to 
go  along  with  them.  So  his  payments 
would  be  more  on  balance,  because  he 
would  be  receiving  his  voluntary  retire- 
ment benefits,  and  if  he  had  some  other 
income  to  go  along  with  it,  the  two  work- 
ing together  could  solve  the  problem. 

If  someone  loses  his  job  and  cannot 
get  another  one  at  age  60,  the  fact  that 
he  is  entitled  to  get  social  security  bene- 


fits starting  at  age  65  does  not  do  him 
much  good  if  he  starves  until  he  gets 
those  benefits.  So  a  large  number  of  peo- 
ple would  find  it  to  their  advantage  to 
use  this  provision. 

As  I  have  said,  we  estimate  that  there 
would  be  775,000  people  who  would 
avail  themselves  of  this  provision  im- 
mediately, because  of  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  again  thank  the  distinguish- 
ed chairman,  Mr.  Long,  for  the  kind  con- 
sideration that  he  has  given  heretofore, 
and  for  the  consideration  he  has  given 
in  this  instance.  I  believe  that  the  action 
we  have  taken  is  a  humanitarian  step.  I 
believe  it  is  a  good  amendment,  and  I 
have  greater  hopes  than  ever  before  that 
the  House  of  Representatives  will  accept 
it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  also 
agreed  to  liberalize  the  treatment  of  dis- 
abled widows  and  widowers  of  deceased 
workers.  Under  the  committee  amend- 
ment, which  incidentally  was  agreed  to 
by  a  rollcall  vote  of  15  to  0,  these  widows 
and  widowers  would  become  entitled  to 
a  full  benefit  of  82  y2  percent  of  the 
amount  their  spouse  would  have  been 
entitled  to  receive  if  he  had  retired  at 
age  65.  Under  the  House  bill  these  per- 
sons would  have  received  benefits  of  only 
50  percent  at  age  50.  This  group  was  con- 
sidered particularly  deserving  of  aid  be- 
cause of  their  inability  to  go  to  work  and 
earn  incomes  after  their  spouses  had 
died.  The  provision  would  be  effective  in 
March  and  would  make  some  70,000  dis- 
abled widows  and  widowers  eligible  for 
benefits.  An  additional  $71  million  would 
be  paid  out  to  them  in  the  first  12  months 
of  operation. 

The  bill  also  contains  a  further  liberal- 
ization of  the  retirement  test  in  the  social 
security  law  which  today  serves  to  reduce 
the  benefits  payable  to  an  individual  who 
earns  more  than  $1,500  a  year.  The  com- 
mittee amendment  authored  by  the  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke] 
permits  a  retiree  to  earn  as  much  as 
$1,680  a  year  in  1968  and  $2,000  a  year 
after  1968  without  reduction  of  his  social 
security  benefits.  This  amendment  would 
make  it  desirable  for  more  social  security 
retirees  to  accept  part-time  employment 
without  losing  any  of  their  benefits. 

The  committee  bill  also  provides  for 
payment  of  disability  benefits  to  blind 
persons  having  vision  of  less  than  20/200 
if  they  have  at  least  six  quarters  of  cov- 
erage under  the  social  security  program. 
This  was  the  same  proposal  suggested  by 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  some  years 
ago,  which  he  suggested  again  on  this 
occasion. 

Mr.  RIBICOPP.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIBICOPP.  I  take  this  opportunity, 
Mr.  President,  of  commending  in  the 
highest  terms  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Finance  for  the 
results  of  the  task  that  he  has  under- 
taken, as  chairman,  in  working  out  the 
bill  that  is  before  us. 

This  is  the  most  significant  series  of 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act 


that  has  been  brought  forth  since  the 
inception  of  the  social  security  system 
itself.  I  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  for  his  patience,  his  courtesy, 
and  his  understanding  in  working  out 
solutions  to  the  basic  problems  that  we 
have. 

I  think  the  chairman,  on  behalf  of 
his  committee,  here  offers  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  for  the  first  time  a  social 
security  bill  that  is  responsive  to  the 
realities  of  the  economic  conditions  in 
America  today.  It  makes  it  possible  for 
those  on  social  security,  for  .the  first 
time,  to  share  in  the  generl  affluence 
that  this  Nation  has  enjoyed  over  the 
past  decade,  but  which  has  been  denied, 
to  a  great  extent,  to  the  millions  of  re- 
tired individuals  who  have  done  so  much 
to  build  up  American  affluence. 

I  believe,  too,  that  we  should  not  over- 
look the  fact  that  while  most  of  its  em- 
phasis is  in  the  field  of  retirement  in- 
come, the  Social  Security  Act  contains 
many  general  social  welfare  provisions. 

Although  great  advances  have  been 
made  in  social  security,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  carefully  worked  out  a 
series  of  amendments  to  the  welfare  pro- 
visions which  I  consider  to  be  potentially 
one  of  the  most  significant  features  in 
the  entire  war  on  poverty,  and  the  mov- 
ing forward  of  an  entirely  new  emphasis 
on  welfare. 

Very  little  attention  has  been  given  to 
this  particular  program,  because  it  is  so 
far  down  in  the  voluminous  document 
which  is  the  bill  before  us,  covering  some 
423  pages. 

For  the  first  time  the  committee  has 
included  meaningful  work  provisions. 
Under  the  leadership  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  it  has  worked  out  a  series  of 
provisions  that  make  work  training  for 
people  on  welfare  a  reality.  Not  only  that 
but  the  chairman  has  worked  out  a 
series  of  provisions  under  which  indi- 
viduals, once  they  are  trained  and  quali- 
fied, will  be  afforded  opportunities  to 
work  in  either  public  institutions  or  pub- 
lic service  institutions. 

My  prediction  is  that  the  future  will 
show  that  these  provisions  the  chair- 
man has  been  able  to  work  out  will  have 
a  most  significant  impact  on  the  war  on 
poverty,  and  will  have  a  beneficial  effect 
in  taking  people  off  of  welfare;  and  I 
did  not  wish  to  let  this  opportunity  go 
by  without  commending  the  imagina- 
tion, the  leadership,  and  the  depth  of 
understanding  of  these  overall  problems 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Loui; 
siana,  and  paying  him  the  tribute  he 
deserves. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  thank  the  Senator  for  the  high 
compliment  he  has  paid  me. 

May  I  say  that  when  I  first  applied 
for  membership  on  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  I  was  not  so  much  interested 
in  taxes,  tariffs,  and  trade  laws,  or  even 
in  the  national  debt.  The  thing  that  had 
most  impressed  me,  when  I  asked  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
was  that  it  is  the  committee  that  han- 
dles social  security,  public  welfare,  vet- 
erans insurance  programs,  and  other 
measures  to  help  the  disabled  and  un- 
fortunate veterans  who  are  handicapped 
as  a  result  of  their  service  to  their  coun- 
try. This  area  of  helping  people  that 
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comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  impressed  me  even 
more  than  the  tax  jurisdiction  we  have, 
though  it,  of  course,  is  enormously  im- 
portant. 

Therefore,  it  was  a  matter  of  great 
joy  to  see  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Ribicoff]  assigned  to  the  commit- 
tee. The  Senator  has  tremendous  ex- 
perience in  areas  of  helping  people.  He 
has  served  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  has  served  as  Governor  of  his 
State,  where  he  had  responsibility  for 
administering  the  welfare  program  of 
Connecticut.  He  came  to  us  after  service 
as  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  In  that  capacity,  he  brought 
major  bills  before  us  to  provide  care 
for  the  needy'  and  the  unfortunate,  as 
well  as  the  social  security  retirees,  and 
struggled  long  and  hard  urging  Con- 
gress to  pass  a  bill  to  provide  medical 
care  for  the  aged. 

He  subsequently  ran  for  and  was  elect- 
ed to  the  Senate,  and,  to  the  pleasure  of 
many  of  us,  as  one  of  his  first  assign- 
ments, came  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. We  have  had  no  better  qualified 
Senator  to  be  assigned  to  work  in  the 
social  security  and  public  welfare  area 
than  the  Senator  from  Connecticut,  who 
has  such  profound  knowledge  and  such 
a  wealth  of  experience  in  this  field. 

I  have  sometimes  had  occasion  to 
point  out  to  the  Senate,  in  reporting  a 
bill,  that  there  is  more  language  in  the 
bill  suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut than  by  any  other  member  of 
the  committee.  J  would  not  be  surprised 
if  that  were  the  case  here.  If  it  is  not 
the  case  directly,  indirectly  I  am  sure 
it  would  be,  because  when  anyone  made 
a  suggestion  as  to  what  should  or  should 
not  be  in  the  bill,  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut who  has  usually  had  more  prac- 
tical, down-to-earth  experience  than 
any  other  member  of  the  committee,  has 
been  able  to  tell  us  whether  he  thinks 
the  idea  is  good  or  bad. 

So  on  this  occasion,  as  on  others,  there 
are  a  great  many  things  in  the  bill  which 
the  Senator  thought  should  be  added  as 
amendments  to  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives provisions. 

I  particularly  appreciate  the  kind 
words  of  the  Senator  in  view  of  the  great 
contribution  he  has  made  in  this  field. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  what 
I  would  like  to  see  further  achieved  by 
the  Finance  Committee  under  the  able 
leadership  of  the  chairman  is  a  little 
more  overview  in  the  whole  medicare 
field. 

Medicare  has  so  many  problems  and 
has  such  a  great  impact  that,  as  I  have 
observed  medicare  working  during  the 
past  year,  I  believe  there  is  much  more 
that  we  have  to  do  as  a  finance  com- 
mittee in  the  field  of  oversight.  If  we  do 
not  do  this  as  a  committee,  I  have  great 
fears  that  the  burdens  will  continue  to 
multiply  and  we  may  be  faced  with  tre- 
mendous costs. 

The  costs  of  medicare  are  going  up 
astronomically,  with  respect  to  both 
medical  and  hospital  fees.  I  think  that 
the  question  of  the  management  of 
medicare  is  going  to  require  the  careful 
scrutiny  of  the  Finance  Committee  and 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  who 


have  the  basic  task  of  making  sure  that 
this  program  does  not  get  away  from  us. 
But,  again,  I  do  want  this  record  to 
show  what  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  achieved  in  the  welfare  section  of 
the  pending  bill.  In  many  ways  it  will 
have  a  great  impact  on  the  future  of  our 
Nation. 

I  pay  my  highest  compliments  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator.  As  the  Senator  so  well  knows, 
in  many  respects,  this  is  the  most  im- 
portant social  security  bill  that  we  will 
have  passed.  We  have  to  judge  these 
things  relatively  speaking. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  played 
a  major  part  in  the  passing  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  of  1965,  which  included 
the  medicare  amendment. 

That  was  a  tremendous  advance  in 
the  social  security  program  and  a  very 
controversial  advancement,  may  I  say. 
And  the  Senator  is  quite  correct  that 
just  as  soon  as  we  can  find  some  time 
to  do  it  and  assign  Senators  to  that  task, 
we  should  take  a  greater  look  in  depth 
at  the  medicare  problem  and  see  if  we 
can  find  ways  in  which  the  law  can  be 
improved  and  see  if  the  law  is  being 
administered  as  efficiently  and  effective- 
ly as  it  might  be. 

I  know  that  no  one  can  make  a  great- 
er contribution  in  that  area  than  can  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  him 
on  this  particular  problem. 

Mr.  ELLENDER,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  of  the  fact  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut  has  paid  such 
high  tribute  to  my  colleague.  I  join  in 
everything  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut had  to  say  in  that  regard. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  worked  hard  and  constantly  on  this 
program.  I  know  that  the  bill  is  in  good 
hands. 

I  have  not  had  the  chance  to  study 
the  report  and  go  over  the  bill.  However, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  larger  payments 
will  be  made  and  more  people  will  be 
taken  under  social  security,  I  wonder 
what  impact  these  additions  will  have  on 
the  trust  fund  that  has  been  created  up 
to  this  moment, 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  The  trust 
fund  in  1968,  which  is  the  first  year  that 
this  law  will  go  into  effect,  will  collect 
approximately  $2.2  billion  more  in  taxes 
than  it  pays  out  in  terms  of  benefits. 

The  bill  as  proposed  by  the  Committee 
on  Finance  does  not  start  the  increased 
benefits  until  the  month  of  April.  The 
benefits  are  payable  for  the  month  of 
March,  but  the  first  check  will  be  sent  in 
April.  The  increase  in  taxes  is  not 
achieved  by  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  tax 
in  1968,  but  is  achieved  by  raising  the 
base  from  $6,600  to  §8,000. 

This  wage  base  increase  will  raise  $100 
million  a  year  more,  when  compared  to 
the  House  bill,  than  would  be  paid  out. 

It  was  originally  estimated  "that  there 
would  be  about  a  $4.1  billion  surplus 
under  present  law  flowing  into  the  fund. 

The  administration  recommended  that 
benefits  should  be  paid  to  the  extent  that 


that  surplus  would  be  reduced  to  $300 
million.  The  House  did  not  see  fit  to  so 
reduce  the  surplus  flowing  into  the  fund, 
but  did  reduce  it  by  approximately  $2 
billion,  with  a  $2.1  billion  excess  of  in- 
come over  outgo. 

On  balance,  what  the  Committee  on 
Finance  has  done  would  cause  the  sur- 
plus flowing  into  the  fund  to  be  increased 
by  about  $100  million  a  year  over  the 
increase  occasioned  by  the  action  of  the 
House  for  the  fiscal  year  1968. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  the  long  run,  is  it 
my  colleagues  view  that  the  taxes  im- 
posed will  not  in  any  manner  impair  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  all  these  obli- 
gations in  the  future? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  They  will  not. 
This  bill  would  maintain  a  surplus  flow- 
ing into  the  fund  every  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Over  and  above  the 
payments? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  For  example,  I  show  the  Sen- 
ator a  compilation  here,  which  I  will 
discuss  later,  showing  that  in  1968  we 
would  have  a  surplus  flowing  into  the 
fund  under  the  Senate  bill  of  S2.200,- 
onQ.OOO.  In  1969  the  tax  would  increase, 
so  that  there  would  be  a  surplus  of 
$3,600,000,000. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  After  paying  these 
additional  benefits? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  In  1970,  there  would  be  a  sur- 
plus of  $3,600,000,000.  In  1971,  there 
would  be  a  surplus  of  $6,600,000,000.  In 
1972,  there  would  be  a  surplus  of  $8,600.- 
000.000. 

I  say  to  my  friend,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  whom  I  have  always  ad- 
mired for  his  dedication  and  service  to 
his  country,  that  this  excess  is  so  great 
that  it  sometimes  causes  me  to  ask 
whether,  perhaps,  in  some  future  year 
we  might  not  want  to  postpone  some  of 
the  tax  increases  we  vote  here. 

It  was  the  judgment  of  the  commit- 
tee, however,  that  this  amount  would  be 
about  what  would  be  needed  to  maintain 
an  amount  in  the  fund  adequate  to  meet 
about  1  year's  benefit  payments  if  no 
additional  money  were  to  flow  into  the 
fund. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  certain  that  my 
colleague  is  familiar  with  many  of  the 
charges  made  to  the  effect  that  by  add- 
ing these  additional  benefits — and  I 
think  we -did  it  in  the  past  on  two  or  three 
occasions — we  would  tend  to  impair  the 
soundness  of  the  fund.  The  fear  was  that 
those  who  are  paying  into  the  fund  now 
in  order  to  be  entitled  to  payments  in, 
say,  25  or  30  years  hence,  might  not  be 
able  to  collect  because  the  fund  would 
be  so  taxed  by  withdrawals  that  there 
would  not  be  a  sufficiency  to  meet  all 
obligations. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  charge 
would  not  be  correct  at  all.  It  is  a  false 
and  misleading  one.  On  page  124  of  the 
report,  there  is  a  summary  of  an  actu- 
arial study  made  by  the  chief  actuary  of 
the  social  security  system,  a  man  who  is 
regarded  as  one  of  the  best  experts  on  the 
subject.  I  shall  read  only  one  sentence 
from  that  page. 

He  said: 

Accordingly,  the  old-age  and  survivors  in- 
surance program,  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
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the  committee-approved  bill,  is  in  close 
actuarial  balance,  and  thus  remains  actu- 
arially sound. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  comment  on  this 
point? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  is  it 
not  true  that  before  action  was  taken, 
the  chairman  and  the  majority  of  the 
committee  were  most  careful  to  solicit 
from  the  actuarian  the  assurance  that 
every  step  that  was  taken  in  this  bill 
was  actuarially  sound  and  that,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  amount  that  the  con- 
tributions exceed  benefits  in  the  Senate 
bill  is  in  the  sum  of  $100,000,000  more 
than  provided  by  the  House  bill,  even 
though  the  Senate  bill  contained  addi- 
tional benefits. 

Is  it  not  also  true  that,  concerning  the 
soundness  of  the  fund,  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Social  Security,  which 
meets  from  time  to  time  under  the  law 
to  make  its  survey  and  review  to  the 
President  and  Congress,  time  and  time 
again  has  assured  the  Nation  and  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
the  Congress  that  the  social  security 
fund  is  actuarially  sound. 

The  people  who  serve  on  this  advisory 
committee  are  top  people  in  the  field  of 
insurance  and  banking  and  time  after 
time  they  have  made  very  careful 
scrutiny  and  surveys  of  everything  that 
has  been  done.  We  have  been  assured  of 
the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  fund. 

The  House  bill  provided  for  wages  up 
to  $7,600  being  subject  to  taxation,  and 
I  believe  the  chairman  insisted  that  the 
wages  upon  which  taxes  be  paid  go  up  to 
$8,000,  to  assure  that  there  would  be 
additional  revenues  in  the  fund,  as  well 
as  pay  for  the  additional  benefits  which 
the  committee  approved. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  simply  wish  to  ex- 
press the  hope  that  my  colleague  and 
those  who  helped  draft  this  bill  will 
stick  by  their  guns  and  make  sure  that 
enough  funds  are  provided  to  take  care 
of  the  additional  expenses  caused  by 
drawing  many  more  recipients  into  so- 
cial security.  It  will  be  an  easy  matter  to 
increase  the  payments  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  or  perhaps  to  leave  them  as 
they  are.  On  the  other  hand,  efforts 
might  be  made  to  cut  back  on  the  tax 
portion  of  it,  so  that  the  fund  might  be 
impaired  unless  Congress  insists  that  the 
tax  structure  remain  in  line  with  what 
the  committee  believes  is  needed  in  order 
to  pay  all  recipients. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  In  watching  the  chair- 
man work  in  that  committee,  I  have 
never  known  him  not  to  insist  that  that 
is  exactly  what  should  take  place.  I  be- 
lieve the  chairman  has  been  very  care- 
ful and  very  solicitous  to  be  assured  that 
whatever  benefits  are  voted  will  be  more 
than  compensated  by  the  taxes  that  are 
received. 

There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
what  method  should  be  used  and  what 
timetable  should  be  used;  but,  basically, 
so  far  as  the  chairman  is  concerned,  the 
plan  ultimately  adopted  by  the  majority 
was  one  that  he  was  assured  was  actu- 
arially sound. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  May  I  add 
that  in  past  years,  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  has  been  most 
conservative  in  estimating  both  receipts 
and  expenditures,  to  assure  that  every 
one  of  these  additional  benefits  would 
be  accompanied  by  a  tax  more  than  ade- 
quate to  pay  for  it.  This  Would,  in  effect, 
build  up  these  reserves,  with  the  result 
that  we  have  projected  into  the  social 
security  trust  funds,  under  present  law 
and  at  the  time  the  House  looked  at  this 
problem,  a  surplus  of  $4,100  million  for 
1968. 

The  Senator  well  knows  that  so  long 
as  you  take  in  more  money  than  you  pay 
out,  you  will  never  go  broke. 

The  $4,100  million  of  projected  surplus 
was  so  impressive  that  at  one  time  the 
ranking  Republican  member  of  the 
House  committee  actually  suggested  an 
8-percent  increase  in  social  security  ben- 
efits, without  any  accompanying  increase 
in  social  security  tax,  because  of  the 
large  surplus  coming  into  the  fund.  The 
administration  actually  recommended 
that  we  reduce  such  surplus  by  $4  bil- 
lion. I  do  not-  believe  the  President 
would  press  for  anything  such  as  that  at 
this  time  because  of  other  fiscal  and 
monetary  problems,  with  which  my  col- 
league is  more  familiar  than  I,  because 
he  serves  on  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. 

However,  the  House  did  not  buy  all  of 
the  suggestion  to  deplete  the  surplus.  The 
House  chose  to  fund  a  part  of  the  bene- 
fits that  it  was  voting  in  this  bill;  and 
rather  than  reduce  the  surplus  by  $4 
billion,  it  reduced  it  by  only  $2  billion 
for  1968.  Whereas  the  House  would  raise 
taxes  to  pay  for  only  a  small  portion  of 
additional  benefits  voted  by  the  House, 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  in  a 
responsible  fashion  raises  $100  million 
more  than  necessary  to  pay  for  the  bene- 
fits that  we  voted. 

So  this  committee  has  not  been  at  all 
reluctant  to  vote  for  the  payment  of  the 
benefits  we  included.  At  one  time,  we 
even  went  to  the  extent — I  believe,  from 
hindsight,  we  went  too  far — of  voting  to 
actually  raise  enough  money  to  fund  both 
what  the  House  had  done  and  what  we 
had  done;  not  only  maintain  the  sur- 
plus but  even  increase  it.  Frankly,  when 
it  was  pointed  out  to  us  that  such  action 
might  subject  us  to  the  charge  that  we 
were  trying  to  balance  the  budget  by 
raising  social  security  taxes,  we  decided 
that  we  would  like  to  have  a  second  look 
at  the  matter.  We  concluded  that  so  long 
as  we  raised  as  much  money  as  we  pro- 
posed to  pay  out,  we  were  being  very  re- 
sponsible, so  far  as  the  Senate  was  con- 
cerned. We  reported  this  bill  with  the 
committee  recommendation  that  every- 
thing added  to  the  bill  be  funded  in  the 
year  in  which  the  additional  increases 
would  be  provided. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  hope  Congress  will 
stick  with  the  amounts  fixed  in  the  bill, 
both  as  to  payments  and  the  tax  neces- 
sary to  meet  the  additional  costs. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Please  un- 
derstand that  the  House  voted  to  reduce 
the  surplus  of  that  fund  by  $2  billion. 
Before  anyone  points  a  finger  of  scorn 
at  the  House,  it  should  be  clearly  under- 
stood that  the  House  of  Representa- 


tives— and  in  particular  the  chairman 
of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  Mr. 
Mills — is  more  responsible  than  any- 
one else  in  Congress  for  the  fact  that  the 
fund  was  projected  to  have  a  surplus 
next  year  of  $4.1  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  points  out  that  the  benefits  in 
calendar  year  1968  as  approved  by  the 
Senate  committee  would  be  approxi- 
mately $300  million  more  than  the  House 
bill,  whereas  the  tax  provided  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill  would  bring  in  additional  rev- 
enue above  the  House  bill  of  approxi- 
mately $400  million  in  calendar  year 
1968,  which  leaves  a  $100  million  so- 
called  surplus  that  would  be  paid. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  com- 
pared with  the  House  bill.  I  am  only  talk- 
ing about  what  the  Senate  committee 
did. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  But  it  should  be  pointed  out  that, 
to  arrive  at  that  figure,  the  Senator  is 
proceeding  on  the  premise  that  the  Sen- 
ate bill  will  be  in  effect  for  9  months  of 
the  calendar  year  1968,  and  he  is  com- 
paring that  with  the  House  payments 
for  12  months.  If  you  put  them  on  the 
same  monthly  basis  you  get  an  entirely 
different  picture. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  do  not  quar- 
rel with  the  Senator  about  that.  We  put 
a  tax  into  effect  for  12  months,  and  we 
bring  in  $100  million  more  than  we  pay 
out  in  9  months.  So  we  assert  a  tax  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  benefits. 

To  the  extent  the  committee  voted  ad- 
ditional benefits  for  calendar  year  1968, 
we  put  the  tax  on  to  pay  for  it.  Similarly 
to  the  extent  we  voted  for  additional 
social  security  benefits  in  1969,  we  put  the 
tax  on  to  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  bill 
as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Finance 
provides  three  and  a  half  billion  dollars 
additional  benefits  for  9  months  in  cal- 
endar year  1968.  This  amount  is  over  and 
beyond  the  benefits  which  would  be  paid 
under  existing  law.  The  bill  as  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Finance  would  raise 
$1.6  billion  over  the  amount  provided  in 
existing  law,  which  means  that  in  calen- 
dar year  1968  we  would  pay  out  $1.9  bil- 
lion more  than  would  be  raised  in 
revenue.  So  I  believe  we  should  have  the 
benefits  and  the  income  more  properly 
balanced  before  we  put  any  halos  around 
our  head  for  balancing  the  budget. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  one  adopts 
the  attitude  that  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware takes,  that  you  should  pay  for  the 
benefits  for  which  you  voted,  this  was 
achieved  by  the  committee  since  to  the 
extent  we  added  benefits  to  this  bill,  we 
have  paid  for  them,  plus  $100  million  for 
added  good  measure. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  when 
the  Senate  committee  reported  the  bill 
we  did  not  report  just  the  Senate  amend- 
ments. We  reported  the  House  bill  as 
amended  by  the  Senate,  and  that  is  the 
bill  now  before  the  Senate.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  the  bill  as  it  is  presently  be- 
fore the  Senate  and  its  full  impact  both 
in  benefits  and  taxes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  one  wants 
to  look  at  the  entire  matter — what  the 
House  did,  plus  what  the  Senate  com- 
mittee proposes  to  do — we  would  raise 
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$2  billion  more  in  taxes  than  we  would 
pay  out  "in  1968.  So  the  fund  would  have 
$2  billion  more  in  January,  1969,  than  it 
would  have  if  we  do  not  have  this  bill. 

Now,  I  would  be  happy  to  concede  that 
if  the  President  vetoed  the  bill,  there 
would  be  S2  billion  more  in  the  fund 
than  otherwise.  The  ranking  Republican 
member  of  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  the  counterpart  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware,  at  one  time  pro- 
posed an  8-percent  increase  in  social 
security  benefits,  with  no  increase  in  the 
tax,  because  there  was  so  much  surplus 
falling  into  the  fund.  That  suggestion 
would  have  completely  eliminated  any 
excess.  This  excess  became  available  to 
the  fund  mainly  because  the  chairman 
of  the  House  committee,  the  Honorable 
Wilbur  Mills,  the  Representative  from 
Arkansas,  has  been  very  conservative 
through  the  years  and  has  fought  val- 
iantly for  the  position  that  every  time 
we  add  benefits,  we  should  add  a  suffi- 
cient tax  so  that  the  social  security  fund 
would  in  no  way  be  impaired. 

When  the  House  reduces  the  surplus 
flowing  into  the  fund  I  do  not  point  a 
finger  of  scorn.  The  Senate  is  responsible 
for  what  happens  to  surplus  here. 

Mr.  RLBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port the  social  security  bill  now  before 
us,  and  I  extend  my  congratulations  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who,  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
has  worked  long,  hard,  and  skillfully  to 
produce  this  bill.  The  proposed  changes 
in  the  social  security  program  would 
continue  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  toward  providing  a  better  life  for 
older  Americans.  The  major  part  of  this 
progress  would  be  accomplished  through 
substantial  improvements  in  the  cash- 
benefits  provided  under  the  social  secu- 
rity program.  It  is  important  that  these 
proposed  changes  in  the  social  security 
program  be  enacted  into  law. 

The  cash  benefits  that  are  provided 
under  this  program,  on  which  almost  24 
million  Americans — one  out  of  nine  of 
our  people — rely  to  meet  their  basic 
needs,  are  inadequate  in  our  society  to- 
day. The  level  of  cash  benefits  under  the 
current  program  are  too  low. 

The  average  benefit  for  retired  work- 
ers today  is  about  $85  a  month;  for 
aged  widows,  the  average  is  $74  a  month. 
In  a  country  like  ours,  our  retired  cit-, 
izens  should  share  in  the  expanding 
prosperity  most  of  us  have  come  to  know 
and  enjoy.  The  15-percent  across-the- 
board  benefit  increase  provided  by  the 
bill  is  a  needed  increase.  A  great  many 
social  security  beneficiaries  must  live 
only  on  their  social  security  benefits,  and 
for  almost  all  beneficiaries,  social  secu- 
rity benefits  are  their  main  source  of 
support.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the 
level  of  social  security  benefits  is  the 
all-important  factor  in  determining  how 
well  these  people  will  be  able  to  live. 
Under  the  15-percent  across-the-board 
benefits  that  now  range  from  $44  to  $142 
for  retired  workers  will  be  increased  to 
a  range  of  $70  to  $163.  Under  the  bill, 
a  worker  getting  a  benefit  equal  to  the 
average  benefit  now  payable — about  $85 
a  month — will  get  about  $98  a  month. 
The  average  benefit  for  an  aged  retired 
couple  will  be  -increased  from  $145  a 
month  to  $171  a  month. 


The  bill  not  only  provides  an  increase 
in  current  cash  benefits  averaging  19 
percent,  but,  as  a  result  of  the  higher 
amounts  of  annual  earnings  that  would 
become  creditable  toward  benefits — from 
the  present  $6,600  to  $10  800  ultimately — 
provides  for  an  increase  of  about  70  per- 
cent in  the  maximum  benefit  that  will 
ultimately  become  payable  under  the 
program.  Under  present  law,  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  is  $168 — based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $550  to  $6,600  a 
year — under  the  House  bill,  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  would  be  $212 — based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $633  to 
$7,600  a  year — and  under  the  committee 
bill,  the  maximum  benefit  would  be 
$288 — based  on  average  monthly  earn- 
ings of  $900  to  $10,800  a  year. 

In  general,  the  new  maximum  retire- 
ment benefits  would  be  paid  to  workers 
who  are  now  young,  and  who  conse- 
quently will  pay  contributions  on  the 
higher  amounts  of  earnings  that  would 
count  for  social  security  contributions 
and  benefits  purposes  over  a  considerable 
period  of  time  before  they  retire.  Be- 
cause of  the  higher  contribution  and 
benefit  base,  though,  benefit  amounts 
would  be  increased  significantly  over 
those  that  would  be  payable  under  pres- 
ent law  and  under  the  House  bill  for 
workers  who  are  much  older  now  and 
who  consequently  will  pay  on  these 
higher  amounts  for  a  much  shorter 
period, 

A  man  age  50  in  1968.  for  example,  who 
earns  $8,800  a  5Tear  until  he  is  65  will 
get  a  monthly  benefit  of  $204  at  age  65 — 
32  percent  higher  than  he  could  get  un- 
der present  law,  and  10  percent  higher 
than  he  would  get  under  the  House  bill. 
If  he  earns  $10,800  a  year  or  more  his 
monthly  benefit  will  be  $223 — 44  percent 
higher  than  he  would  get  under  present 
law,  and  20  percent  higher  than  he  would 
get  under  the  House  bill. 

Also,  because  of  provisions  of  the  law 
which  allow  the  substitution  of  years  of 
higher  earnings  after  age  65  for  years  of 
lower  earnings  before  that  age  in  figuring 
retirement  benefits,  workers  who  con- 
tinue working  after  age  65  could  get  the 
higher  benefits  made  possible  by  the  in- 
crease in  the  contribution  and  benefit 
base  even  more  quickly  than  those  who 
retire  at  65.  For  example,  if  the  worker 
described  above  were  able  to  work  5 
additional  years  before  retiring  he  would 
get  a  monthly  retirement  benefit  at  age 
70  of  $249  under  the  proposal — an  in- 
crease of  $87  a  month — 54  percent — over 
the  amount  he  would  get  under  present 
law  and  $51  a  month — 26  peraent — more 
than  he  would  get  under  the  House  bill. 

Survivorship  and  disability  protection 
would  be  even  more  quickly  increased  for 
all  those  earning  above  $6,600.  For  ex- 
ample, If  a  worker  aged  35  in  1968  with 
annual  earnings  of  $8,800  died  in  1970. 
his  widow  and  child  would  get  a  monthly 
benefit  of  $267.60 — $44  more  than  is 
provided  now  and  $11  more  than  would 
be  provided  under  the  House  bill.  And 
his  widow  at  age  62  would  get  a  monthly 
benefit  of  $147.10 — $24.10  a  month  more 
than  is  provided  under  present  law,  and 
$6  more  than  would  be  provided  under 
the  House  bill.  If  the  worker  became  dis- 
abled in  1970,  he  would  get  a  monthly 


disability  benefit  of  $178.30,  $29.30  more 
than  is  provided  under  present  law  and 
$7.30  more  than  would  be  provided  under 
the  House  bill.  In  each  of  these  cases, 
the  increase  would  be  20  percent  more 
than  under  present  law  and  4  percent 
more  than  under  the  House  bill. 

These  improvements  in  benefits  will 
help  present  and  future  generations  of 
aged  and  disabled  workers  and  their  de- 
pendents and  survivors  live  in  decency 
and  dignity  when  they  cannot  depend  on 
current  earnings. 

When  the  Congress  brought  the  social 
security  program  into  being  in  1935,  the 
purpose  was  "to  assure  support  for  the 
aged  as  a  matter  of  right  rather  than  as 
a  public  charity"  and  to  provide  bene- 
fits in  "amounts  which  assure  not 
merely  subsistence  but  some  of  the  com- 
forts of  life."  This  bill  will  enable  us  to 
take  a  big  step  forward  toward  the  goal 
we  set  for  ourselves  more  than  30  years 
ago. 

The  15-percent  increase  in  benefits  and 
the  increase  in  the  minimum  benefit  pro- 
vided by  this  bill  will  enable  retired  and 
disabled  workers  and  their  families  to 
take  part  in  the  level  of  living  enjoyed 
by  other  Americans.  Today  more  than  5 
million  older  Americans  live  in  poverty. 
The  increase  provided  in  H.R.  12080  will 
remove  more  than  iy2  million  of  these 
older  citizens  from  a  life  of  poverty.  It 
will  take  them  away  from  a  life  depend- 
ent upon  public  charity. 

The  social  security  program  is  soundly 
financed  and  it  is  a  good  buy  for  the  cov- 
ered worker.  Both  the  House  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  have  examined 
the  social  security  system  in  great  detail 
and  recommended  changes  to  strengthen 
the  present  program. 

The  Congress  has  always  been  con- 
cerned about  the  financing  of  the  pro- 
gram and  has  always  made  full  provi- 
sion for  meeting  the  cost  of  the  benefits 
it  has  provided.  This  bill  also  makes  full 
provision  for  the  cost  of  present  benefits 
and  for  the  cost  of  the  additional  bene- 
fits that  are  provided  in  the  bill.  We  have 
before  us  a  bill  which  gives  considera- 
tion to  the  needs  of  the  elderly  and  the 
disabled  and  equal  consideration  to  the 
needs  of  those  who  will  call  upon  the 
program  in  the  future.  Every  citizen  can 
be  assured  that  his  contributions  are 
supporting  a  sound  program  and  that 
the  schedule  of  contributions  provided 
in  this  bill  will  be  sufficient  to  pay  ade- 
quate benefits  to  those  who  are  now 
eligible  and  to  those  who  will  become 
eligible  in  the  future. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind,  or 
in  the  minds  of  those  on  the  Committee 
on  Finance  who  have  recommended  that 
the  Senate  pass  this  bill,  that  the  pro- 
posed improvements  in  benefit  levels  are 
needed  and  that  the  bill  makes  full  pro- 
vision for  meeting  the  cost  of  the  im- 
provements. As  in  the  past,  we  have 
adopted,  under  the  leadership  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, a  financing  provision  that  will  assure 
the  financial  soundness  of  the  program 
both  in  the  near  future  and  over  the 
long  range. 

Under  this  schedule,  the  combined 
employee  rate  for  cash  benefits  and  for 
hospital  insurance  for  1968  would  be  4.4 
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percent — the  same  as  provided  under 
present  law.  The  rate  would  be  slightly 
lower  for  1969  and  1970 — 4.8  percent  in- 
stead of  4.9  percent — and  for  1971  on, 
the  rate  would  be  higher  than  present 
law,  eventually  reaching  an  ultimate  rate 
of  5.8  percent  in  1980,  as  compared  to 
an  ultimate  rate  of  5.65  percent  in  1987 
under  the  present  schedule. 

This  tax  schedule,  along  with  the  in- 
creases in  the  amount  of  annual  earn- 
ing subject  to  the  tax  and  the  current 
favorable  actuarial  balance  of  the  pres- 
ent social  security  program,  will  meet 
the  cost  of  the  additional  benefits  both 
in  the  short  run  and  in  the  long-range 
future.  In  1968,  under  the  committee 
bill,  an  estimated  $25.7  billion  in  cash 
benefits  would  be  paid  out  and  contribu- 
tion income  to  the  program  for  those 
benefits  would  be  $27.1  billion.  This  is 
an  additional  $300  million  in  benefit  pay- 
ments and  an  additional  $300  million  in 
contribution  income  for  1968  over  the 
House  bill.  Thus,  the  bill  as  reported  out 
by  the  Finance  Committee  is  as  finan- 
cially responsible  as  was  the  bill  passed 
by  the  House. 

Social  security  is  the  Nation's  basic 
system  for  assuring  income  for  workers 
when  they  retire  or  become  disabled  and 
for  their  survivors  when  they  die. 

This  is  a  program  that  is  vital  to  our 
society.  As  times  change,  as  the  needs  of 
the  people  change,  the  social  security 
system  must  stay  abreast  of  the  times, 
to  meet  new  needs  and  changing  condi- 
tions. 

The  social  security  legislation  before 
us  is  timely,  responsible,  financially 
sound,  and  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
America  as  we  approach  the  1970's.  These 
proposed  amendments  to  social  security 
should  be  approved. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Young  of  Ohio 
assumed  the  chair. ) 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
increased  revenue  up  through  the  year 
1970  comes  from  raising  the  wage  base? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Partly,  there 
is  a  scheduled  rate  increase  from  4.4  to 
4.8  percent  in  1969. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  not  true  that  that 
will  raise  social  security  taxes  only  for 
about  one-third  of  the  social  security 
tax? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Por  1968,  yes; 
about  one-third. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  tax 
rate  that  will  prevail  through  the  year 
1970  is  lower  than  that  provided  by  exist- 
ing law? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Will  the 
Senator  repeat  his  question,  please? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  tax 
rate  provided  for  in  the  bill  before  us 
through  the  year  1970  is  lower  than  the 
rate  provided  for  by  existing  law? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  Senator  refers  to.  My  impres- 
sion was  that  the  tax  is  4.4  percent  in 
1968. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  shall  restate  the  ques- 
tion. Under  present  law,  in  1969  the  rate 
goes  to  4.9. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 


Mr.  CURTIS.  Under  the  bill  before  us 
the  rate  goes  to  4.8,  so  that  for  the  years 
1969  and  1970,  the  rate  provided  in  the 
bill  before  us  is  below  the  rate  provided 
in  the  present  law. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes;  for  1969 
and  1970. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  So  that  in  other  words 
we  have  a  bill  before  us  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  But  the  Sen- 
ator should  understand  that  that  does 
not  mean  we  are  not  going  to  collect 
more  money;  we  increase  revenue  be- 
cause we  raise  the  wage  base. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  We  are  taxing 
more  money  but  at  a  lesser  rate. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Fewer  people.  You  have 
raised  benefits  for  everybody  and  lowered 
the  tax  rate  from  the  existing  law  from 
two-thirds  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Perhaps  two- 
thirds  may  think  they  have  gotten  a  tax 
cut,  because  that  rate  will  be  4.8  percent, 
1  percent  less  than  present  law.  As  far 
as  those  people  are  concerned  they  are 
going  to  look  upon  that  as  a  20-percent 
increase  in  the  social  security  tax.  The 
fact  that  it  could  have  been  4.9  percent 
is  not  going  to  make  them  happier.  The 
rate  will  not  be  as  high  but  we  would  tax 
a  higher  base  and  bring  in  more  revenue. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  My  point  is  that  you  are 
increasing  the  revenue  over  existing  law 
by  extracting  that  increase  from  those 
who  make  more  than  $6,600  a  year. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  One  could  look 
at  it  that  way  if  he  chose  to. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Others  view 
it  on  the  same  basis  as  when  inflation 
shrinks  the  purchasing  power  of  money. 
In  order  to  maintain  benefits  at  the  same 
purchasing  level  one  must  apply  the  rate 
against  a  larger  amount  of  dollars.  Thus 
benefits  could  be  raised  and  still  have  the 
money  to  pay  for  them. 

Now  let  me  describe  for  the  Senate 
how  the  benefits  provided  for  in  the  com- 
mittee's bill  will  be  paid.  We  propose  to 
put  this  program  on  as  close  to  a  pay-as- 
you  go  basis  as  we  possible  can  keeping 
in  mind  the  financing  actions  taken  by 
the  House,  of  Representatives  when  it 
approved  the  bill  by  a  vote  of  414  to  3 
earlier  this  summer. 

The  House  proposed  to  finance  its  $3.2 
billion  of  benefits  for  1968  partly  by  using 
up  about  $2  billion  of  the  excess  cash 
which  had  built  up  in  the  social  security 
trust  fund  and  which  was  not  needed 
for  a  long-range  solvency  of  the  benefit 
system.  The  remaining  $1.2  billion  of 
cost  would  have  been  financed  through 
additional  taxes  in  1968  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  taxable  wage  base  for 
that  year  from  $6,600  to  $7,600. 

Our  committee  bill  increases  the  level 
of  benefits  proposed  to  be  paid  out  in  1968 
by  $300  million  over  the  level  of  the 
House  bill — making  our  total  cash  pay- 
ment $3.5  billion  for  that  year.  The  ad- 
ditional $300  million  which  the  commit- 
tee added  to  the  House  bill  would  be  fully 
paid  for  by  increasing  the  wage  base 
limitation  to  $8,000  in  1968.  With  this 
higher  wage  base  our  bill  will  produce 
$1.6  billion  of  revenue  for  the  system  in 
1968 — $400  million  more  than  the  House 
bill  would  raise.  Thus  the  benefits  we  add 


to  the  House  bill  for  1968  are  fully  paid 
for  by  the  taxes  we  add  to  the  House  bill. 

There  have  been  discussions  of  the 
impact  this  legislation  may  have  on  the 
economy  in  1968.  It  has  been  suggested 
in  some  quarters  that  H.R.  12080  would 
exert  inflationary  pressures  in  1968  and 
that  this  would  be  unwise  in  light  of 
today's  economic  situation.  This  argu- 
ment develops  from  the  method  of  fi- 
nancing chosen  by  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives— a  method  endorsed  by  a  vote 
of  414  to  3,  or  almost  unanimously.  As 
I  have  pointed  out,  that  body  felt  the 
anticipated  trust  fund  surplus  was  more 
than  was  needed  to  insure  the  integrity 
of  the  social  security  system,  particularly 
after  the  1966  actuarial  revisions  revealed 
significantly  lower  long-term  costs  for 
the  old  age  and  survivor  insurance  por- 
tion of  the  system. 

Congress  has  taken  the  position  for 
many  years  under  both  Democratic  and 
Republican  administrations  that  we 
should  not  assess  greater  taxes  through 
the  social  security  system  than  are  actu- 
ally needed  to  keep  it  sound.  The  financ- 
ing features  in  H.R.  12080  adhere  to  this 
principle. 

In  essence,  the  committee  bill,  while 
increasing  1968  benefits  by  $300  million 
over  the  House  bill  and  by  $3.5  billion 
over  the  present  law,  also  provides  for 
tax  increases  sufficient  to  produce  $2.2 
billion  more  revenue  for  the  trust  funds 
than  would  be  paid  out  in  benefits.  This 
$2.2  billion  surplus  of  income  over  outgo 
compares  with  the  $2.1  billion  surplus 
which  would  occur  under  the  House  bene- 
fit and  tax  structure.  It  contrasts 
sharply  with  the  result  which  would  have 
come  about  if  the  original  administra- 
tion's recommendations  had  been  en- 
acted. Under  those  proposals  the  surplus 
would  have  been  reduced  to  only  $300 
million  for  1968. 

Compared  with  those  recommenda- 
tions our  committee  bill  cannot  be  viewed 
as  inflationary.  If  one  chooses  not  to 
make  this  comparison,  however,  but  pre- 
fers to  relate  our  bill  to  the  existing  law 
under  which  the  1968  excess  would  be 
$4.1  billion,  let  me  respond  by  pointing 
out  three  facts : 

First,  the  gross  national  product  of  our 
Nation  is  running  at  an  annual  rate  of 
almost  $800  billion,  and  personal  con- 
sumption expenditures  are  more  than 
$465  billion  a  year.  The  vast  nature  of 
these  economic  indicators  cause  me  to 
wonder  just  how  significant  a  factor 
either  the  House  bill  or  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee bill  can  be  in  exerting  pressure  on 
our  immense  economy.  And,  I  would  like 
to  remind  Senators  that  the  $2  billion 
we  are  talking  about  is  almost  precisely 
the  amount  of  the  tax  handouts  this 
Senate  and  this  Congress  voted  for  big 
business  when  it  reinstated  the  invest- 
ment tax  credit  earlier  this  year.  Sena- 
tors who  voted  for  that  measure,  and  I 
did,  were  not  concerned  with  inflationary 
pressure  although  it  was  the  boom  in  the 
capital  goods  industry  which  prompted 
us  to  suspend  the  credit  in  the  first  in- 
stance a  year  ago,  for  which  I  also  voted. 
It  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  a  Senator 
would  vote  a  tax  bonanza  of  almost  $2 
billion  for  business  and  then  proceed  to 
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deny  widows,  widowers,  orphans,  and 
poor  old  retired  people  a  small  increase 
in  their  social  security  pension  on 
grounds  that  that  might  -inflate  the 
economy. 

Second,  the  types  of  expenditures  for 
which  social  security  checks  are  gen- 
erally spent — food,  clothing,  and  shel- 
ter— are  the  least  inflationary  types  that 
could  be  imagined.  These  people  do  not 
heat  up  the  economy  by  buying  an  extra 
dozen  eggs.  They  do  not  start  an  infla- 
tionary panic  by  purchasing  that  pair  of 
shoes  they  had  been  doing  without.  They 
are  very  likely  to  want  to  hoard  a  part 
of  the  increase  to  help  with  future  doc- 
tors bills  or  for  some  other  unforeseen, 
but  feared,  emergency.  In  my  opinion,  the 
inflationary  argument  when  applied  to 
this  social  security  bill  is  a  fiscal  buga- 
boo— a  specter  designed  to  frighten,  but 
wholly  la-cking  in  substance. 

Third,  it  is  an  incontrovertible  fact 
that  the  social  security  fund  is  in  the 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  present  social  security  employee  con- 
tribution rates — 4.4  percent  for  cash 
benefits  and  for  hospital  insurance,  com- 
bined— would  be  retained  through  1968 
and  the  rate  schedule  for  1969  would  be 
slightly  lower  under  the  bill  than  under 
present  law — 4.8  percent  as  opposed  to 
4.9  percent.  These  rates  would  be  in- 
creased in  steps  until  reaching  an  ulti- 
mate rate  of  5.8  percent  in  1980  and 
thereafter — an  increase  of  only  15  one- 
hundredths  over  the  5.65  percent  rate 
now  scheduled  as  the  ultimate  rate,  and 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  lower  than  the 
ultimate  rate  in  the  House  bill. 

Our  rate  structure  is  identical  to  that 
in  the  House  bill  through  1980.  The 
House  bill  would  have  increased  the  rate 
on  to  5.9  percent  in  1987,  but  we  did  not 
adopt  this  last  step  increase  because  of 
the  higher  wage  base  that  we  have  in- 
cluded in  the  bill.  As  I  have  pointed  out, 
our  wage  base  goes  to  $8,000  in  1968.  In 
1969,  it  would  increase  further  to  $8,800 
and  in  1972  it  would  go  to  $10,800  on  a 
permanent  basis. 

In  the  area  of  medicare,  the  committee 
made  an  important  improvement  in  the 
billing  procedures  provided  for  by  exist- 
ing law.  Today,  a  patient  muse  first  pay 
his  doctor  and  receive  a  receipted  bill  in 
order  to  be  reimbursed  for  his  medical 
expenses  under  the  program — unless  his 
doctor  agreed  to  take  an  assignment  and 
submit  his  bill  directly  to  medicare.  Un- 
der the  committee  amendment,  initially 
offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Rlbicoff],  this  pay-first 


black  now  and  will  be  in  the  black  in 
1968,  1969,  and  1970,  and  all  into  the 
future  to  the  year  2010  for  we  do  not 
project  beyond  that  year.  Since  it  is  op- 
erating with  an  excess  of  income  over 
outgo  now  and  will  continue  to  so  oper- 
ate, it  can  only  be  concluded  that  the 
social  security  trust  fund  acts  not  as 
a  stimulant  to  the  economy,  but  as  a 
depressant  because  it  is  taking  more 
money  out  of  circulation  than  it  is  put- 
ting back  in. 

For  the  benefit  of  Senators  and  others 
who  desire  more  information  regarding 
this  aspect  of  the  bill,  I  refer  them  to  a 
table  which  compares  the  contribution 
income  and  benefit  outgo  of  the  social 
security  program  under  present  law  to 
the  House  bill  and  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee bill,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  it  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


requirement  would  be  deleted,  and  in- 
stead, the  patient  would  be  allowed  to 
submit  an  itemized  bill  from  his  physi- 
cian to  medicare,  receive  his  payment 
under  the  program,  and  then  pay  the 
doctor's  bill.  This  desirable  change 
should  eliminate  a  great  deal  of  proce- 
dural problems  in  medicare.  However,  as 
under  existing  law,  the  alternative  would 
be  continued  under  which  doctors  who 
choose  to  do  so  could  elect  to  take  assign- 
ments from  their  patients  and  bill  medi- 
care directly  for  their  fees. 

The  committee  also  has  improved  the 
medicare  program  by  adding  additional 
days  of  hospital  care,  and  by  including 
certain  services  of  podiatrists,  chiroprac- 
tors, and  optometrists  under  medical  in- 
surance, as  well  as  by  making  numerous 
changes  which  simplify  administration 
and  bring  greater  equity  to  this  fine  pro- 
gram passed  by  the  Senate  just  a  little 
more  than  2  years  ago.  In  connection 
with  these  changes,  I  should  like  to  rec- 
ognize the  important  roles  played  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  Ribicoff]  ;  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]  ;  the  Sena- 
tor from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  ;  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf]  ; 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har- 
ris], and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]. 

The  committee  also  adopted  a  modifi- 
cation of  the  amendment  introduced  by 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  to  coordi- 
nate hospital  insurance  and  public  as- 


sistance reimbursement  with  State  plan- 
ning under  the  Partnership  for  Health 
Act.  The  members  of  the  committee  felt 
that  the  medicare  program  should  not  be 
negative  and  disruptive  to  the  efforts  of 
local,  State  and  areawide  planning 
agencies  who  are  trying  to  bring  some 
order  to  our  health  care  system  and 
thereby  help  slow  down  soaring  hospi- 
tal costs.  The  medicare  and  medicaid 
programs  would  not  pay  depreciation  or 
interest  on  debt  for  a  large  capital  ex- 
penditure made  by  a  hospital  or  other 
health  facility  over  the  specific  disap- 
proval of  the  State  "partnership  for 
health"  agency. 

Another  amendment  in  the  medical 
area  deals  with  the  deduction  of  medical 
expenses  by  persons  age  65  and  over. 
Until  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1965,  these  aged  taxpayers  could  deduct 
their  medical  expenses  without  limit, 
whereas  those  under  age  65  could  deduct 
only  their  extraordinary  medical  ex- 
penses. The  1965  amendments  subjected 
taxpayers  age  65  and  over  to  the  same 
limitations  applicable  to  younger  tax- 
payers and  made  the  restriction  effective 
in  1967.  The  committee  amendment,  a 
modified  version  of  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers],  would  restore  the  full  deduction  for 
medical  expenses  for  persons  age  65  and 
over,  but  only  if  they  elect  to  forego  their 
rights  to  all  benefits  under  the  medicare 
program. 

Mr.  President,  in  that  connection,  we 
felt  that  something  should  be  done  to 
create  a  better  equity  and  also  to  mod- 
erate the  cost.  It  was  the  suggestion  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil- 
liams] to  make  it  possible  for  us  to  work 
out  an  arrangement  we  thought  would 
be  appropriate  and  feel  that  it  would  not 
be  unduly  favorable  to  those  with  high 
incomes  but  would  be  offering  persons  the 
choice  of  having  a  higher  deduction 
which,  in  some  instances,  would  be  more 
advantageous  to  them.  I  am  very  pleased 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  was  able  to  work  out  a  way 
wherein  this  could  be  resolved. 

Important  as  the  social  security  and 
medicare  amendments  are,  this  bill  may 
be  recognized  as  the  most  significant 
public  assistance  bill  since  the  1935  act. 

Like  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  of  the  House,  this  committee  has 
become  concerned  about  the  continued 
growth  in  the  number  of  families  receiv- 
ing aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren— AFDC.  In  the  past  10  years,  the 
program  has  grown  from  646,000  families 
that  included  2.4  million  recipients  to 
1.2  million  families  and  nearly  5  million 
recipients.  Moreover,  according  to  esti- 
mates of  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  the  annual  amount 
of  Federal  funds  allocated  to  this  pro- 
gram will  increase  greatly — from  $1.46 
billion  to  $1.84  billion — over  the  next  5 
years  unless  constructive  and  concerted 
action  is  taken  now  to  deal  with  the  basic 
causes  of  the  anticipated  growth.  Our 
concern  is  not  only  fiscal  but  human. 
We  are  worried  about  the  effect  on  the 
human  spirit  of  protracted  periods  on 
"welfare" — periods  which  are  beginning 
to  stretch  from  generation  to  genera- 
tion. 

Because  of  its  concern,  the  Committee 
on  Finance  recommends  the  enactment 
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of  a  series  of  amendments  to  carry  out  its 
intent  of  reducing  the  AFDC  rolls  by 
restoring  more  families  to  employment 
and  self-reliance. 

The  first  series  of  amendments  is  de- 
signed to  encourage  and  make  possible 
the  employment  of  adults  in  AFDC  fam- 
ilies. These  provisions  are  aimed  at  this 
purpose: 

First,  the  establishment  of  a  work  in- 
centive program  under  the  Department 
of  Labor  for  the  purpose  of  restoring 
members  of  AFDC  families — including 
those  with  little  or  no  work  experience — 
to  regular  employment  through  coun- 
seling, placement  services  and  training, 
and  arranging  for  all  others  to  get  paid 
employment  in  special  work  projects  to 
improve  the  communities  in  which  they 
live; 

Second,  a  requirement  that  all  States 
furnish  day-care  services  and  other  so- 
cial services  to  make  it  possible  for  adult 
members  of  the  family  to  take  advantage 
of  the  work  and  training  opportunities 
under  the  work  incentive  program;  and 

Third,  a  requirement  that  all  States 
exempt  part  of  the  AFDC  recipient's 
earnings  to  provide  incentives  for  work 
in  regular  employment. 

The  second  series  of  amendments 
would  set  up  new  protections  for  the 
children  in  AFDC  families  and  would 
make  more  certain  the  fulfillment  of 
parental  responsibilities: 

First,  a  requirement  that  the  States 
establish  a  comprehensive  plan  of  social 
services  for  each  AFDC  child  to  assure 
the  child  the  maximum  opportunity  to 
become  a  productive  and  useful  citizen; 

Second,  a  requirement  that  State  wel- 
fare agencies  refer  cases  of  child  abuse  or 
neglect  to  appropriate  law-enforcement 
agencies  and  courts; 

Third,  a  requirement  that  protective 
payments  and  vendor  payments  be  made 
where  appropriate  to  protect  the  welfare 
of  the  children; 

Fourth,  Federal  payments  for  addi- 
tional foster  care  situations  under  the 
AFDC  program; 

Fifth,  a  requirement  to  assure  that  fa- 
thers who  desert  or  abandon  their  fam- 
ilies will  contribute  to  the  support  of 
their  families  by  using  available  tax  rec- 
ords and  the  tax  collecting  and  enforce- 
ment power  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service.  This  is  a  matter  in  which  I  have 
been  particularly  interested.  In  addition, 
there  would  be  a  requirement  that  the 
States  establish  separate  units  to  enforce 
the  child-support  laws,  including  finan- 
cial help  to  the  courts  and  prosecuting 
agencies  to  enforce  court  orders  for  sup- 
port; 

Sixth,  a  program  of  emergency  assist- 
ance to  families  with  minor  children  for 
a  temporary  period;  and 

Seventh,  a  more  definitive  and  uniform 
program  for  unemployed  fathers,  under 
which  there  would  be  a  Federal  defini- 
tion of  "unemployment"  and  an  oppor- 
tunity for  parents  with  short  attachment 
to  the  labor  force  to  receive  welfare  bene- 
fits and  participate  in  the  work  incentive 
program  I  shall  describe  in  just  a  mo- 
ment. 

The  third  series  of  amendments  would 
make  other  changes  in  the  program  de- 
signed to  deal  with  the  expanding  AFDC 
rolls. 


First,  a  requirement  that  all  States 
establish  programs  to  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  children  born  out  of  wedlock ;  and 
second,  a  requirement  that  all  the  States 
offer  family  planning  services  to  ap- 
propriate AFDC  recipients.  Although  the 
House  bill  contained  provisions  along 
these  lines  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  TydingsI  made  a  num- 
ber of  quite  helpful  suggestions  for  im- 
proving the  House  bill. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  express 
my  appreciation  to  all  the  members  of 
the  Finance  Committee  for  their  fine 
work  in  this  regard.  The  work  incentive 
program  is,  indeed,  a  product  of  the  com- 
plete committee,  fashioned,  designed, 
and  shaped  by  their  hard  work. 

Now,  let  me  describe  the  work  incen- 
tive program.  "It  is  one  of  the  main  fea- 
tures of  our  bill — just  as  the  work  pro- 
gram was  one  of  the  main  features  of  the 
House  bill.  It  states  the  position  that 
those  persons  receiving  welfare  payments 
under  the  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  programs  who  are  determined 
by  the  State  agency  to  be  appropriate  for 
work  should  perf orm  some  useful  service 
to  society  in  return  for  the  support  they 
receive  from  society. 

On  the  other  hand,  and  I  want  to  em- 
phasize this,  the  work  incentive  program 
is  not  designed  to  coerce  mothers  with 
small  children  or  disabled  persons  to 
work  under  the  threat  of  losing  their 
welfare  benefits.  As  stated  in  the  bill, 
the  purpose  of  this  part  of  the  bill  is  the 
establishment  of  a  program  utilizing  all 
available  manpower  services,  including 
those  authorized  under  other  provisions 
of  law,  under  which  individuals  receiving 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
will  be  furnished  incentives,  opportuni- 
ties, and  necessary  services  in  order  for 
first,  the  employment  of  such  individuals 
in  the  regular  economy;  second,  the 
training  of  such  individuals  for  work  in 
the  regular  economy;  and,  third,  the  par- 
ticipation of  such  individuals  in  special 
work  projects,  thus  restoring  the  fami- 
lies of  such  individuals  to  independence 
and  useful  roles  in  their  communities.  It 
is  expected  that  the  individuals  partici- 
pating in  the  program  established  under 
this  part  will  acquire  a  sense  of  dignity, 
self-worth,  and  confidence  which  will 
flow  from  being  recognized  as  a  wage- 
earning  member  of  society  and  that  the 
example  of  a  working  adult  in  these  fam- 
ilies will  have  beneficial  effects  on  the 
children  in  such  families. 

We  modified  the  House  bill  by  placing 
the  administration  of  the  work  program 
under  the  Department  of  Labor  and  by 
denning  more  precisely  than  in  the 
House  bill  those  AFDC  recipients  who 
would  be  referred  to  the  program.  The 
State  welfare  agencies  would  decide  who 
was  appropriate  for  such  referral,  but 
would  not  include  first,  children  who  are 
under  age  16  or  going  to  school;  second, 
any  person  with  illness,  incapacity,  ad- 
vanced age,  or  remoteness  from  a  project 
that  precludes  their  effective  participa- 
tion in  work  or  training;  third,  persons 
whose  substantially  continuous  presence 
in  the  home  is  required  because  of  the 
illness  or  incapacity  of  another  member 
of  the  household;  or,  fourth,  a  mother 
who  is  in  fact  caring  for  one  or  more 
children  of  preschool  age,  if  her  presence 


in  the  home  is  necessary  and  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  children;  fifth,  or  persons 
whose  participation  in  the  program  would 
not,  as  determined  by  the  State,  be  in 
their  best  interest  and  that  of  the 
program. 

The  Senate  committee  feels  work 
should  not  be  required  as  a  condition  of 
drawing  welfare  payments  as  to  certain 
people.  We  spell  out  those  people  we 
think  should  not  be  required  to  go  to 
work.  We  say  to  the  States,  "if  you  want 
to,  go  ahead  and  put  some  other  provi- 
sions in  here  with  respect  to  people  whom 
you  do  not  think  should  be  required  to 
go  to  work.  For  example,  it  might  well 
be  that  a  State  would  say  where  a  child- 
birth is  imminent,  a  person  should  not 
be  expected  to  go  to  work.  The  State 
might  want  to  add  that  additional  pro- 
viso. Thus,  having  challenged  the  imagi- 
nation of  the  States  as  well  as  that  of  the 
committee,  we  ask  the  question,  "Can 
you  tell  if  there  is  any  other  sufficient 
reason  why  an  individual  should  not  do 
something  and  help  society  as  a  condi- 
tion to  receiving  welfare  money?"  If  the 
State  or  the  committee  or  the  House  or 
the  Senate  or  the  executive  cannot  think 
of  any  additional  reason,  then  it  seems 
to  me  that  person  ought  to  be  doing 
something  and  that  if  he  should  be  of- 
fered a  job  be  told  to  either  take  it,  and 
if  he  refuses,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to 
welfare  payments. 

For  all  those  referred  the  welfare 
agency  would  assure  necessary  child  care 
arrangements  for  the  children  involved. 
Individuals  who  are  not  required  to  work 
but  who  desire  to  participate  in  work  or 
training  would  be  considered  for  assign- 
ment and,  unless  specifically  disapproved, 
then  would  be  referred  to  the  program. 

There  are  many  young  people,  16,  17, 
or  18  years  of  age,  whose  families  are 
drawing  welfare  payments,  who  could  do 
something  useful  and  worthwhile.  A 
great  many  things  occur  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  not  the  least  of  which 
is  keeping  law  and  order  with  regard  to 
our  Interstate  Highway  System,  where 
juvenile  delinquents  have  a  habit  of 
standing  on  an  overpass  and  dropping  a 
Coke  bottle  as  a  car  goes  into  the  under- 
pass. Some  young  people  might  be  as- 
signed to  keep  law  and  order  and  protect 
interstate  traffic  going  under  such  under- 
passes, and  receive  additional  money  to 
what  is  being  received  as  welfare  pay- 
ments. 

People  referred  by  the  State  welfare 
agency  to  the  Department  of  Labor  would 
be  handled  under  three  priorities.  Under 
phase  I,  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  through 
the  over  2,000  U.S.  employment  offices, 
would  make  arrangements  for  as  many  as 
possible  to  move  into  regular  employ- 
ment and  would  establish  an  employabil- 
ity  plan  for  each  other  person. 

Under  phase  II,  all  those  found  suit- 
able would  receive  training  appropriate 
to  their  needs  and  up  to  a  $20  weekly  in- 
centive payment.  After  training,  as  many 
as  possible  would  be  referred  to  regular 
employment. 

Under  phase  III,  the  employment  office 
would  make  arrangements  for  special 
work  projects  to  employ  those  who  are 
found  to  be  unsuitable  for  the  training 
and  those  for  whom  no  jobs  in  the  regu- 
lar economy  can  be  found  at  the  time. 


November  15,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16505 


These  special  projects  would  be  set  up 
by  agreement  between  the  employment 
office  and  public  agencies  or  private  non- 
profit agencies  organized  for  a  public 
service  purpose.  Private  employers  gen- 
erally would  not  be  allowed  to  utilize 
this  labor  service. 

Our  bill  would  require  that  workers 
receive  at  least  the  minimum  wage — but 
not  necessarily  the  prevailing  wage — if 
the  work  they  perform  is  covered  under 
a  minimum  wage  statute. 

Moreover,  the  work  performed  under 
projects  created  under  the  committee 
bill  must  not  result  in  the  displacement 
of  regularly  employed  workers  and 
would  have  to  be  of  a  type  which,  under 
the  circumstances  in  the  local  situation, 
would  not  otherwise  be  performed  by 
regular  employees.  We  did  not  want  to 
put  other  people  out  of  work  in  order 
to  find  jobs  for  the  welfare  recipients. 

The  special  work  projects  would  work 
like  this:  The  State  welfare  agency 
would  make  payments  to  the  employ- 
ment office  equal  to:  first,  the  welfare 
benefit  the  family  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  for  each  individual  who  works 
in  the  project,  or,  if  smaller;  second, 
that  part  of  the  welfare  benefit  equal  to 
80  percent  of  the  wages  which  the  in- 
dividual receives  on  the  special  project. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  would  arrange 
for  the  participants  to  work  in  a  special 
work  project.  The  amount  of  the  funds 
paid  by  him  into  the  project  would  de- 
pend on  the  terms  he  negotiates  with 
the  agency  sponsoring  the  project.  The 
amount  of  funds  put  into  the  projects 
by  the  employment  office  could  not  be 
larger  than  the  funds  sent  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  by  the  State  welfare 
agency. 

The  extent  to  which  the  State  welfare 
expenditures  might  be  reduced  would 
depend  upon  the  negotiating  efforts  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor.  If  he  is  success- 
ful in  placing  these  workers  in  work 
projects  where  the  pay  is  relatively  good, 
the  contribution  the  State  must  make 
into  the  employment  pool  would  be  less. 

Employees  who  work  under  these 
agreements  would  have  their  situations 
reevaluated  by  the  employment  office  at 
regular  intervals — at  least  every  6 
months — for  the  purpose  of  moving  as 
many  employees  as  possible  into  regular 
employment. 

An  important  facet  of  this  work  pro- 
gram is  that  in  most  instances  the  recipi- 
ent would  no  longer  receive  a  check  from 
the  welfare  agency.  Instead,  he  would 
receive  a  payment  from  an  employer 
for  services  performed.  The  entire  check 
would  be  subject  to  income,  social  se- 
curity, and  unemployment  compensation 
taxes,  thus  assuring  that  the  individual 
would  be  accruing  rights  and  respon- 
sibilities as  other  working  people. 

In  those  cases  where  an  employee  re- 
ceives wages  which  are  insufficient  to 
raise  his  income  to  a  level  equal  to  the 
welfare  grant  he  would  have  received 
had  he  not  been  in  the  project  plus  20 
percent  of  his  wages,  a  welfare  check 
equal  to  the  difference  would  be  paid.  In 
these  instances  the  supplemental  check 
would  be  issued  by  the  welfare  agency 
and  sent  to  the  worker. 


A  refusal  to  accept  work  or  undertake 
training  without  good  cause  by  a  person 
who  has  been  referred  would  be  reported 
back  to  the  State  agency  by  the  Labor 
Department;  and,  unless  such  person  re- 
turns to  the  program  within  60  days — 
during  which  he  would  receive  counsel- 
ing— his  welfare  payment  would  be 
terminated.  However,  protective  and 
vendor  payments  would  be  provided  to 
protect  dependent  children  from  the 
faults  of  others.  Under  the  House  bill, 
such  payments  would  be  optional  with 
the  States  but  under  the  committee  pro- 
posal the  children  must  be  given  this 
protection. 

These  modifications  of  the  House  pro- 
visions on  the  AFDC  work  incentive  pro- 
gram include  the  contributions  of  many 
members  of  the  committee.  They  were 
worked  out  with  the  detailed  comments 
and  reactions  of  the  whole  committee. 

Because  of  the  constructive  provisions 
of  the  bill,  particularly  those  relating  to 
the  work-incentive  program,  family 
planning,  and  parental  support,  the 
committee  has  stricken  from  the  House 
bill  the  provision  which  would  impose  a 
limitation,  for  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation purposes,  on  the  number  of 
children  whose  eligibility  is  based  upon 
the  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent. 
The  committee  believes  that  these  other 
provisions  will  do  what  the  House  had  in 
mind  without  running  the  risk  of  depriv- 
ing needy  children  of  the  assistance  they 
require. 

The  bill  also  contains  a  provision 
which,  like  the  House  bill,  places  limita- 
tions on  the  amount  of  Federal  funds 
that  would  be  made  available  to  States 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  their  medic- 
aid programs.  These  provisions  provide 
for  medical  care  for  welfare  recipients, 
and  in  many  States  they  also  provide 
medical  care  for  persons  characterized  as 
medically  indigent  under  the  State 
laws — those  with  enough  money  to  meet 
everyday  living  costs  but  not  expensive 
medical  care. 

The  committee  bill  limitation  would 
reduce  Federal  expenditures  for  this  pur- 
pose by  over  a  billion  dollars  a  year  after 
1970 — approximately  the  same  amount 
the  House  bill  would  save.  The  philos- 
ophy of  the  committee  bill  varies  some- 
what from  that  of  the  House  bill  in  that 
it  would  allow  more  latitude  to  the  States 
to  determine  the  medically  indigent  they 
may  cover  under  their  medicaid  program. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  committee  bill 
would  reduce  the  Federal  matching  share 
for  medically  indigent  persons  from  a 
range — based  upon  the  per  capita  income 
of  the  State — of  50  percent  to  83  percent 
under  present  law  to  a  lower  range  of  25 
to  69  percent,  with  the  larger  amount  go- 
ing to  the  poorer  States.  The  committee 
reemphasizes  the  original  purpose  of  title 
XTX  that  needy  persons  have  first  call 
on  Federal  funds  and,  thus,  the  bill  would 
not  change  Federal  participation  for  per- 
sons whose  income  qualifies  them  for 
cash  welfare  payments. 

Other  medicare  amendments  would  al- 
low States,  with  respect  to  the  medically 
indigent,  first,  a  broader  choice  of  re- 
quired health  services  under  the  pro- 
gram; or,  second,  the  option  of  imposing 


deductibles  or  cost-sharing  requirements 
for  hospital  care.  The  committee  bill  also 
contains  an  important  package  of 
amendments  related  to  nursing  homes 
and  other  institutions.  These  would  re- 
quire the  States,  as  a  condition  of  par- 
ticipation in  the  program,  to  have  a  pro- 
fessional medical  audit  program,  and  to 
license  only  nursing  homes  which  meet 
certain  health  care  and  safety  conditions. 
Further,  nursing  home  administrators 
would  be  licensed  as  properly  qualified 
health  professionals.  Additionally,  Fed- 
eral matching  would  be  available  for  care 
in  facilities  which  provide  more  than 
skilled  nursing  home  care.  All  of  these 
amendments  will  operate  to  improve 
quality  of  care  and  reduce  costs. 

A  final  but  important  amendment 
would  provide  Federal  matching  on  be- 
half of  individuals  who  live  in  inter- 
mediate care  homes  which  do  not  meet 
the  standards  of  a  skilled  nursing  home 
under  the  medicaid  program.  Principal 
credit  for  these  amendments  goes  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  and 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy],  who  proposed  amendments 
of  this  nature  to  the  committee. 

The  committee  bill  also  makes  sig- 
nificant liberalizations  in  both  the  child 
health  and  the  child  welfare  programs. 
Increased  authorizations  in  child  health 
are  earmarked  for  family  planning,  due 
primarily  to  the  efforts  of  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  who  has 
worked  diligently  in  this  area,  and  den- 
tal health  projects  for  children  are  pro- 
vided for.  Increased  authorizations 
under  the  child  welfare  provisions  are 
intended  to  strengthen  foster  care  and 
day  care  services.  The  increase  in  the 
emphasis  on  day  care  is  due  to  joint 
efforts  of  Senators  Ribicoff  and  Harris. 

All  in  all,  this  bill  must  rank  as  one 
of  the  greatest  social  security  bills  ever 
placed  before  the  Senate.  The  commit- 
tee bill  not  only  introduces  new  pro- 
grams, but  it  corrects,  in  the  light  of  sub- 
sequent experience,  deficiencies  in  exist- 
ing programs.  It  proves  once  again  that 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  dynamic  legis- 
lation geared  responsibly  to  its  clients — 
all  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  see  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  in 
the  Chamber.  The  Senator  made  a  num- 
ber of  important  contributions  to  the 
bill,  particularly  in  the  area  of  insuring 
adequate  child  care,  which  I  believe  very 
much  improved  the  bill.  I  am  also  pleased 
that  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]  is  present.  He  made  a  number 
of  important  and  significant  suggestions 
which  I  believe  will  improve  the  measure. 
I  regret  that  when  the  time  came  to  re- 
port the  bill  in  its  final  form,  we  could 
not  all  vote  affirmatively  on  it.  I  believe 
every  member  of  the  committee  has 
made  his  best  efforts  to  improve  the  bill 
as  he  felt  it  should  be.  We  have  worked 
on  this  measure  for  more  than  10  weeks, 
and  while  we  may  not  all  agree  on  every- 
thing in  it,  there  are  in  it  a  number  of 
provisions  to  which  I  think  we  all  do 
agree. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
chairman  yield? 
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Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  his  kind  remarks.  I  am  sure  that 
every  member  of  the  committee  appre- 
ciate the  courtesies  extended  by  the 
chairman.  We  appreciate  his  fairness  to 
every  member  who  suggested  amend- 
ments. 

This  bill  contains  a  number  of  help- 
ful features  intended  to  correct  undesir- 
able features  in  the  newly  enacted 
medicare  program,  and  corrects  some 
features  in  the  old-age  survivors'  insur- 
ance program.  We  are  not  faced  here 
with  an  issue  where  the  minority  is  op- 
posing the  legislation. 

Actually,  the  position  the  minority  has 
taken,  as  shown  by  the  report,  is  in  sup- 
port of  the  tax  rates,  the  wage  base, 
and  the  level  of  benefits  enacted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

In  other  words,  our  minority  report  is, 
in  fact,  in  support  of  the  position  taken 
by  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
Representative  Wilbur  Mills.  And  to 
that  extent,  there  was  disagreement  in 
committee  and  in  the  final  reporting  of 
the  bill.  However,  I  believe  that  it  should 
be  fully  understood  that,  rather  than 
advancing  a  minority  plan,  the  minority 
are  supporting  the  financial  provisions 
of  the  pending  bill,  including  benefits, 
taxes,  and  wage  bases  proposed  by  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  headed  by 
the  distinguished  Representative  Wilbur 
Mills. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee  for  his  patience  and 
diligence  and  hard  work  in  getting  the 
pending  bill  to  the  floor. 

As  the  chairman  has  stated,  it  took 
weeks  of  time  to  do  so.  The  pending  bill 
is  a  very  controversial  and  complicated 
piece  of  legislation.  It  required  great  pa- 
tience and  skill. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  junior  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana, has  demonstrated  that  he  has 
both. 

We  have  a  bill  pending  that,  as  the 
chairman  has  so  well  stated,  did  not  meet 
with  the  approval  of  every  member  of 
the  committee.  However,  there  is  much 
merit  in  the  bill.  It  is  a  good  bill.  And 
while  there  will  be  differences  of  opinion, 
as  we  debate  the  measure  and  have  some 
votes  on  amendments,  I  am  confident 
that  in  the  final  analysis  we  will  report  a 
good  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  en- 
titled to  much  credit  for  this. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  thank  the  Senator  very  much. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  a  great 
honor  for  me  to  work  on  this  measure, 
because  I  do  believe  there  is  a  great  deal 
in  it  that  certainly  deserves  the  approval 
of  the  Senate.  And,  of  course,  there  will 
be  changes  and  modifications  made  in  the 
bill  on  the  floor. 

In  order  that  a  full  description  of  the 
bill  be  available,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  following  summary  of  all 


of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  summary 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

I.  OLD-AGE,   SURVIVORS,   DIS ABILITY  AND 
HEALTH    INSURANCE  PROGRAMS 

A.  Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 

insurance 
Increase  in  Social  Security  Benefits 

The  bill  would  provide  an  increase  in  bene- 
fit payments  averaging  19  percent,  with  a 
guaranteed  increase  in  monthly  cash  benefits 
of  15  percent  for  all  beneficiaries  on  the  social 
security  rolls.  The  benefit  increases  proposed 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  are  the 
same  as  those  recommended  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  exceed  those  adopted  by  the  House. 
The  House  bill  would  have  provided  for  an 
increase  in  cash  benefits  of  12 14  percent, 
with  a  minimum  worker's  benefit  of  $50  per 
month.  Under  the  provisions  adopted  by  the 
Finance  Committee,  the  average  monthly 
benefit  paid  to  retired  workers  and  their 
wives  now  on  the  rolls  would  increase  from 
$145  to  $171  ($164  under  the  House  bill). 
The  minimum  benefit  would  be  increased 
from  $44  to  $70  a  month  ($50  under  the 
House  bill).  Monthly  benefits  would  range 
from  $70  to  $163.30,  for  retired  workers  now 
on  social  security  rolls  who  began  to  draw 
benefits  at  age  65  or  later,  compared  with 
$50  to  $159.80  under  the  House  bill.  Under 
existing  law,  the  benefit  range  for  such  re- 
tired people  now  receiving  old-age  benefits 
is  $44  to  $142  a  month. 

The  amount  of  earnings  which  would  be 
subject  to  tax  and  could  be  used  in  the  com- 
putation of  benefits  would  be  increased  from 
$6,600  to  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in  1969,  and 
to  $10,800  in  1972.  The  House  bill  provided  for 
one  increase  in  the  base — to  $7,600  a  year, 
effective  January  1,  1968. 

The  $168  maximum  benefit  (based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $550 — or  $6,600 
per  year)  eventually  payable  under  present- 
law  would  be  increased  to  $193.20  compared 
with  $189  under  the  House  bill.  The  increase 
in  the  amount  of  earnings  that  can  be  used 
in  the  benefit  computation  would  result  in  a 
maximum  benefit  of  $288  (based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $900 — $10,800  a  year) 
in  the  future;  the  maximum  benefit  under 
the  House  bill  would  be  $212  (based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $633 — $7,600  a 
year) .  The  maximum  benefits  payable  to  a 
family  on  a  single  earnings  record  would  be 
$540  ($423.60  under  the  House  bill).  Of 
course,  to  qualify  for  the  maximum  retire- 
ment benefits  just  outlined,  a  wage  earner 
must  have  earned  the  maximum  under  the 
new  earnings  bases  for  a  number  of  years. 

Although  to  qualify  for  the  maximum 
retirement  benefits  just  outlined,  a  wage 
earner  must  have  earned  the  maximum  under 
the  higher  bases  for  many  years  in  the  future, 
benefit  amounts  would  be  increased  signifi- 
cantly over  those  that  would  be  payable 
under  the  House  bill  in  the  near  future. 

The  increased  benefits  would  be  first  pay- 
able for  the  month  of  March  1968  and  will 
be  reflected  in  checks  received  early  in  April. 
It  is  estimated  that  23.8  million  people  would 
be  paid  increased  benefits  beginning  early 
in  April.  As  a  result  of  the  benefit  increase, 
$4.1  billion  in  additional  benefits  would  be 
paid  out  in  the  first  12  months. 

Special  Benefits  for  Uninsured 

The  special  payments  made  to  uninsured 
individuals  aged  72  and  over  would  be  in- 
creased from  $35  to  $50  a  month  for  a  single 
person  and  from  $52.50  to  $75  a  month  for 
a  couple.  Under  the  House  bill  these  pay- 
ments would  be  increased  to  $40  and  $60, 
respectively. 

Reduced  Benefits  at  Age  60 

Under  present  law,  full-rate  benefits  are 
payable  at  age  62  to  people  qualifying  for 


benefits  as  widows  and  parents,  and  reduced 
benefits  are  payable  at  age  62  to  workers  and 
to  people  qualifying  for  benefits  as  wives  and 
husbands.  Only  people  getting  benefits  as 
widows  now  have  the  option  of  taking  re- 
duced benefits  at  age  60. 

Under  the  bill,  the  age  of  eligibility  would 
be  lowered  to  60  for  all  categories  of  aged 
beneficiaries,  with  the  benefits  payable  be- 
fore age  62  reduced  according  to  the  same 
principle  as  that  applied  under  present  law. 
The  reduction  rate  in  present  law  for  a  wife's 
(or  a  husband's)  benefit  is  twenty-five  thirty- 
sixths  of  1  percent,  and  for  a  worker's  (and  a 
widow's)  benefit  it  is  five-ninths  of  1  per- 
cent, for  each  month  that  the  beneficiary  is 
under  age  65  (62  for  a  widow)  when  he  begins 
to  get  benefits. 

H.R.  12080,  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, contained  no  comparable  pro- 
vision. 

Monthly  benefits  would  be  payable  under 
this  provision  beginning  with  the  month  of 
December  1968  and  will  be  reflected  in  checks 
received  in  January  1969.  An  estimated  775,- 
000  additional  people  would  get  benefits 
amounting  to  $555  million  during  the  first 
12  months  of  operation.  Since  the  benefit 
amount  payable  at  age  60  would  be  reduced 
to  take  account  of  the  longer  period  over 
which  benefits  would  be  paid,  the  payment 
of  these  benefits  would  not  result  in  any 
additional  long-range  cost  to  the  program. 
Retirement  Test 

The  committee  modified  the  provision  of 
the  House  bill  which  would  have  increased 
from  $1,500  a  year  to  $1,680  the  amount  a 
person  may  earn  without  having  his  social 
security  benefits  withheld.  Under  the  com- 
mittee bill  the  House  provision  would  apply 
in  1968,  but  the  amount  of  the  exemption 
would  be  increased  to  $2,000  a  year  in  1969. 
The  amount  to  which  the  $1  for  $2  reduction 
would  apply  would  range  from  $1,680  to 
$2,880  in  1968  and  from  $2,000  to  $3,200  in 
1969  and  thereafter.  Also  the  amount  a  per- 
son may  earn  in  1  month  and  still  get  bene- 
fits for  that  month  (regardless  of  how  much 
he  earns  in  the  year)  would  be  $140  in  1968 
and  would  increase  to  $166.66%  in  1969  and 
thereafter. 

Disabled  Widows  and  Widowers 
The  committee's  bill  would  provide  full- 
rate  benefits  for  many  totally  disabled  wid- 
ows and  widowers — the  benefits  equalling 
82 y2  percent  of  the  deceased  spouse's  primary 
insurance  amount.  Under  the  provision  in 
the  House  bill,  reduced  benefits — ranging 
from  50  percent  to  82Vs>  percent  of  the 
spouse's  primary  insurance  amount — would 
have  been  provided  for  disabled  widows  and 
widowers  aged  50  and  over.  The  commit- 
tee's bill  would  not  only  increase  the  benefit 
amounts  provided  by  the  House  but  would 
also  eliminate  the  requirement  that  the  dis- 
abled widow  or  widower  be  at  least  age  50 
to  receive  benefits  on  the  basis  of  disability. 
As  in  the  House  bill,  to  be  eligible  for  the 
benefits,  the  widow  or  widower  must  have 
become  totally  disabled  not  later  than  7 
years  after  the  spouse's  death,  or  in  the  case 
of  a  widowed  mother,  before  the  youngest 
child  reaches  age  18  or  within  7  years  there- 
after. About  100,000  disabled  widows  and 
widowers  would  be  eligible  for  benefits  and 
about  $72  million  in  benefits  would  be  paid 
during  the  first  12  months  of  operation. 
Benefits  for  the  Blind 
The  committee  added  a  new  provision  (to 
be  effective  with  respect  to  checks  received 
in  January  1969)  which  would  make  blind 
persons  with  at  least  six  quarters  of  coverage 
eligible  for  disability  insurance  benefits  with- 
out regard  to  their  ability  to  work.  In  order 
to  qualify  for  benefits  a  person  would  have 
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to  have  vision  of  less  than  20/200,  rather  than 
5.  200  as  in  present  law. 

Family  Employment 
The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  to  extend  social  security  coverage 
to  employment  performed  in  the  private 
home  of  the  employer  by  a  parent  in  the  em- 
ploy of  his  son  or  daughter  where  there  is  a 
clear  need  for  the  parent  to  perform  the  work. 


The  employment  would  be  covered  if  the  son 
or  daughter  is  (a)  a  widow  or  widower  with  a 
child  under  age  18  or  a  disabled  child  or  (b) 
a  person  with  such  a  child  who  either  is  di- 
vorced or  has  a  disabled  spouse.  The  bill 
would  continue  to  exclude  from  coverage 
employment  performed  in  a  private  home  by 
a  parent  when  these  conditions  are  not  met, 
employment  of  a  child  under  age  21  by  his 


parent,  and  employment  of  a  husband  or  wife 
by  the  spouse. 

Financing  of  Social  Security  Program 
Taxes,  tax  rates,  and  the  taxable  wage  base 
under  present  law  and  under  H.R.  12080  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
as  ordered  reported  by  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  are  shown  in  tables  1  and  2.  In- 
come and  outgo  are  shown  in  table  3. 


TABLE  1. — MAXIMUM  TAX  CONTRIBUTIONS  UNDER  PRESENT  LAV/  AND  UNDER  H.R.  12080 


0ASDI  HI  Total 

Period    ■  ■  •  

Present          House           Committee  Present            House          Committee         Present  House  Committee 

law              bill                bill  law                bill               bill  law  bill  bill 


By  employee: 

1967     5257.40  $257.40  $257.40 

1968     257.40  296.40  304.00 

1969-70  -  290.40  319.20  369.60 

1971     290.40  349.60  404.80 

1972     290.40  349.60  496.80 

1973-75     320.10  380.00  540.00 

1976-79     .   320. 10  380.  00  545.  40 

1380-86     320.10  380.00  545.40 

1987  and  after  -  320.10  380.00  545.40 

By  self-employed: 

1967      389.40  389.40  389.40 

1968     389,40  448.40  464.00 

1969-70....    435.60  478.80  554.40 

1971.     435.60  524.40  607.20 

1972     435.60  524.40  745.20 

1973-75    1   462.00  532.00  756.00 

1976-79    462.00  532.00  7  56.00 

1980-S6   462.00  532.  00  756.00 

1987  and  after   :   462.  00  532.  00  756.  00 


$33.00 

$33.00 

$33.00 

$290.  40 

$290.  40 

$290.  40 

33.00 

38.  00 

48.00 

290.40 

334.40 

352.00 

33.00 

45. 60 

52.80 

323. 40 

364.80 

422.40 

33.00 

45.  60 

52.  80 

323. 40 

395.  20 

457. 60 

33.00 

45.  60 

64.  80 

323.  40 

395. 20 

561.60 

36. 30 

49.  40 

70.  20 

356. 40 

429.  40 

610. 20 

39.60 

53. 20 

70.20 

359.  70 

433. 20 

615. 60 

46.  20 

60.  80 

El.  CO 

366.  30 

440.80 

626.  40 

52.80 

68.  40 

81.00 

372.90 

448.40 

626.  40 

33.00 

33.00 

33.00 

422.40 

422. 40 

422. 40 

33.00 

38.00 

48.  00 

422.  40 

486.40 

512.00 

33.00 

45.60 

52.  80 

468.  60 

524. 40 

607.20 

33.00 

45.60 

52.80 

468.60 

524.  40 

660.00 

33.  00 

45.  60 

64.  80 

468.  60 

570.00 

810.00 

36.30 

49.  40 

70. 20 

498.  30 

581.40 

826. 20 

39.  60 

53. 20 

70.  20 

501.60 

585.20 

826.  20 

46. 20 

60.80 

81.00 

508. 20 

592.  80 

85".  :o 

52.80 

68.40 

81.00 

514.  80 

600.40 

837.00 

TABLE  2— TAX  RATES  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  H.R.  12080 
[In  percent] 


0ASDI  HI  Total 

Period       

Present  House  Commit-  Present  House  Commit-  Present   House  Commit- 
law       bill     tee  bill     law       bill     tee  bill     law       bill     tee  bill 


Employer-employee,  each 


1967  

3.9 

3.9 

3.9 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

4.4 

4.4 

4.4 

1968  

3.9 

3.9 

3.8 

.5 

.5 

.6 

4.4 

4.4 

4.4 

1969-70 

4.4 

4.2 

4.2 

.5 

.6 

.6 

4.9 

4.8 

4.8 

1971-72 

4.4 

4.6 

4.6 

.5 

.6 

.6 

4.9 

5.2 

5.2 

1973-75 

4.85 

5.0 

5.0 

.55 

.65 

.65 

5.4 

5. 65 

5. 65 

1976-79  

4.85 

5.0 

5.05 

.6 

.7 

.65 

5.45 

5.7 

5.7 

1980-86 

4. 85 

5.0 

5.05 

.7 

.8 

.75 

5.  55 

5.8 

5.8 

1987  and  after. 

4.85 

5.0 

5.  05 

.8 

.9 

.75 

5. 65 

5.9 

5.8 

OASDI                            HI  Total 

Period      ■ 

Present   House  Commit-  Present   House  Commit-  Present  House  Commit- 

law       bill     tee  bill     law       bill     tee  bill     law  bill     tee  bill 


.Self-employed 


1967.  

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

6.4 

6.4 

6.4 

1968.  

5.9 

5.9 

5.8 

.5 

.5 

.6 

6.4 

6.4 

6.4 

1969-70 

6.6 

6.3 

6.3 

.5 

.6 

.6 

7.1 

6.9 

6.9 

1971-72 

6.6 

6.9 

6.9 

.5 

.6 

.6 

7.1 

7.5 

7.5 

1973-75 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.55 

.65 

.65 

7. 55 

7.65 

7.65 

1976-79  

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.6 

.7 

.65 

7.6 

7.7 

7.65 

1980-86 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.7 

.8 

.75 

7.7 

7.8 

7. 75 

1987  and  after. 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.8 

.9 

.75 

7.8 

7.9 

7.75 

Note:  Maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  present  lav/  is  S6.I 
tee  bill  is  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in  1969-71,  and  $10,800  in  1972 

TAELE  3.— COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND 
BENEFIT  OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW,  HOUSE  BILL 
AND  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  BILL,  1967-72 
[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Finance 

Calendar  year       Present  law    House  bill  Committee 

bill 


Contribution  income 


1967    28.  5  _ 

1968    29.6  y.  i  31.2 

1969     33.7  34.9  36.3 

1970     35.2  36.-5  38.3 

197:    36.2  40.3  42.5 

1972   37.2  42.0  46.0 


Benefit  outgo 


1967   24. 2 

196~   25.5  1  28.7  2  29.6 

1969    26.9  30.3  32.7 

1970   28.2  31.7  34.4 

1971   29.4  33.1  35.9 

1972.    30.8  34.6  37.4 


Excess  of  contributions  over  benefits 


1967   4. 3  _ 

1968    4.1  2.1  2.2 

1969    6.8  4.6  3.6 

1970.    7.0  4.8  3.9 

1971   6.8  7.2  6.6 

1972   6.4  7.4  8.6 


•  Assumes  that  increased  benefits  will  be  payable  for  all  12 
months  of  1968  (as  would  have  been  the  case  if  bill  had  been 
enacted  when  it  passed  the  House). 

;  Based  on  effective  date  of  March  (payable  at  beginning  of 
April)  for  increased  benefits. 

Note:  Benefit  outgo  data  include  increase  in  HI  benefit-cost 
estimates  made  following  passage  of  House  bilL 


00.  Maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  House  bill  is  $7,600,  bi 
nd  after. 

Child's  Benefits  for  Those  Disabled  Before 
Age  22 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  which  would  provide  child's  insur- 
ance benefits  for  an  otherwise  qualified  dis- 
abled child  if  his  disability  began  after  age  18 
but  before  age  22.  Under  present  law,  a  person 
must  have  become  disabled  before  age  18  to 
qualify  for  childhood  disability  benefits  as 
the  son  or  daught-er  of  an  insured  disabled, 
retired,  or  decreased  worker. 

Policemen  and  Firemen 

The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  to  permit  Nebraska  and  Puerto 
Rico,  if  they  so  desire,  to  provide  coverage 
under  social  security  for  policemen  and 
firemen  who  are  now  covered  only  under  a 
State  or  local  retirement  system.  Present 
Federal  law  prohibits  social  security  coverage 
of  policemen  and  firemen  who  are  under 
retirement  systems  but  excepts  19  specified 
States  from  this  prohibition;  the  addition  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  Nebraska  would  raise  the 
number  of  excepted  jurisdictions  to  21. 

In  addition,  as  part  of  any  coverage  exten- 
sion, the  State  of  Nebraska  would  be  per- 
mitted to  validate  the  coverage  of  certain 
firemen,  in  the  group  being  covered,  for  whom 
social  security  contributions  were  erroneously 
paid. 

Coverage  of  Firemen 
The  committee  added  a  new  provision 
which  provides  that  social  security  coverage 
could  be  extended  under  the  referendum  pro- 
visions to  firemen  under  a  retirement  system 
in  States  not  listed  in  the  Social  Security  Act 


[inning  in  1968.  Maximum  taxablee  arnings  base  under  commit- 
as  States  permitted  to  cover  policemen  and 
firemen  retirement  system  members  if  the 
Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that  the  over- 
all benefit  protection  of  the  group  of  firemen 
which  would  be  brought  under  social  secu- 
rity coverage  by  the  referendum  would  be 
improved  by  reason  of  the  extension  of  social 
security  coverage  to  the  group. 
Employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority 

The  committee  added  a  new  provision  to 
permit  the  State  of  Massachusetts  to  modify 
its  agreement  for  social  security  coverage  so 
as  to  exclude  employees  of  the  Massachu- 
setts Turnpike  Authority  who  are  in  positions 
being  brought  into  a  new  State  retirement 
system. 

State  and  Local  Employees  Receiving  Fees 
The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  modifying  the  social  security  cov- 
erage provisions  applying  to  State  and  local 
government  employees  who  are  compensated 
solely  on  a  fee  basis  (such  ss  constables  and 
justices  of  the  peace).  Under  present  law, 
fee-basis  employees,  like  other  State  and 
local  government  employees,  may  be  covered 
only  under  a  State  coverage  agreement.  Un- 
der the  provision  approved  by  the  commit- 
tee, in  the  case  of  employees  who  are  compen- 
sated solely  on  a  fee  basis,  fees  received  after 
1967  which  are  not  covered  under  a  State 
agreement  would  be  covered  under  the  self- 
employment  provisions  of  law,  except  that 
people  in  fee-basis  positions  in  1968  could 
elect  not  to  have  their  fees  covered  under  the 
self-employment  provisions.  Under  the  com- 
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mittee  bill,  a  State  could,  as  under  present 
law,  modify  its  coverage  agreement  to  provide 
coverage  for  fee-basis  employees  as  employ- 
ees. However,  unlike  present  law,  the  com- 
mittee bill  would  permit  States  to  remove 
from  coverage  under  its  agreement  persons 
who  are  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis. 
Coverage  for  Erroneously  Reported  Former 
State  or  Local  Government  Employees 
The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  to  permit  a  State,  when  it  provides 
retroactive  coverage  for  a  coverage  group 
under  a  modification  of  the  State's  agree- 
ment, to  provide  coverage  for  former  em- 
ployees of  the  coverage  group  with  respect 
to  earnings  that  previously  had  been  er- 
roneously reported  for  them  for  quarters 
in  the  retroactive  period,  if  no  refund  has 
been  made  of  the  taxes  paid  on  the  erron- 
eously reported  earnings. 

Exclusion  of  Prisoners  From  Coverage  Under 
Certain  Programs 
The  committee  bill  provides  that  any  em- 
ployment by  an  inmate  of  a  prison  will  not 
be  creditable  for  purposes  of  establishing 
entitlement  to  unemployment  insurance 
compensation,  or  for  purposes  of  the  Fed- 
eral civil  service  retirement  system.  The  bill 
would  also  broaden  the  present  exclusion 
from  social  security  coverage  of  most  Fed- 
eral employment  to  exclude  all  employment 
performed  by  a  prison  inmate  for  a  Federal 
agency. 

Coverage  of  Ministers 

The  committee  amendment  would  modify 
the  House-passed  bill  by  deleting  the  pro- 
vision providing  coverage  for  members  of  re- 
ligious orders  who  have  taken  a  vow  of  pov- 
erty (thus  retaining  present  law  for  this 
group).  It  would  also  permit  a  clergyman  to 
elect  not  to  be  covered  if  he  is  conscien- 
tiously opposed  to  social  security  coverage, 
as  in  the  House  bill,  or  if  he  opposes  such 
coverage  on  grounds  of  religious  principle. 
Benefits  Paid  on  Basis  of  Erroneous  Reports 
of  Death  in  Military  Service 

The  committee  added  a  new  provision 
which  would  provide  that  all  benefits  paid 
on  the  basis  of  official  reports  of  death  issued 
by  the  Department  of  Defense  will  be  con- 
sidered lawful  payments  even  though  it  is 
later  determined  that  the  person  who  was 
reported  dead  is  still  alive. 

Payments  to  Certain  Children 

The  House  bill  provided  that  benefits  pay- 
able to  certain  children  who  became  entitled 
to  benefits  under  the  1965  amendments  could 
not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  total 
amounts  payable  to  other  persons  and  the 
family  maximum  amount.  As  a  substitute, 
the  committee  bill  would  provide  that  the 
benefits  payable  to  a  person  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  1965  amendments  which  were 
reduced  because  a  child  became  entitled  to 
benefits  under  the  1965  amendment  will  not 
be  reduced  in  the  future.  For  people  who 
became  entitled  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
1965  amendments  or  become  entitled  in  the 
future  the  provisions  of  present  law  will  ap- 
ply. 

Underpayments 
The  committee  modified  the  House-passed 
provision  relating  to  benefits  due  after  a 
person  has  died.  The  committee's  amend- 
ment would  provide  that  amounts  due  under 
supplementary  medical  insurance  (pt.  B)  of 
medicare  after  the  beneficiary's  death  be  paid 
first  to  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services 
or  the  person  who  provided  the  services.  (If 
the  person  who  paid  for  the  services  is  the 
decedent,  the  payment  would  be  made  to  the 
legal  representative  of  his  estate,  if  there  is 
one.)  If  there  Is  none,  the  benefits  would  be 
paid  under  the  following  uniform  order  of 
payment  for  both  cash  benefits  and  part  B 
benefits: 

1.  Spouse  living  with  individual  at  time 
of  his  death  or  to  spouse  not  living  with 


individual  but  entitled  to  benefits  on  same 
earnings  record. 

2.  Child  entitled  to  benefits  on  same  earn- 
ings record. 

3.  Parent  entitled  to  benefits  on  same  earn- 
ings record. 

4.  Spouse  who  was  neither  entitled  to  ben- 
efits on  same  earnings  record  nor  living  with 
individual. 

5.  Child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  same 
earnings  record. 

6.  Parent  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  same 
earnings  record. 

7.  Legal  representative  of  individual's 
estate,  if  any. 

8.  Person  related  to  individual  by  blood, 
marriage,  or  adoption  determined  by  Secre- 
tary to  be  proper  person  to  receive  the  pay- 
ment due. 

Recovery  of  Overpayments 
The  committee  bill  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  HEW  to  recover  overpaid  bene- 
fits by  requiring  the  overpaid  beneficiary  or 
his  estate  to  refund  the  overpayment  or  by 
withholding  the  benefits  payable  to  him,  his 
estate  or  to  any  other  person  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record.  A  sim- 
ilar provision  was  adopted  by  the  Senate  in 
1965  but  was  deleted  in  conference.  A  pro- 
vision of  this  type  was  suggested  in  a  GAO 
report  dated  July  25,  1961.  (Under  present 
law,  overpayments  may  be  recovered  from 
the  overpaid  person  while  he  is  getting  ben- 
efits; recovery  may  not  be  made  from  any 
other  person  getting  benefits  on  the  same 
account.  There  is  no  specific  provision  for 
recovering  an  overpayment  while  the  bene- 
ficiary is  alive  if  he  is  not  getting  benefits.) 
Marriage  of  Child  in  School 
Under  present  law  a  child's  benefits  gen- 
erally stop  when  the  child  marries.  The  com- 
mittee bill  would  provide  that  a  child's  ben- 
efits would  not  stop  when  the  child  married 
if  the  child  was  under  age  22  and  a  full- 
time  student  and,  in  the  case  of  a  girl,  her 
husband  was  also  a  full-time  student. 

U.S.  Treaty  Obligations — 5-Year  Residence 
Requirement 
The  bill  would  provide  that  the  present  5- 
year  residence  requirements  that  uninsured 

people  must  meet  in  order  to  qualify  for  hos- 
pital insurance,  or  for  special  age  72  pay- 
ments, or  under  the  supplementary  medical 

insurance  program  would  not  apply  where 
they  would  be  contrary  to  treaty  obligations 

of  the  United  States. 

Payments  to  Aliens  Outside  the  United  States 
The  committee  bill  would  modify  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  provisions  in  the  House  bill 
which  would  (a)  restrict  benefit  payments  to 
an  alien  while  outside  the  United  States,  and 
(b)  prohibit  payment  of  more  than  12  months 
of  accumulated  benefits,  and  all  future  bene- 
fits, to  an  alien  who  is  living  in  a  Commu- 
nist-controlled country.  Under  the  commit- 
tee amendment,  the  effect  of  these  House 
provisions  would  be  delayed  until  after  De- 
cember 31,  1968. 

Separate  Authorization  for  Social  Security 
Research  Programs 
The  committee  bill  includes  a  provision 
under  which  there  would  be  a  separation  of 
the  authorizations  for  cooperative  research 
and  demonstration  grant  programs  (now  one 
combined  program)  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration  and  the  Social  and  Rehabilit- 
ation Service.  (This  amendment  would  not 
increase  the  funds  available  for  these  research 
programs.) 

State  and  Local  Divided  Retirement  Systems 
The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  to  grant  an  additional  opportu- 
nity, through  1969,  for  election  of  social  se- 
curity coverage  by  employees  of  States  and 
localities  who  did  not  elect  coverage  when 
they  previously  had  the  opportunity  to  do  so 
under  the  provision  of  present  law  permitting 


specified  States  to  cover  only  those  members 
of  a  retirement  system  who  desire  coverage. 
Expedited  Benefit  Payments 
The  committee  bill  would  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  special  procedures  to  ex- 
pedite the  payment  of  benefits.  The  provision 
would  not  apply  to  disability  benefits  or 
negotiated  checks.  Also,  the  provision  would 
not  limit  the  Secretary's  authority  to  make 
earlier  payments  in  appropriate  cases. 
Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security 
The  committee's  bill  would  modify  the 
House-passed  provision  relating  to  the  time 
at  which  Advisory  Councils  would  be  ap- 
pointed and  would  issue  reports  to  provide 
that  the  Advisory  Councils  be  appointed  at 
any  time  after  January  31  (rather  than  in 
February  as  in  the  House  bill)  in  1969  and 
every  4  years  thereafter.  As  in  present  law 
each  Council  would  report  to  the  Secretary 
not  later  than  the  first  day  of  the  second 
year  following  the  year  in  which  it  is  ap- 
pointed, such  report  to  include  any  interim 
reports  the  Council  may  have  issued. 
Extension  of  Retroactivity  of  Disability 

Applications 
The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  to  allow  a  longer  period  of  time 
after  termination  of  disability  for  the  filing 
of  a  disability  freeze  application  by  an  indi- 
vidual whose  mental  or  physical  disability 
interfered  with  his  filing  a  timely  applica- 
tion. This  would  enable  workers  who  are 
totally  disabled  over  an  extended  period  but 
fail  to  file  timely  applications  to  neverthe- 
less have  the  period  of  disability  frozen,  and 
thus  not  counted  against  them  in  subsequent 
determinations  as  to  whether  they  are  in- 
sured for  social  security  benefits  or  the 
amount  of  such  benefits. 

B.  Health  insurance  benefits 
Payment  of  Physician  Bills  Under  the  Sup- 
plementary Medical  Insurance  Program 
The  committee  modified  the  provision  in 
the  House  bill  which  would  provide  for  pay- 
ment under  the  medical  insurance  program 
on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  submitted  by 
a  patient  who  has  not  paid  the  bill.  Under 
present  law,  payment  may  be  made  only  upon 
assignment  to  the  physician  or  to  the  patient 
upon  presentation  of  a  receipted  bill.  The 
House  bill  provided  for  retention  of  present 
law  provisions  and  added  new  ones  for  pay- 
ment to  the  physician  or  patient  on  the  basis 
of  an  unpaid  bill.  As  modified  by  the  com- 
mittee, only  two  methods  of  payment  would 
be  provided.  The  committee's  bill  would  per- 
mit payment  either  to  the  patient  on  the 
basis  of  an  itemized  bill  (which  could  be 
either  receipted  or  unpaid)  or  to  the  phy- 
sician under  the  present  assignment  method. 
This  provision  would  make  it  possible  for 
patients  to  pay  their  medical  bills,  without 
depleting  their  savings  or  resorting  to  loans. 
Payment  for  Services  in  Nonparticipating 
Hospitals 

The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  which  would  permit  payment  for 
services  received  in  certain  nonparticipating 
hospitals.  At  present,  payments  can  be  made 
to  participating  hospitals  and,  in  an  emer- 
gency case,  to  a  nonparticipating  hospital 
which  meets  certain  standards  only  if  the 
hospital  agrees  to  accept  the  reasonable  costs 
as  full  payment  for  the  services  rendered. 

For  a  temporary  period,  almost  all  of  which 
has  already  expired,  the  committee  bill  would 
permit  direct  reimbursement  to  be  made  to 
an  individual  who  was  furnished  hospital 
services  during  the  period  in  a  nonpartici- 
pating hospital.  This  coverage  would  not 
extend  to  admissions  after  1967.  Payment 
would  be  limited  to  80  percent  of  the  hospital 
ancillary  charges  and  60  percent  of  the  room 
and  board  charges,  for  up  to  20  days  in  each 
spell  of  illness  (subject  to  the  $40  deductible 
and  other  statutory  limitations  of  payment  in 
present  law)  if  the  hospital  did  not  formally 
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participate  in  medicare  before  January  1, 
1969.  If  it  did  participate  in  medicare  before 
that  date  and  if  it  applied  its  utilization 
review  plan  to  the  services  it  provided  before 
it  regular  participation  started,  the  full  90 
days  of  coverage  could  be  provided.  Thus, 
there  would  be  an  incentive  for  presently 
nonparticipating  hospitals  to  participate  be- 
cause participation  is  a  condition  for  cover- 
ing past  services  beyond  20  days  and  a 
condition  for  future  coverage. 

A  similar  provision  would  apply  beginning 
January  1,  1968,  but  only  as  an  alternative 
to  present  coverage  of  emergency  care.  Hos- 
pitals could  apply  for  payment  for  a  period 
of  up  to  90  days  under  present  law  provi- 
sions, or  if  the  hospitals  did  not  apply,  the 
patient  could  obtain  payment  on  the  basis  of 
60  percent  of  room  and  board  charges  and 
80  percent  of  ancillary  services  charges  under 
the  new  provision. 

A  new  definition  would  be  used  for  hos- 
pitals eligible  under  these  transitional  and 
emergency  care  provisions.  Under  it,  a  quali- 
fying hospital  must  have  a  full-time  nursing 
service,  be  licensed  as  a  hospital,  and  be 
primarily  engaged  in  providing  medical  care 
under  the  supervision  of  a  doctor  of  medi- 
cine or  osteopathy.  This  definition  would 
apply  back  to  July  1,  1966  so  that  some  hos- 
pitals which  today  would  be  ineligible  to 
receive  payment  for  emergency  services  may 
receive  such  payments  in  behalf  of  bene- 
ficiaries back  to  the  beginning  of  the  pro- 
gram provided  they  apply  for  such  payments. 
If  they  do  not  apply,  the  patient  would  be 
paid  under  other  provisions. 

This  provision  would  afford  financial  re- 
lief to  those  medicare  beneficiaries  who  have 
received  services  In  certain  nonparticipating 
hospitals  since  July  1966,  sometimes  enter- 
ing such  hospitals  without  realizing  the 
services  would  not  be  covered  under  medi- 
care. 

Payment  Under  the  Medical  Insurance  Pro- 
gram for  Noncovered  Hospital  Ancillary 
Services 

The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  which  would  permit  payment 
under  the  medical  insurance  program  for 
presently  noncovered  ancillary  hospital  and 
extended  care  facility  services,  principally 
X-ray  and  laboratory  services,  furnished 
after  the  patient  has  been  covered  for  the 
full  period  of  eligibility.  Under  present  law 
if  a  person  is  in  a  hospital  or  extended  care 
facility  qualified  to  participate  under  medi- 
care, payment  may  not  be  made  for  services 
which  could  be  paid  for  under  part  B  if  not 
received  in  a  qualified  hospital  or  extended 
care  facility.  As  a  result,  sometimes  the  serv- 
ices are  not  covered  under  either  part  B  or 
part  A.  The  committee  bill  would  allow  pay- 
ment to  be  made  for  services  ordinarily  not 
paid  for  under  part  B,  wherever  part  A  pay- 
ments could  not  be  made,  if  the  appropriate 
hospital  or  independent  laboratory  standards 
are  met.  Payment  would  be  made  to  partic- 
ipating providers  under  the  usual  part  B 
provisions  applying  to  the  $50  deductible  and 
20  percent  coinsurance. 

Limitation  on  Special  Reduction  in  Allow- 
able Days  of  Inpatient  Hospital  Services 
Under  the  House  bill  the  limitation  on 
payment  of  hospital  insurance  benefits  dur- 
ing the  first  spell  of  illness  for  an  individual 
who  is  an  inpatient  of  a  psychiatric  or  tuber- 
culosis hospital  at  the  time  he  becomes  en- 
titled to  benefits  under  the  hospital  insur- 
ance program  would  be  made  inapplicable  to 
benefits  for  services  in  a  general  hospital  if 
the  services  are  not  primarily  for  the  diag- 
nosis or  treatment  of  mental  illness  or  tuber- 
culosis. The  committee  accepted  the  change 
in  the  House  bill  with  respect  to  psychiatric 
hospitals,  but  modified  that  part  relating  to 
tuberculosis  hospitals.  The  committee  would 
remove  such  hospitals  from  the  provision  in 
present  law  under  which  days  in  a  tuber- 


culosis institution  immediately  before  en- 
titlement to  hospital  insurance  are  counted 
against  the  days  of  coverage  an  individual 
would  otherwise  have.  In  effect,  the  commit- 
tee's change  would  make  an  individual's 
entitlement  to  hospital  insurance  benefits 
the  same  if  he  received  hospital  services  in 
a  tuberculosis  hospital  as  it  would  be  if  he 
received  services  in  a  general  hospital. 
Payment  for  Blood 

The  committee  modified  the  provision  in 
the  House  bill  which  provides  that  the  pa- 
tient would  have  to  replace  2  pints  of  blood 
for  the  first  pint  of  blood  received  for  pur- 
poses of  the  3-pint  deductible.  Under  the 
committee's  bill,  replacement  would  be  on 
a  pint-for-pint  basis,  as  under  present  law. 
The  committee  accepted  the  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  that  would  broaden  the  defi- 
nition of  "blood"  to  include  packed  red  blood 
cells  as  well  as  whole  blood  and  would  extend 
the  application  of  the  3-pint  deductible  pro- 
visions to  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance program  as  well  as  to  the  hospital 
insurance  program.  The  provision  would  en- 
courage donations  of  blood,  as  under  the 
House  bill,  but  would  not  require  the  bene- 
ficiary to  increase  his  payments  for  blood 
when  he  is  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital  and  un- 
able to  replace  as  many  as  4  pints. 
Payment  for  Certain  Hospital  Services  Fur- 
nished Outside  the  United  States 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  which  would  permit  payments  of 
medicare  benefits  to  the  individual  for  cer- 
tain inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  in 
a  country  contiguous  to  the  Unitd  States  by 
a  hospital  which  is  not  more  than  50  miles 
from  the  border  of  the  continental  United 
States.  In  the  case  of  nonemergency  care,  the 
patient  would  have  to  be  a  U.S.  resident  and 
the  hospital  would  have  to  be  the  nearest  one 
to  the  patient's  residence  which  is  suitable 
to  treat  his  illness.  Benefits  would  be  payable 
for  the  nonemergency  services  covered  under 
this  provision  only  on  the  basis  of  an  appli- 
cation for  direct  reimbursement  filed  by  the 
fnedicare  beneficiary  and  only  if  the  hospital 
met  standards  that  are  essentially  compara- 
ble to  those  required  of  hospitals  participat- 
ing under  the  program  in  the  United  States. 
This  provision  would  relieve  the  hardship 
imposed  on  the  medicare  beneficiary  who, 
living  in  an  area  of  the  United  States  that  is 
directly  adjacent  to  the  continental  border, 
finds  that  the  nearest  hospital  suited  to  his 
care  is  located  outside  the  United  States.  The 
committee  bill  also  provides  that  payment 
may  be  made  for  emergency  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  furnished  outside  the  United 
States  in  a  hospital  within  50  miles  of  the 
border  if  the  beneficiary  is  a  U.S.  resident 
temporarily  outside  the  United  States  (pres- 
ent law  provides  emergency  coverage  outside 
the  United  States  only  if  the  emergency 
occurs  in  the  United  States). 
Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  for  State  and 
Local  Employees 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  which  would  permit  the  States,  at 
their  option,  to  contract  with  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  hospi- 
tal insurance  coverage  for  State  and  local 
governmental  employees,  retired  or  active 
(and  their  dependents  and  survivors),  age  65 
or  over  who  do  not  otherwise  qualify  for 
medicare  hospital  insurance  protection.  The 
States  would  reimburse  the  medicare  pro- 
gram for  the  actual  costs  of  benefits  paid 
and  administrative  expenses  incurred  with 
respect  to  these  employees. 
Services  of  Podiatrists,  Chiropractors,  and 
Optometrists 

The  House  bill  modified  the  definition  of 
a  physician  to  include  a  doctor  of  podiatry. 
The  committee  would  also  include  within 
the  definition  of  physicians,  a  chiropractor 
and  a  doctor  of  optometry  but  only  with 


respect  to  functions  the  practitioner  is  au- 
thorized to  perform  by  the  State  in  which 
he  practices.  With  respect  to  coverage  of 
podiatry  services,  no  payment  would  be  made 
for  routine  foot  care  whether  performed  by 
a  podiatrist  or  a  medical  doctor;  with  re- 
spect to  optometric  services,  no  payment 
would  be  made  for  services  involving  the  di- 
agnosis or  detection  of  eye  diseases  unless 
the  optometrist  is  legally  authorized  to  treat 
the  disease  or  for  an  optometrist's  diagnostic 
services  where  the  optometrist  provides  no 
treatment.  In  addition,  no  payment  would 
be  made  for  expenses  for  eye  refraction  pro- 
cedures (other  than  procedures  performed 
in  connection  with  furnishing  prosthetic 
lenses)  whether  performed  by  an  optometrist, 
a  medical  doctor,  or  other  physician. 
Physical  Therapy 
The  committee  extended  the  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  which  cover  physical  therapy 
when  provided  in  a  patient's  home  under  the 
supervision  of  a  hospital  to  also  cover  out- 
patient physical  therapy  services  furnished 
by  physical  therapists  employed  by  or  under 
an  agreement  with  and  under  the  supervision 
of  hospitals  and  other  providers  of  services 
as  well  as  approved  clinics,  rehabilitation 
centers,  and  local  public  health  agencies. 
The  patient  would  not  have  to  be  home- 
bound  for  the  physical  therapy  services  to 
be  covered. 

Supplementary  Medical   Insurance  Enroll- 
ment Periods 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  effective  January  1,  1969,  under 
which  the  general  enrollment  periods  of  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
would  be  placed  on  an  annual  basis  and  run 
from  January  1  to  March  31,  rather  than 
October  1  to  December  31  of  each  odd-num- 
bered year  as  under  present  law.  The  Secre- 
tary would  determine  and  promulgate  dur- 
ing December  of  each  year  the  premium  rate 
which  would  be  applicable  for  a  12-month 
period  to  begin  the  following  July  1.  When 
the  Secretary  promulgates  a  rate  change  for 
part  B,  he  would  also  be  required  to  issue  a 
public  statement  setting  forth  the  actuarial 
assumptions  and  other  bases  upon  which  he 
arrived  at  the  new  rate.  Persons  wishing  to 
disenroll  could  do  so  at  any  time,  but  such 
disenrollment  would  not  take  effect  until  the 
close  of  the  calendar  quarter  following  the 
quarter  in  which  the  notice  of  disenroll- 
ment was  filed. 

Additional  days  of  hospital  care 

The  committee  modified  the  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  which  extend  the  number  of 
hospital  days  covered  during  a  "spell  of  ill- 
ness" from  90  to  120  days,  with  a  $20  co- 
insurance requirement  from  the  91st  day 
through  the  120th  day.  Instead,  each  medi- 
care beneficiary  would  be  provided  with  a 
lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of  added  coverage 
of  hospital  care  after  the  90  days  covered 
in  a  "spell  of  illness"  have  been  exhausted. 
Coinsurance  of  $10  for  each  day  would  be 
applicable  to  such  added  days  of  coverage. 
Under  the  House  bill  persons  who  are  more 
or  less  permanently  institutionalized,  and 
who  therefore  have  only  one  spell  of  illness 
during  their  lifetime  would  qualify  for  only 
30  a-dditional  days  of  hospital  care.  Under  the 
committee  provision  they  would  qualify  for 
up  to  60  additional  days  of  care  during  then- 
lifetime. 

Incentive  Reimbursement  Experimentation 
The  committee  modified  the  House  pro- 
vision which  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  experi- 
ment with  various  methods  of  reimburse- 
ment to  organizations  and  institutions  par- 
ticipating under  medicare,  medicaid,  and 
the  child  health  programs  which  would  pro- 
vide incentives  for  keeping  costs  of  the  pro- 
gram down  while  maintaining  quality  care. 
Under  the  committee  bill,  the  authorization 


S 16510 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


November  15,  1967 


would  also  cover  similar  experiments  with 
respect  to  physicians'  services,  but  only  with 
physicians  who  wished  to  take  part. 
Coordination  of  Reimbursement  With  Health 
Facility  Planning 

The  committee  added  a  provision  under 
which  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  would  take  into  account  any 
disapproval  by  State  agencies,  normally  those 
carrying  on  planning  under  the  Partner- 
ship for  Health  Act,  of  expenditures  by  hos- 
pitals or  other  health  facilities  for  substan- 
tial capital  items.  Depreciation  and  interest 
attributable  to  substantial  capital  items 
found  in -accordance  with  a  State's  overall 
plan  would  not  be  includable  as  a  part  of 
the  "reasonable  cost"  of  covered  services 
provided  to  individuals  under  titles  V,  XVIII, 
and  XIX.  The  provision  would  be  effective 
with  respect  to  depreciation  and  interest 
attributable  to  items  purchased  or  other- 
wise acquired  after  June  30,  1970,  or  earlier 
at  the  option  of  a  state. 

Study  of  Drug  Proposals 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  which  would  require  the  Secretary 
to  study  and  report  to  the  Congress,  prior 
to  January  1,  1969,  the  savings  which  might 
accrue  to  the  Government  and  the  effects 
on  the  health  professions  and  on  all  elements 
of  the  drug  industry  which  would  result 
from  enactment  of  two  proposals  relating 
to  drugs:  (1)  a  proposal  to  cover  prescrip- 
tion drugs  under  medicare,  and  (2)  a  pro- 
posal to  establish,  through  a  formulary  com- 
mittee, quality  and  cost  control  standards 
for  drugs  provided  under  the  various  Fed- 
eral-State assistance  programs  and  the  hos- 
pital insurance  part  (part  A)  of  the  medicare 
program. 

n.  PUBLIC  WELFARE  AMENDMENTS 

Work  Incentive  Program  for  AFDC  Families 
The  committee  modified  the  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  by  establishing  a  new  work 
incentive  program  for  families  receiving 
AFDC  payments  to  be  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  by  defining  more 
precisely  than  in  the  House  bill  those  AFDC 
recipients  who  would  be  referred  to  the  pro- 
gram. The  State  welfare  agencies  would  de- 
cide who  was  appropriate  for  such  referral 
but  would  not  include  (1)  children  who  are 
under  age  16  or  going  to  school;  (2)  any 
person  with  illness,  incapacity,  advanced  age 
or  remoteness  from  a  project  that  precludes 
effective  participation  in  work  or  training; 
(3)  persons  whose  substantially  continuous 
presence  in  the  home  is  required  because  of 
the  illness  or  incapacity  of  another  member 
of  the  household;  or  (4)  a  mother  who  is  in 
fact  caring  for  one  or  more  children  of  pre- 
school age,  if  such  mother's  presence  in  the 
home  is  necessary  and  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  children;  (5)  or  persons  whose  partici- 
pation in  the  program  would  not  as  deter- 
mined by  the  State  be  in  their  best  interest 
and  that  of  the  program.  For  all  those  re- 
ferred the  welfare  agency  would  assure  neces- 
sary child  care  arrangements  for  the  children 
involved.  An  individual  who  desires  to  par- 
ticipate in  work  or  training  would  be  con- 
sidered for  assignment  and,  unless  specifi- 
cally disapproved,  would  be  referred  to  the 
program. 

People  referred  by  the  State  welfare  agency 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  would  be  han- 
dled under  three  priorities.  Under  phase  I, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  through  the  over 
2,000  U.S.  employment  offices,  would  make 
arrangements  for  as  many  as  possible  to  move 
into  regular  employment  and  would  establish 
an  employability  plan  for  each  other  person. 

Under  phase  II  all  those  found  suitable 
would  receive  training  appropriate  to  their 
needs  and  up  to  a  $20  weekly  incentive  pay- 
ment. After  training  as  many  as  possible 
would  be  referred  to  regular  employment. 

Under  phase  III,  the  employment  office 
would  make  arrangements  for  special  work 


projects  to  employ  those  who  are  found  to  be 
unsuitable  for  the  training  and  those  for 
whom  no  jobs  in  the  regular  economy  can  be 
found  at  the  time.  These  special  projects 
would  be  set  up  by  agreement  between  the 
employment  office  and  public  agencies  or 
nonprofit  agencies  organized  for  a  public 
service  purpose. 

It  would  be  required  that  workers  receive 
at  least  the  minimum  wage  (but  not  neces- 
sarily the  prevailing  wage)  if  the  work  they 
perform  is  covered  under  a  minimum  wage 
statute. 

Moreover,  the  work  performed  under  such 
projects  must  not  result  in  the  displacement 
of  regularly  employed  workers  and  would 
have  to  be  of  a  type  which,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances in  the  local  situation,  would  not 
otherwise  be  performed  by  regular  employees. 

The  special  work  projects  would  work  like 
this:  The  State  welfare  agency  would  make 
payments  to  the  employment  office  equal 
to: 

(1)  The  welfare  benefit  the  family  would 
have  been  entitled  to  for  each  individual 
who  works  in  the  project,  or,  if  smaller, 

(2)  That  part  of  the  welfare  benefit  equal 
to  80  percent  of  the  wages  which  the  indi- 
vidual receives  on  the  special  project. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  would  arrange  for 
the  participants  to  work  in  a  special  work 
project.  The  amount  of  the  funds  paid  by 
him  into  the  project  would  depend  on  the 
terms  he  negotiates  with  the  agency  spon- 
soring the  project.  The  amount  of  funds  put 
into  the  projects  by  the  employment  office 
could  not  be  larger  than  the  funds  sent  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  by  the  State  welfare 
agency. 

The  extent  to  which  the  State  welfare  ex- 
penditures might  be  reduced  would  depend 
upon  the  negotiating  efforts  of  the  Secretary 
of  Labor.  If  he  is  successful  in  placing  these 
workers  in  work  projects  where  the  pay  is 
relatively  good,  the  contribution  the  State 
must  make  into  the  employment  pool  would 
be  less. 

Employees  who  work  under  these  agree- 
ments would  have  their  situations  reeval- 
uated by  the  employment  office  at  regular  in- 
tervals (at  least  every  6  months)  for  the 
purpose  for  making  it  possible  for  as  many 
such  employees  as  possible  to  move  into 
regular  employment. 

An  important  facet  of  this  suggested 
work  program  is  that  in  most  instances  the 
recipient  would  no  longer  receive  a  check 
from  the  welfare  agency.  Instead,  he  would 
receive  a  payment  from  an  employer  for  serv- 
ices performed.  The  entire  check  would  be 
subject  to  income,  social  security,  and  un- 
employment compensation  taxes,  thus  assur- 
ing that  the  individual  would  be  accruing 
rights  and  responsibility  as  other  working 
people.  In  those  cases  where  an  employee  re- 
ceives wages  which  are  insufficient  to  raise 
his  income  to  a  level  equal  to  the  grant  he 
would  have  received  had  he  not  been  in  the 
project  plus  20  percent  of  his  wages,  a  wel- 
fare check  equal  to  the  difference  would  be 
paid.  In  these  instances  the  supplemental 
check  would  be  issued  by  the  welfare  agency 
and  sent  to  the  worker. 

A  refusal  to  accept  work  or  undertake 
training  without  good  cause  by  a  person  who 
has  been  referred  would  be  reported  back  to 
the  State  agency  by  the  Labor  Department; 
and,  unless  such  person  returns  to  the  pro- 
gram within  60  days  (during  which  he  would 
receive  counseling) ,  his  welfare  payment 
would  be  terminated.  Protective  and  vendor 
payments  would  be  provided  to  protect  de- 
pendent children  from  the  faults  of  others. 
Under  the  House  bill,  such  payments  would 
be  optional  with  the  States  but  under  the 
committee  proposal  the  children  must  be 
given  this  protection. 

Earnings  Exemption 

Under  the  present  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  program,  the  States,  at 
their  option,  may  disregard  not  more  than 


$50  per  month  of  earned  income  of  each  de- 
pendent child  under  age  18  but  not  more 
than  $150  per  month  in  the  same  home  in 
computing  a  person's  income  for  public  wel- 
fare purposes.  The  States  also  have  the 
option  of  disregarding  $5  of  income  from 
any  source  before  applying  the  child's  earned 
income  exemption. 

Under  the  House  bill,  all  earned  income 
of  each  child  recipient  under  age  16  and 
of  each  child  age  16  to  21  who  is  a  full-time 
student  would  be  excluded  in  determining 
need  for  assistance.  In  the  case  of  child  over 
16  who  is-  not  in  school  or  an  adult  relative 
the  first  $30  of  earned  income  of  the  group 
plus  y3  of  the  remainder  of  such  income  for 
the  month  would  also  be  exempt.  The  option 
of  the  States  to  disregard  $5  a  month  of  any 
type  of  income  would  be  continued.  The  pro- 
vision exempting  $50  a  month  of  a  child's 
income  would  be  superseded  by  these  pro- 
visions. 

Under  the  committee  bill,  the  earnings 
exemption  provision  would  be  enlarged  to  re- 
quire States  to  exempt  the  first  $50  and  one- 
half  of  family  earnings  over  $50  rather  than 
$30  and  one-third  of  family  earnings  above 
$30.  After  July  1,  1969,  the  same  earnings 
exemption  would  have  to  be  extended"  to  the 
old-age  assistance  program  and  the  aid  to 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  pro- 
gram. 

Under  the  committee  bill  the  exemption  of 
all  earnings  would  not  be  available  to  any 
child  whether  above  or  below  age  16  unless 
he  was  attending  school  full  time. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Participation  in 
Medical  Assistance  (Medicaid) 

Under  the  House  bill,  States  would  be 
limited  in  setting  income  levels  for  Federal 
matching  purposes  to  the  lower  of  ( 1 )  133  y3 
percent  of  the  AFDC  income  level,  or  (2) 
133  y3  percent  of  the  States  per  capita  income 
applied  to  a  family  of  four. 

In  lieu  of  the  House  provisions  the  com- 
mittee bill  would  apply  both  of  the  follow- 
ing provisions: 

(1)  Beginning  July  1,  1968,  the  Federal 
Government  would  not  participate  in  match- 
ing the  cost  of  medical  assistance  to  persons 
whose  income  exceeds  150  percent  of  the  old- 
age  assistance  standards  in  a  given  state;  and 

(2)  Beginning  July  1,  1969,  Federal  par- 
ticipation will  be  at  the  rate  of — 

(1)  The  Federal  medical  assistance  per- 
centage (which  varies  according  to  States  per 
ciipita  income  from  50  percent  to  83  percent) 
applicable  with  respect  to  all  cash  assistance 
recipients  and  persons  whose  incomes  are  less 
than  100  percent  of  the  cash  assistance 
standards  in  a  State;  and 

(2)  The  square  of  the  Federal  medical  as- 
sistance percentage  (which  gives  a  result 
which  varies  between  25  percent  and  68.89 
percent)  with  respect  to  the  medically  needy 
(subject  to  the  limitation  in  (1) )  above. 

This  formula  results  in  savings  to  the 
Federal  Government  of  the  following 
amounts. 


Amount 

Year:  (in  millions) 

1969   $45 

1970    702 

1971   998 

1972   1,294 


After  the  squaring  rule  becomes  effective 
in  1969  the  savings  under  the  House  bill  and 
the  Senate  amendment  are  approximately  the 
same.  The  lower  savings  under  the  amend- 
ment estimated  for  1969  results  entirely  from 
the  application  of  a  higher  standard  (the  old- 
age  assistance  standard) in  determining  who 
may  be  covered  under  the  State  plan  than  the 
House  bill  employed  (the  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children) . 

Skilled  Nursing  Home  Standards  Under 
Medicaid 

The  bill  would  require  the  States,  as  a 
condition  to  participation  in  the  medicaid 
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program,  to  place  assistance  recipients  only 
in  tnose  licensed  nursing  homes  which  meet 
certain  conditions.  The  conditions  include 
requirements  which  relate  to  environment, 
sanitation,  and  housekeeping  now  applicable 
to  extended  care  facilities  under  medicare, 
as  well  as  fire  safety  standards  of  the  Life 
Safety  Code  of  the  National  Fire  Protection 
Association  (unless  the  Secretary  finds  that 
a  State's  existing  fire  code  is  adequate ) . 

The  committee  amendment  would  also  re- 
quire the  States  to  have  a  professional  medi- 
cal audit  program  under  which  periodic 
medical  evaluations  of  the  appropriateness  of 
care  provided  title  XTX  patients  in  nursing 
homes,  mental  hospitals,  and  other  institu- 
tions will  be  made. 

Effective  July  1,  1970,  States  which  pro- 
vide skilled  nursing  home  care  under  medic- 
aid will  also  be  expected  to  provide  home 
health  care  services. 

Federal  Matching  for  Assistance  Recipients 
in  Intermediate  Care  Facilities 

Under  current  law,  vendor  payments  may 
be  made  with  Federal  sharing  only  in  behalf 
of  persons  in  medical  facilities,  such  as 
skilled  nursing  homes.  There  is  no  Federal 
vendor-payments  matching  for  people  who 
need  institutional  care  in  the  intermediate 
range  between  that  which  is  provided  in  a 
boarding  house  (for  which  eligible  persons 
may  receive  a  money  payment  under  the 
money  payment  programs'),  and  those  who 
need  the  comprehensive  services  of  skilled 
nursing  homes. 

The  committee  bill  would  provide  for  a 
vendor  payment  in  behalf  of  persons  who 
qualify  for  OAA,  AB,  or  APTD,  and  who  are 
living  in  facilities  which  are  more  than 
boarding  houses  but  which  are  less  than 
skilled  nursing  homes.  The  rate  of  Federal 
sharing  for  payments  for  care  in  those  insti- 
tutions would  be  at  the  same  rate  as  for 
medical  assistance  under  title  xix.  Such 
homes  would  have  to  meet  safety  and  sani- 
tation standards  comparable  to  those  re- 
quired for  nursing  homes  in  a  given  State. 

This  provision  should  result  in  a  reduction 
in  the  cost  of  title  XXX  by  allowing  States 
to  relocate  substantial  numbers  of  welfare 
recipients  who  are  now  in  skilled  nursing 
homes  in  lower  cost  institutions. 

Maintenance  of  State  Effort 

Present  law  contains  certain  provisions 
which  in  effect  require  that  the  additional 
Federal  dollars  States  received  as  a  result  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965  are 
passed  on  to  recipients  or  are  otherwise  used 
in  the  State's  welfare  program,  for  a  period 
ending  July  1,  1969.  The  House  approved  bill 
modifies  the  provisions  describing  the  kinds 
of  expenditures  States  may  count  toward 
meeting  this  provision  to  broaden  the  scope 
of  expenditures  which  may  be  counted.  Under 
the  committee  bill,  the  House  provisions  are 
retained,  but  the  expiration  date  is  advanced 
to  July  1,  1968,  and  the  effective  date 
changed  from  January  1,  1966,  to  July  1,  1966. 

Direct  Billing 
Under  present  law,  the  States  are  required 
to  pay  for  health  services  under  medical  as-> 
sistance  programs  directly  to  the  provider  of 
the  services.  The  House  bill  would  permit 
States  to  make  a  direct  payment  to  the  re- 
cipients who  are  not  also  receiving  cash  as- 
sistance. Under  the  committee  bill,  the  pro- 
vision is  broadened  to  include  dentists  as 
well  as  physicians  and  to  apply  also  to  those 
recipients  who  are  receiving  cash  assistance. 
The  Secretary  would  establish  safeguards 
to  assure  that  charges  by  physicians  to  the 
welfare  recipients  are  reasonable,  and  that 
the  State  agency  has  methods  and  proce- 
dures to  safeguard  against  unnecessary  util- 
ization of  care,  and  to  assure  the  reasonable- 
ness of  any  charges  paid  by  any  welfare  re- 
cipient. 


General  Accounting  Office  and  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Audit 
Authority 

Under  the  committee  bill,  it  would  be 
made  clear  that  auditors  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  and  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  are  authorized,  on  a 
spot  check  basis  or  in  cases  where  there  is 
good  cause  to  believe  fraud  may  be  present, 
to  review  records  and  inspect  premises  of 
providers  of  services  who  receive  funds 
through  medical  assistance  (title  XTX)  and 
other  medical  assistance  programs  in  which 
there  is  Federal  participation. 

Required  Services  Under  Medicaid 

Under  current  law,  States  must  provide, 
as  a  minimum,  five  basic  services:  Inpatient 
hospital  services,  outpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, other  laboratory  and  X-ray  services, 
skilled  nursing  home  services,  and  physi- 
cian's services.  States  may  select  a  number 
of  other  items  from  an  additional  list  in 
the  law.  The  House  bill  provided  that  a 
State,  as  an  alternative  to  taking  the  basic 
five  items  of  services,  may  select  any  seven 
of  the  first  14  services  listed  in  the  law.  In 
addition  to  the  basic  five,  the  additional 
services  from  among  which  States  can  make 
their  selection  are:  (1)  Medical  care  or  any 
type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State 
law,  furnished  by  a  licensed  practitioner 
within  the  scope  of  his  practice  as  defined 
under  State  law;  (2)  home  health  care  serv- 
ices; (3)  private  duty  nurse  services;  (4) 
clinic  services;  (5)  dental  services;  (61  physi- 
cal therapy  and  related  services;  (7)  pre- 
scribed drugs,  dentures,  and  prosthetic  de- 
vices and  eyeglasses;  (8)  other  diagnostic, 
screening,  preventive,  and  rehabilitative 
services;  and  (9)  inpatient  hospital  services 
and  skilled  nursing  home  services  for  in- 
dividuals over  the  age  of  65  in  an  institution 
for  mental  diseases. 

Under  the  committee  bill,  States  would  be 
required  to  provide  the  basic  five  services 
for  all  money  payment  recipients,  the  most 
needy  receiving  help  under  the  program. 
With  respect  to  the  medically  indigent, 
States  would  be  allowed  to  select  either  the 
first  five,  or  seven  out  of  14,  services  author- 
ized under  present  law,  except  that  if  nursing 
home  or  hospital  care  services  are  selected,  a 
State  must  also  provide  physician's  services 
in  those  institutions.  Subsequent  to  July  L, 
1970,  a  State  would  also  be  required  to  pro- 
vide home  health  services  for  its  cash  as- 
sistance recipients. 

Christian  Scientists — Welfare  Health 
Programs 

The  committee  added  a  provision  to  the 
House  bill  under  medical  assistance  (title 
XTX)  and  the  child  health  programs  (title 
V) ,  to  make  clear  that  no  provision  in  such 
titles  would  require  an  individual  to  under- 
go medical  screening,  diagnosis,  or  treatment 
except  in  cases  involving  contagious  disease 
or  environmental  health. 

Hospital  Deductibles  and  Copayment  for 
Medically  Indigent 

Under  present  law,  States  may  not  impose 
any  deductibles  or  cost  sharing  provisions 
with  respect  to  hospital  care  under  the  med- 
icaid program.  Under  the  committee  bill,  the 
costs  of  hospital  care  received  by  the  medi- 
cally needy  could  be  subject  to  deductibles  or 
other  cost  sharing  if  a  State  desired  to  have 
such  provisions  in  its  program.  No  such  de- 
ductible or  cost  sharing  could  be  imposed 
with  respect  to  the  money  payment  recip- 
ients, as  under  existing  law. 

Essential  Person — Medicaid 

The  committee  bill  extends  medical  assist- 
ance to  certain  "essential  persons."  At 
present  there  is  no  provision  in  title  XTX 
which  permits  a  State  to  receive  Federal 
matching  for  medical  assistance  provided  to 
"essential  persons."  An  "essential  person" 


is  defined  as  the  spouse  of  a  cash  public 
assistance  recipient  who  is  living  with  him, 
and  essential  or  necessary  to  his  welfare 
and  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in 
determining  the  amount  of  his  cash  pay- 
ment. The  wife  of  an  OAA  recipient,  for  ex- 
ample, who  herself  is  not  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  because  she  is  under  age  65  could 
be  eligible  for  medical  assistance  if  the  State 
plan  so  provided. 

Licensing  of  Nursing  Home  Administrators 
Under  Medicaid 
The  committee  bill  includes  an  amend- 
ment which  would  require  States  to  license 
administrators  of  nursing  homes.  Adminis- 
trators currently  operating  a  home  who  do 
not  qualify  initially  would  have  until  July 
1,  1972,  to  qualify.  In  the  meantime,  the 
States  would  be  required  to  offer  programs 
of  training  to  assist  administrators  to 
qualify. 

Optometric  Services  Under  Child  Health 
Programs 

The  committee  bill  includes  a  provision 
to  insure  that  persons  receiving  health  serv- 
ices under  child  health  programs  are  free  to 
utilize  the  services  of  optometrists  when  ap- 
propriate. The  provision  recognizes  that 
when  health  services  are  provided  through  a 
public  clinic  or  on  a  similar  basis  that  the 
inclusion  of  optometric  services  may  not  al- 
ways be  feasible. 

Family  Planning 

Family  planning  expenditures  are  now 
made  under  the  maternal  and  child  health 
program  in  title  V  and  through  medical  as- 
sistance under  title  XTX,  as  a  medical  serv- 
ices expenditure.  States  are  free  to  offer 
family  planning  services  to  AFDC  recipients 
under  title  IV.  but  there  are  no  Federal  re- 
quirements. Under  the  House-approved  bill, 
the  States  would  be  required  to  offer  family 
planning  services  to  all  appropriate  AFDC 
recipients.  Federal  matching  of  these  ex- 
penditures would  be  provided.  Under  the 
House  bill,  authorization  for  the  maternal 
and  child  health  programs  would  be  in- 
creased and,  though  funds  are  not  ear- 
marked for  family  planning,  an  estimated 
S15  million  would  be  spent  for  that  purpose 
under  the  1969  authorization,  with  some  in- 
creases thereafter.  Demonstration  projects 
would  need  to  be  developed  for  the  provi- 
sion of  family  planning  services  for  mothers 
in  needy  areas. 

Under  the  committee  bill,  the  House  pro- 
visions in  the  AFDC  program  are  retained 
with  language  added  to  clarify  that  the  ac- 
ceptance of  family  planning  services  would 
be  voluntary  and  not  a  requisite  for  the 
receipt  of  assistance.  The  House-approved 
amounts  for  the  maternal  and  child  health 
program  would  be  raised  by  $30  million  in 
1970,  and  S60  million  for  later  years,  with 
an  eventual  2-0  percent  of  all  maternal  and 
child  health  funds  earmarked  for  family 
planning  purposes. 

Administration  of  the  Program  for  Services 
for  Crippled  Children 

The  House  hill  combined  maternal  and 
child  health  services  and  crippled  children's 
services  into  one  program  and  consolidated 
the  authorizations.  The  committee  bill  goes 
further  and  assures  administration  of  the 
crippled  children's  program  by  the  Children's 
Bureau. 

Training  of  Personnel  for  Health  Care  and 
Related  Services  for  Mothers  and  Children 
The  committee  has  modified  the  House 
language  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  "to  give  special  at- 
tention to"  rather  than  "priority  to"  pro- 
grams providing  training  at  the  undergrad- 
uate level  in  making  grants  for  training  of 
such  personneL, 
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Increased  Authorizations  for  Child  Welfare: 
Services 

The  House  bill  increased  child  welfare 
authorizations  from  $55  million  for  fiscal 
year  1969  to  $100  million,  and  from  $60 
million  for  later  years  to  $110  million.  The 
committee  hill  would  further  increase  these 
authorizations  to  $125  million  and  $160  mil- 
lion respectively.  The  greater  amounts  in  the 
committee  bill  are  designed  to  meet  the  day 
care  costs  of  working  women  who  are  not 
AFDC  recipients. 

Provision  of  Family  Service  State  Plan 
Requirement 

There  is  a  provision  in  present  law  requir- 
ing State  welfare  agencies  to  make  a  plan 
for  providing  welfare  service  for  each  child 
in  an  APDC  family.  Under  the  committee  bill, 
the  plan  would  also  have  to  provide  for  wel- 
fare services  for  the  adults  in  the  family. 
Study  of  Services  Given  to  Recipients 

The  committee  bill  directs  the  Secretary 
to  study  and  report  to  the  Congress,  by  July 
1,  1969,  the  extent  to  which  staff  of  welfare 
agencies  are  serving  the  needs  of  assistance 
recipients  in  securing  the  full  benefits  and 
protection  of  local,  State,  and  Federal  laws 
relating  to  health,  housing,  and  related  laws 
and  the  degree  to  which  assistance  recipients 
are  helped  to  take  advantage  of  the  public 
welfare  and  other  related  programs  in  the 
community.  The  report  is  to  contain  the 
Secretary's  recommendations  on  how  these 
services  might  be  made  more  effective.  The 
study  is  to  include  the  Secretary's  findings 
and  recommendations  on  the  extent  to  which 
public  assistance  programs  may  be  used  as 
a  means  of  enforcing  State,  local,  and  Fed- 
eral law  in  the  field  of  health,  housing,  and 
related  laws. 

Use  of  Subprofessional  and  Volunteer 
Staff 

The  committee  bill  requires  the  States,  ef- 
fective July  1,  1969,  to  train  and  use  subpro- 
fessional staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on 
the  use  of  welfare  recipients  and  other  per- 
sons of  low  income,  as  community  service 
aides  for  the  kinds  of  jobs  appropriate  for 
them  in  the  public  assistance,  child  welfare, 
and  health  programs  under  the  Social  Secur- 
ity Act.  The  committee  amendment  would 
also  direct  the  States  to  make  use  of  volun- 
teers in  the  program  both  for  the  provision 
of  service  to  recipients,  and  to  serve  on  ad- 
visory committees. 

Parent  Involvement  in  Day  Care — Day 

Care  Standards 
The  committee  bill  adds  a  State  plan  re- 
quirement to  the  child  welfare  day-care  pro- 
visions for  development  of  arrangements  for 
the  more  effective  involvement  of  parents 
in  day  care  programs.  Also,  the  day  care 
standards  in  the  child  welfare  services  pro- 
grams will  be  made  applicable  to  day  care 
provided  to  AFDC  children. 

Repatriation  Extension 
The  committee  bill  would  extend  for  1 
year,  until  July  1,  1969,  the  temporary  leg- 
islation which  authorizes  assistance  to  Amer- 
icans who  have  been  repatriated  to  the 
United  States  by  the  Department  of  State 
from  foreign  countries. 

Demonstration  Projects 
Two  million  dollars  annually  is  currently 
available  to  encourage  the  States  to  develop 
demonstrations  in  improved  methods  of  pro- 
viding service  to  recipients  or  in  improved 
methods  of  administration.  The  House  ap- 
proved bill  increased  this  amount  to  $4  mil- 
lion annually.  The  committee  amendment 
provides  for  $10  million  a  year. 
Increasing  Income  of  Old-Age  Assistance 
Recipients 

Under  the  committee  bill,  the  States  would 
be  required  to  adjust  their  standards  of  need 
and  maximum  payment  provisions  to  guar- 
antee that  old-age  assistance  recipients,  both 


those  eligible  for  social  security  benefits 
(about  1  million)  and  those  who  are  not 
(also  about  1  million)  will  receive,  on  the 
average,  an  increase  in  total  income  equal  to 
$7.50  a  month.  Any  increases  the  States  have 
made  in  OAA  payments  since  January  1,  1967, 
would  count  toward  this  requirement.  The 
effect  of  this  requirement  is  that  old-age 
assistance  recipients  as  a  group  will  share  in 
the  savings  which  the  States  will  realize  be- 
cause of  reduction  in  assistance  payments  for 
those  recipients  who  are  also  eligible  for  the 
social  security  benefit  increase. 

Many  States  can  finance  this  increase  in 
payments  out  of  the  savings  they  will  realize 
from  the  increase  in  social  security  benefits. 
For  those  States  unable  to  finance  the  cost 
of  this  increase  from  the  savings  it  will 
achieve  from  the  social  security  increase,  the 
Federal  Government  will  pay  the  cost  for  a 
2-year  period.  This  provision  would  also  apply 
to  the  blind  and  disabled  public  assistance 
recipients. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  in  AFDC 
Program 

The  House  bill  sets  a  limitation  on  Federal 
financial  participation  in  the  AFDC  program 
related  to  the  proportion  of  the  child  popu- 
lation that  could  be  aided  because  of  the 
absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent.  Federal 
financial  participation  would  not  be  available 
for  any  excess  above  the  percentage  of  chil- 
dren of  absent  parents  who  received  aid  to 
the  child  population  in  the  State  as  of  Janu- 
ary 1,  1967. 

This  limitation  is  not  retained  in  the  com- 
mittee bill. 

Single  State  Agency 

Under  the  House  approved  bill,  States 
would  be  required  to  provide  all  the  child 
welfare  services  needed  by  children  under  the 
program  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  under  a  single  State  and  local 
agency.  The  committee  bill  modifies  this  to 
exempt  those  separate  State  agencies  which 
were  in  existence  on  July  1,  1967,  namely 
those  agencies  in  Illinois  and  Kentucky. 

States  are  also  exempted  from  the  require- 
ments for  single  local  agencies. 

Simplicity  of  Administration 
The  committee  bill  includes  a  requirement 
that  States  determine  eligibility  and  provide 
assistance  under  their  cash  assistance  pro- 
gram in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity 
of  administration  and  the  best  interest  of 
recipients. 

Emergency  Assistance 
The  committee  bill  would  extend  from  30 
to  60  the  number  of  days  during  a  12-month 
period  during  which  emergency  assistance 
authorized  by  the  House  bill  may  be  provided 
to  a  child  under  21  and  to  his  family.  This 
emergency  aid  could  also  be  extended  to 
migrant  workers  who  have  dependent  chil- 
dren. 

Protective  or  Vendor  Payments 
The  House  bill  removes  the  limitation  of 
5  percent  of  recipients  for  whom  protective 
payments  could  be  made  because  they  were 
unable  to  manage  their  funds.  The  commit- 
tee bill  would  put  a  10-percent  limitation  on 
the  number  of  recipients  for  whom  the  State 
can  make  vendor  payments  or  protective  pay- 
ments but  excludes  from  this  overall  limita- 
tion those  recipients  for  whom  such  pay- 
ments have  bjen  made  because  of  the  re- 
fusal, without  good  cause,  of  an  individual  to 
work,  register  for  work,  or  to  participate  un- 
der a  training  or  work  program. 

Payment  for  Home  Repairs 
The  House  bill  amended  the  cash  public 
assistance  programs,  other  than  the  AFDC 
program,  to  allow  50  percent  Federal  match- 
ing for  home  repairs  (up  to  $500)  if  to  do  so 
would  be  more  economical  frcm  the  stand- 
point of  the  program.  The  committee  bill 
would  extend  this  provision  to  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram. 


Unemployed  Fathers  Program 
The  committee  bill  removes  certain  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  House  bill  which 
affect  eligibility  of  children  on  AFDC  when 
their  father  is  unemployed.  Specifically,  the 
requirement  that  the  father  have  six  calen- 
dar quarters  of  work  or  have  been  entitled 
to  unemployment  compensation  would  be 
removed.  In  addition,  the  committee  bill 
would  restore  present  provisions  under  which 
a  State  may  at  its  option  make  payments 
for  any  part  of  a  month  in  which  the  father 
received  any  unemployment  compensation. 
Under  the  House  bill,  receipt  of  any  unem- 
ployment compensation  would  bar  assistance 
for  the  month. 

Purchase  of  Social  Services 
The  House  bill  permits  the  purchase  by 
welfare  agencies  of  child  care  and  other 
services  under  title  IV  of  the  act,  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children.  Such 
services  may  now  be  provided  by  welfare 
agency  staff  but  existing  law  does  not  permit 
their  purchase  except  from  other  State 
agencies. 

The  committee  bill  makes  a  similar  change 
in  titles  I,  X,  XTV,  and  XVI  under  which 
Federal  participation  in  payments  to  aged, 
blind,  and  disabled  persons  is  authorized, 
thereby  permitting  the  purchase  of  such 
services  as  homemaker  or  rehabilitation 
services  under  programs  authorized  under 
those  titles. 

III.  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME  TAX 
AMENDMENTS 

Runaway  Parents  Location  and  Liability 

In  an  attempt  to  compel  a  parent  who 
deserts  or  abandons  his  dependent  child  to 
comply  with  a  child-support  court  order,  the 
House  bill  required  disclosure  of  the  address 
of  the  parent  or  his  employer  to  the  court 
issuing  the  order  and  provided  for  Federal 
participation  in  the  cost  of  a  State  agency 
entering  into  an  agreement  with  law-en- 
forcement personnel  to  press  collection  of 
the  support  payment. 

The  committee  added  a  provision  to  give 
the  State  agency  making  payments  to  the 
family  with  a  dependent  child  in  which  a 
parent  has  deserted  and  failed  to  make  sup- 
port payments,  the  assistance  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
the  Treasury  Department  in  locating  the 
parent.  If  the  runaway  parent  is  located  out- 
side the  State  where  his  dependent  children 
reside  and  if  he  refuses  to  comply  with  the 
court  order  for  their  support,  the  tax  col- 
lector is  to  collect  by  levy  or  distraint  an 
amount  equal  to  the  Federal  share  of  the 
welfare  payments  to  his  family  or  the  court- 
ordered  support  payment  whichever  is  lower. 

The  committee  amendment  also  makes 
information  regarding  the  runaway  parent's 
whereabouts  available  to  both  courts  in  in- 
terstate support  proceedings. 
Tax-Exempt  Status  for  Entities  Servicing 
Tax-Exempt  Hospitals 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  which  would  extend  tax-exempt 
status  to  a  joint  enterprise  organized  and 
operated  on  a  cooperative  basis  to  perform 
joint  services  solely  to  its  members  all  of 
which  are  tax-exempt  hospitals  or  govern- 
mentally  owned  hospitals  and  which  services 
would  be  considered  an  integral  part  of  the 
tax  exempt  or  governmental  functions  of  the 
hospitals  if  performed  by  the  hospitals  in- 
dividually. 

Medical  Expense  Tax  Deduction  for  Aged 
The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  that  would  restore  with  a  qualifica- 
tion the  Federal  income  tax  treatment  of 
medical  care  and  drug  expenses  of  persons 
65  years  of  age  and  over  which  had  been 
changed  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965.  Before  the  1965  change,  an  income 
tax  deduction  was  permitted  for  all  the 
medical  care  and  drug  expenses  of  a  tax- 


November  15,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16513 


payer  65  or  over  or  of  the  dependent  parents, 
age  65  or  over,  of  the  taxpayer  or  his  spouse. 
However,  the  1965  amendments  provided,  ef- 
fective in  1967,  that  the  deduction  for  per- 
sons 65  and  over  would  be  limited  to  ex- 
penses of  medical  care  in  excess  of  3  percent 
of  the  taxpayer's  adjusted  gross  income,  and 
the  cost  of  medicines  and  drugs  would  be 
treated  as  a  medical  expense  only  to  the  ex- 
tent they  exceed  1  percent  of  the  taxpayer's 
adjusted  gross  income.  (These  limitations 
generally  have  applied  in  the  case  of  tax- 
payers under  age  65.) 

The  committee  amendment  would  make  the 
medical  care  and  drug  expenses  of  a  person 
65  or  over  fully  deductible  without  regard 
to  the  3-and-l-percent  limitation,  if  the  per- 
son 65  or  over  waives  all  future  entitlement 
to  all  medicare  benefits  upon  reaching  age 
65,  or  within  1  year  after  enactment  of  the 
bill,  whichever  is  later. 

Hospital  Insurance  Contributions  by  Per- 
sons Employed  Both  Under  Social  Security 
and  Railroad  Retirement 
The  committee  has  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  provision  under  which,  beginning  with 
1968,  persons  employed  both  under  the  so- 
cial security  and  the  railroad  retirement  pro- 
grams who  pay  hospital  insurance  contribu- 
tions on  combined  wages  which  are  in  excess 
of  the  taxable  wage  base  would  be  entitled 
to  a  refund  of  the  excess  contributions. 
Truckloaders   and   Unloaders    and  Certain 
Fishermen 

This  committee  amendment  clarifies  the 
status  of  truckloaders  and  unloaders  and 
certain  commercial  fishermen  by  fixing  rules 
under  which  the  trucker  or  owner  of  the  ves- 
sel will  be  treated  as  their  employer  for  em- 
ployment tax  purposes.  It  also  provides  rules 
for  treating  other  persons  as  the  employer 
in  appropriate  situations.  Under  the  amend- 
ment the  persons  treated  as  employers  would 
be  liable  for  employment  taxes  In  1968  but 
the  employees  would  be  treated  as-  if  their 
work  had  been  in  covered  employment  from 
1951  on. 

Time  for  Filing  Applications  for  Exemption 
From  Self -Employment  Tax  by  Amish 
The  committee  added  an  amendment  to 
permit  members  of  a  religious  sect  which  is 
opposed  to  social  insurance  to  file  an  appli- 
cation for  exemption  from  the  self-employ- 
ment tax  by  December  31,  1968,  if  the  per- 
son has  self-employment  income  for  years 
ending  before  December  31,  1967.  If  he  first 
receives  self-employment  income  in  later 
years,  the  application  would  be  timely  if 
filed  by  the  due  date  for  the  income  tax  re- 
turn for  the  year  in  question.  However,  in 
these  latter  cases,  the  amendment  also  pro- 
vides that  valid  applications  may  be  filed 
within  3  months  following  the  month  in 
which  the  person  is  notified  in  writing  by 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  that  a  timely 
application  has  not  been  filed. 
Designation  of  Employer  of  Employees  Per- 
forming Services  for  Tax-Exempt  Orga- 
nizations 

The  committee  added  to  the  House  bill  a 
provision  which  would  authorize  the  Treas- 
ury Department,  upon  the  request  of  tax- 
exempt  organizations  all  of  which  are  being 
provided  with  services  by  the  employees  of 
one,  to  designate  which  organization  is  to  be 
considered  the  employer  for  purposes  of  em- 
ployment taxes  and  pension  plans. 

PBOVTSIONS    OF    H.S.    12080    WHICH    WEBE  NOT 
CHANGED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE 

1.  Old  age,  survivors,  disability,  and  health 
insurance  program 

The  committee  accepted  the  following 
provisions  of  the  House  bill: 

A.  Old-Age,  Survivors  and  Disability 
Insurance 

The  dependency  of  the  child  on  his  mother 
The  provision  under  which  a  child  would 
be  deemed  dependent  on  his  mother  under 
the  same  conditions  that,  under  present  law, 


a  child  is  deemed  dependent  on  his  father. 
As  a  result,  a  child  could  become  entitled 
to  benefits  if  at  the  time  his  mother  dies, 
or  retires,  or  becomes  disabled,  she  was  either 
fully  or  currently  insured.  Under  present 
law,  currently  insured  status  (coverage  in 
six  out  of  the  last  13  quarters  ending  with 
death,  retirement  or  disability)  is  required 
unless  the  mother  was  actually  supporting 
the  child. 

Eligibility  of  adopted   child  for  monthly 
benefits 

The  provision  which  would  permit  a  child 
adopted  by  a  surviving  spouse  to  get  benefits 
even  though  the  adoption  is  not  completed 
within  2  years  after  the  worker's  death,  if 
adoption  proceedings  had  begun  before  the 
worker  died. 

Definition  of  "disability" 

The  provision  which  would  provide  a  more 
detailed  definition  of  "disability."  New 
guidelines  would  be  provided  in  the  law 
under  which  a  person  could  be  determined  to 
be  disabled  only  if  he  is  unable  to  engage 
in  any  kind  of  substantial  gainful  work 
which  exists  in  the  national  economy  even 
though  such  work  does  not  exist  in  the  gen- 
eral area  in  which  he  lives. 
Insured  status  for  workers  disabled  while 
young 

The  provision  which  would  allow  a  worker 
who  becomes  disabled  before  the  age  of  31 
to  qualify  for  disability  insurance  if  he 
worked  in  one-half  of  the  quarters  between 
the  time  he  is  21  and  the  time  he  is  dis- 
abled, with  a  minimum  of  six  quarters  of 
coverage.  This  requirement  would  be  an  al- 
ternative to  the  present  requirement  that 
the  worker  must  have  had  a  total  of  5  years 
out  of  the  last  10  years  in  covered  employ- 
ment. 

Additional  wage  credits  for  servicemen 

For  social  security  benefit  purposes,  the 
provision  which  would  provide  that  the  pay 
of  a  person  in  the  uniformed  service  would 
be  deemed  to  be  $100  a  month  more  than  his 
basic  pay.  The  additional  cost  of  paying  the 
benefits  resulting  from  this  provision  would 
be  paid  out  of  general  revenues. 
Definition  of  "widow,"  "widower,"  and 
"stepchild" 

The  provision  under  which  a  widow,  wid- 
ower, or  stepchild  would  be  considered  as 
such  for  social  security  purposes  if  the  mar- 
riage existed  for  9  months,  or,  in  case  of 
death  in  line  of  duty  in  the  uniformed  serv- 
ice, and  in  case  of  accidental  death,  if  the 
marriage  existed  for  3  months,  unless  it  is 
determined  that  the  deceased  individual 
could  not  have  reasonably  been  expected  to 
live  for  9  months  at  the  time  the  marriage 
occurred.  Under  present  law  a  marriage  must 
have  existed  for  12  months. 
Disability  benefits  affected  by  the  receipt  of 
workmen's  compensation 

The  provision  would  modify  one  of  the 
provisions  in  present  law  for  determining  the 
amount  of  combined  social  security  and 
workmen's  compensation  benefits  that  can 
be  paid  when  a  disabled  worker  is  eligible 
under  both  programs.  In  cases  where  social 
security  disability  benefits  are  subject  to 
reduction  because  the  combined  benefits 
would  otherwise  exceed  80  percent  of  the 
disabled  worker's  average  current  earnings, 
the  computation  of  average  earnings  can  in- 
clude earnings  in  excess  of  the  annual 
amount  taxable  under  social  security. 

Limitation  on  wife's  benefit 

The  provision  under  which  there  would  be 
instituted  a  limitation  on  the  wife's  benefit 
of  a  maximum  of  $105  a  month.  The  effect 
of  this  provision  will  not  be  felt  until  many 
years  into  the  future. 

Requirements  for  husband's  and  widower's 
insurance  benefits 
The  requirement  in  present  law  that  a  de- 
pendent husband  or  widower  may  become  en- 
titled to  social  security  benefits  on  his  wife's 


earnings  only  if  his  wife  is  currently  in- 
sured at  the  time  she  died,  became  disabled, 
or  retired  would  be  repealed. 

Retirement  income  of  retired  partners 
The  provision  under  which  certain  part- 
nership income  of  retired  partners  would  not 
be    taxed   or   credited   for   social  security 
purposes. 

Simplification  of  benefit  computation 
Where  wages  earned  before  1951  are  used 
in  the  benefit  computation,  the  provision 
which  would  allow  certain  assumptions  to  be 
made  so  that  the  benefit  could  be  computed 
by  mechanical  means. 

Extension  of  time  for  filing  reports  of 
earnings 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  would  be  authorized  to  grant  an  ex- 
tension of  the  time  in  which  a  person  may 
file  his  report  of  earnings  for  earnings  test 
purposes  if  there  is  a  valid  reason  for  his  not 
filing  it  on  time.  Permission  to  file  a  late 
report  may  be  given  in  advance  of  the  date 
on  which  the  report  is  to  be  filed. 
Penalties  for  failure  to  file  timely  reports  of 
earnings 

Under  the  present  law,  it  is  possible  for  a 
person  to  be  penalized,  because  of  his  fail- 
ure to  file  a  timely  report  of  earnings  under 
the  retirement  test,  in  an  amount  in  excess 
of  the  benefit  that  must  be  withheld.  The 
provision  which  would  eliminate  the  pos- 
sibility of  this  occurring  in  the  future. 
Coverage  of  State  and  local  employees  in- 
eligible for  membership  in  a  State  retire- 
ment system 

The  provision  that  would  facilitate  social 
security  coverage  for  workers  in  positions 
under  a  State  or  local  government  retirement 
system  who  are  not  eligible  to  join  the  sys- 
tem. Under  present  law,  these  workers  can- 
not be  covered  under  social  security  in  con- 
nection with  the  procedure  for  extending 
coverage  to  members  of  a  retirement  system 
by  means  of  the  provision  permitting  speci- 
fied States  to  cover  only  those  members  of  a 
retirement  system  who  desire  coverage.  The 
provision  in  the  bill  would  permit  these 
workers  to  be  covered  under  this  procedure. 
Exclusion  of  emergency  services  by  State  and 
local  employees 

The  provision  that  would  mandatorily  ex- 
clude from  social  scurity  coverage  services 
performed  for  a  State  or  local  government 
by  workers  hired  on  a  temporary  basis  in 
case  of  emergencies  such  as  fire,  storm,  flood, 
or  earthquake. 

Election  officials  and  election  workers 

The  provision  which  would  permit  a  State 
to  exclude  from  social  security  coverage,  pros- 
pectively, service  performed  by  election  work- 
ers and  election  officials  if  they  are  paid,  for 
such  services,  less  than  $50  in  a  calendar 
quarter.  The  exclusion  could  be  taken  for  the 
election  officials  and  workers  of  the  State  or 
any  of  its  political  subdivisions  either  at  the 
time  coverage  is  extended  to  employees  of 
the  State  or  the  subdivision  or  at  a  later 
date.  Under  present  law  these  services  may 
be  excluded  only  at  the  time  coverage  is 
extended  to  the  employees  of  the  State  or 
the  subdivision. 

State  and  local  coverage  in  Illinois 
The  provision  to  add  Illinois  to  the  list  of 
States  (19  under  present  law)  which  are 
permitted  to  extend  social  security  coverage 
to  those  current  members  of  a  State  or  local 
retirement  system  who  desire  coverage,  with 
all  future  employees  being  compulsorily 
covered. 

Report  of  board  of  trustees 
The  date  on  which  the  annual  report  of 
the  trustees  of  the  social  security  trust  funds 
is  due  would  be  changed  from  March  1  to 
April  1.  The  report  would  contain  a  sepa- 
rate actuarial  analysis  of  the  benefit  dis- 
bursements made  from  the  old-age  and  sur- 
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vivors  insurance  trust  fund  with  respect  to 
disabled  beneficiaries. 

General  saving  provision 

Where  a  person  becomes  entitled  to  bene- 
fits as  a  result  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  the  benefit  paid  to  any  other 
person  on  the  same  account  would  not  be 
reduced  by  the  family  maximum  provision 
because  the  new  person  became  entitled  to 
benefits. 

Disability  insurance  trust  fund 

The  bill  would  increase  the  percentage  of 
taxable  wages  appropriated  to  the  disability 
insurance  trust  fund  (now  at  0.70  of  1  per- 
cent) to  0.95  of  1  percent  and  would  increase 
the  percentage  of  self- employment  income 
(now  at  0.525  of  1  percent)  to  0.7125  of  1 
percent. 

B.  Health  Insurance 
Physician  certification 

The  provision  under  which  physican 
certification  of  the  medical  necessity  for 
hospital  outpatient  services  and  admissions 
to  general  hospitals  would  be  eliminated. 
Such  services  and  admissions  are  almost 
always  medically  necessary.  The  change 
would  simplify  administration  of  the  pro- 
gram by  eliminating  unnecessary  paperwork. 
Transfer  of  outpatient  hospital  services  to 

the    supplementary    medical  insurance 

program 

The  provision  which  transfers  hospital  out- 
patient diagnostic  services  from  the  hospital 
insurance  program  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program.  The  effect  of  the 
change  is  that  all  hospital  outpatient  bene- 
fits would  be  covered  under  the  supplemen- 
tary medical  insurance  program  and  thus 
subject  to  the  deductible  ($50  a  year)  and 
coinsurance  features  (20  percent).  This  pro- 
vision would  simplify  the  procedure  for  pay- 
ing benefits  for  hospital  outpatients  by  mak- 
ing such  payments  subject  to  a  single  set  of 
rules  for  determining  patient  eligibility, 
patient  and  medicare  liability  and  trust  fund 
accountability. 

Hospital  billing  for  outpatient  services 

The  provision  which  permits  hospitals,  as 
an  alternative  to  the  present  procedure,  to 
collect  small  charges  (if  not  more  than  $50) 
for  outpatient  hospital  services  from  the 
beneficiary  without  submitting  a  bill  to  medi- 
care. (The  amounts  collected  would  be 
counted  as  expenses  reimbursable  to  the  ben- 
eficiary under  the  medical  insurance  plan.) 
The  payments  due  the  hospitals  would  be 
computed  at  intervals  to  assure  that  the  hos- 
pital received  its  final  reimbursement  on  a 
cost  basis.  This  provision  would  bring  the 
requirements  of  the  medicare  program  more 
closely  into  line  with  the  usual  billing  prac- 
tices of  hospitals. 

Radiologists'  and  pathologists'  services 

The  provision  which  would  permit  the  pay- 
ment of  full  reasonable  charges  for  radiologi- 
cal or  pathological  services  furnished  by  phy- 
sicians to  hospital  inpatients.  Under  existing 
law,  a  20  percent  coinsurance  is  applicable. 
This  provision  would  improve  the  protection 
of  the  program  as  well  as  facilitate  benefi- 
ciary understanding  and  simplify  hospital 
and  intermediary  handling  of  medicare 
claims  by  bringing  the  requirements  of  the 
medicare  program  more  closely  in  line  with 
the  usual  billing  practices  of  hospitals  and 
the  payment  methods  of  private  insurance. 
Payment  for  portable  X-ray  services 

The  provision  which  would  permit  pay- 
ment for  diagnostic  X-rays  taken  in  a 
patient's  home  or  in  a  nursing  home.  These 
services  would  be  covered  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program  if  they 
are  provided  under  the  supervision  of  a  phy- 
sician and  if  they  meet  health  and  safety 
regulations. 


Payment  for  purchase  of  durable  medical 
equipment 

The  provision  which  would  permit  pay- 
ment to  be  made  for  durable  medical  equip- 
ment needed  by  an  individual  whether 
rented  or  purchased.  If  purchased,  payment 
would  be  made  periodically  in  the  same 
amount  as  if  equipment  were  rented,  for  the 
period  the  equipment  was  needed  but  with- 
out covering  more  than  the  purchase  price. 
Reimbursement  for  civil  service  retirement 

annuitants  for  premium  payments  under 

the    supplementary    medical  insurance 

program 

The  provision  under  which  the  Federal  em- 
ployee health  benefit  plans  would  be  per- 
mitted to  reimburse  certain  civil  service  re- 
tirement annuitants  who  are  members  of 
group  health  plans  for  the  premium  pay- 
ments they  make  to  the  supplementary  med- 
ical insurance  program. 

Date  of  attainment  of  age  65  of  persons 
enrolling  in  SMI  program 

The  provisions  under  which  a  person  who 
is  over  65,  but  believes,  on  the  basis  of  docu- 
mentary evidence,  that  he  has  just  reached 
age  65,  would  be  allowed  to  enroll  in  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
as  if  he  had  attained  age  65  on  the  date 
shown  in  the  evidence. 

Use  of  State  agencies  to  assist  health  facili- 
ties to  participate  in  the  various  health 
programs  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
The  provisions  whereby  States  could  re- 
ceive 75-percent  Federal  matching  for  the 
services  which  State  health  agencies  per- 
form in  helping  health  facilities  to  qualify 
for  participation  in  the  various  health  pro- 
grams under  the  Social  Security  Act  (in- 
cluding medicare,  medicaid,  and  the  child 
health  programs)  and  to  improve  their  fiscal 
records  for  payment  purposes.  Similar  pro- 
visions in  the  medicare  program  (which 
finances  such  services  on  a  100-percent  basis 
from  the  Federal  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund)  would  be  repealed  effective  July  1, 
1969,  when  this  provision  would  go  into 
effect. 

Transitional  provisions  for  uninsured  indi- 
viduals under  the  hospital  insurance 
program 

The  provision  which  provides  that  a  person 
who  attains  age  65  in  1968  could  become  en- 
titled to  hospital  insurance  benefits  if  he 
has  a  minimum  of  three  quarters  of  coverage 
(existing  law  requires  six),  with  the  num- 
ber of  quarters  of  coverage  needed  by  per- 
sons who  reach  age  65  in  later  years  increas- 
ing by  three  in  each  year  until  the  regular 
insured  status  requirement  is  met. 

Appropriation  to  supplementary  medical 
insurance  trust  fund 

The  provision  which  provides  that  when- 
ever the  transfer  of  general  revenue  funds 
to  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
trust  fund,  after  June  30,  1967,  is  not  made 
at  the  time  the  enrollee  contribution  is 
made,  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury 
would  pay,  in  addition  to  the  Government 
share,  an  amount  equal  to  the  interest,  that 
would  have  been  paid  had  the  transfer  been 
made  on  time.  Also,  the  contingency  reserve 
now  provided  for  1966  and  1967  would  be 
made  available  through  1969. 
Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 

The  provision  whereby  the  Health  Insur- 
ance Benefits  Advisory  Council  established 
under  present  law  would  assume  the  duties 
of  the  National  Medical  Review  Committee 
called  for  under  present  law.  The  Medical 
Review  Committee  has  not  yet  been  formed. 
The  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory 
Council  membership  would  be  Increased 
from  16  to  19  persons. 


Study  of  coverage  of  services  of  health 
practitioners 
The  provision  which  requires  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
study  the  need  for,  and  to  make  recommen- 
dations concerning,  the  extension  of  cov- 
erage under  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program  to  the  services  of  additional 
types  of  personnel  who  engage  in  the  inde- 
pendent practice  of  furnishing  health  serv- 
ices. 

Creation  of  an  Advisory  Council  to  make 
recommendations  concerning  health  in- 
surance for  disability  beneficiaries 
The  provision  which  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare to  establish  an  Advisory  Council  to  study 
the  problems  relative  to  including  the  dis- 
abled under  the  health  insurance  program, 
and  also  any  special  problems  with  regard 
to  the  costs  which  would  be  involved  in  such 
coverage.  The  Council  is  to  make  its  report 
by  January  1,  1969. 

//.  Public  assistance  amendments 

A.  AFDC  and  Child  Welfare 
Federal  payments  for  foster  home  care  of 

dependent  children 
Effective  July  1,  1969,  States  would  have 
to  provide  AFDC  payments  for  children  who 
are  placed  in  a  foster  home  if  in  the  6  months 
before  proceedings  started  in  the  court  they 
would  have  been  eligible  for  AFDC  if  they 
had  lived  in  the  home  of  a  relative.  The  pro- 
vision would  be  optional  with  the  States  be- 
fore July  1,  1969.  Under  present  law,  children 
in  foster  care  are  eligible  for  AFDC  payments 
only  if  they  actually  received  such  payments 
in  the  month  they  were  placed  in  foster  care. 
Federal  matching  would  be  available  for 
grants  up  to  an  average  of  $100  a  month  per 
child. 

Social  work  manpower  and  training 
The  bill  authorizes  $5  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $5  million  for 
each  of  the  3  succeeding  fiscal  years  for 
grants  to  public  or  nonprofit  private  colleges 
and  universities  and  to  accredited  graduate 
schools  of  social  work,  or  an  association  of 
such  schools,  to  meet  part  of  the  costs  of  de- 
velopment, expansion,  or  improvement  of 
undergraduate  programs  in  social  work  and 
programs  for  the  graduate  training  of  pro- 
fessional social  work  personnel.  Not  less  than 
one-half  of  the  amount  appropriated  would 
have  to  be  used  for  grants  for  undergraduate 
programs. 

B.  Title  XIX  Amendments 
Coordination  of  title  XIX  and  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program 

States  would  have  until  January  1,  1970 
(rather  than  Jan.  1,  1968,  as  under  present 
law),  to  buy-in  title  XVIII  supplementary 
medical  insurance  for  persons  eligible  for 
medicaid.  Also,  the  bill  would  allow  people 
who  are  eligible  for  medicaid  but  who  do  not 
receive  cash  assistance  to  be  included  in  the 
group  for  which  the  State  can  purchase  such 
coverage  and  would  make  persons  who  first 
go  on  the  medicaid  rolls  after  1967  eligible  to 
be  bought  in  for.  There  would  be  no  Federal 
matching  toward  the  State's  share  of  the 
premium  in  such  cases.  The  bill  would  pro- 
vide that  Federal  matching  amounts  would 
not  be  available  to  States  for  services  which 
could  have  been  covered  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  programs  but 
were  not. 

Modification  of  comparability  provisions 

States  would  not  have  to  include  In  medic- 
aid coverage  for  recipients  less  than  65  years 
old  the  same  Items  which  the  aged  receive 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  which  is  furnished  to  them  under 
the  buy-In  provisions  discussed,  above. 
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Extent  of  Federal  financial  participation  in 
State  administrative  expenses 

States  would  be  able  to  get  the  same  75- 
percent  Federal  matching  for  physicians  and 
other  professional  medical  personnel  work- 
ing on  the  medicaid  program  in  the  State 
health  agencies  which  they  now  get  when 
such  personnel  work  in  the  "single  State 
agency,"  usually  the  public  assistance  agency. 
Under  present  law,  the  matching  is  50  per- 
cent in  such  cases. 

Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance 

An  Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance, 
consisting  of  21  persons  from  outside  the 
Government,  would  be  established  to  advise 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare in  matters  of  administration  of  the 
medicaid  program. 

Free  choice  for  persons  eligible  for  medicaid 
Effective  July  1,  1969  (July  1,  1972,  for 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam) , 
people  covered  under  the  medicaid  program 
would  have  free  choice  of  qualified  medical 
facilities  and  practitioners. 
Use  of  State  agencies  to  assist  health  facil- 
ities to  participate  in  the  various  health 
programs  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
States  could  receive  75-percent  Federal 
matching  for  the  services  which  State  health 
agencies  perform  in  helping  health  facilities 
to  qualify  for  participation  in  the  various 
health  programs  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the 
child  health  programs)  and  to  improve  their 
fiscal  records  for  payment  purposes.  Similar 
provisions  in  the  medicare  program  (which 
finances  such  services  on  a  100-percent  basis 
from  the  Federal  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund)  would  be  repealed  effective  July  1, 
1969,  when  this  provision  would  go  into 
effect. 

Payments  for  services  and  care  by  a  third 
party 

States  would  have  to  take  steps  to  assure 
that  the  medical  expenses  of  a  person  covered 
under  the  medicaid  program,  which  a  third 
party  had  a  legal  obligation  to  pay,  would 
hot  be  paid  or  if  liability  is  later  determined 
that  steps  will  be  taken  to  secure  reimburse- 
ment. 

///.  Child  health  amendments 
Consolidation  of  Earmarked  Authorizations 
In  place  of  a  number  of  separate  ear- 
marked authorizations  in  present  law,  the 
bill  consolidates  all  authorizations  into  one 
single  authorization  with  three  broad  cate- 
gories. 

Additional  Requirements  on  the  States 
Under  the  Formula  Grant  Program 
The  bill  requires  that  State  plans  provide 
for  the  early  identification  and  treatment  of 
crippled  children.  Title  XLX  is  amended  to 
conform  to  this  requirement.  The  States 
must  also  devote  special  attention  to  family 
planning  services  and  dental  care  for  chil- 
dren in  the  development  of  demonstration 
services. 

Project  Grants 

Until  July  1972,  the  bill  authorizes  project 
grants  (1)  to  help  reduce  the  incidence  of 
mental  retardation  and  other  handicapping 
conditions  caused  by  complications  associ- 
ated with  childbearing,  and  to  help  reduce 
infant  and  maternal  mortality;  (2)  to  pro- 
mote the  health  of  children  and  youth  of 
school  and  preschool  age;  andJ3)  to  provide 
dental  care  and  services  to  children.  Begin- 
ning July  1972,  responsibility  for  these  proj- 
ects will  be  transferred  to  the  States. 

The  fiscal  year  1968  authorization  for  ma- 
ternity and  infant  care  special  projects 
grants  would  be  increased  from  $30  to  $35 
million. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  for  Puerto 
Rico,  Guam,  and  Virgin  Islands 
The  dollar  limit  for  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation in  public  assistance  for  Puerto 


Rico  would  be  raised  from  the  present  $9.8 
million  to  $12.5  million  for  1968,  $15  million 
for  1969,  $18  million  for  1970,  $21  million 
for  1971  and  $24  million  for  1972  and  there- 
after. Up  to  an  additional  $2  million  could 
be  certified  for  family  planning  services  and 
expenses  to  support  work  incentive  programs. 

Under  medicaid  an  overall  dollar  limit  of 
$20  million  would  be  imposed  (In  lieu  of 
the  limitation  made  applicable  to  the  States 
by  the  bill)  and  the  ratio  of  Federal  match- 
ing would  be  changed  from  55  percent  to 
50  percent. 

Proportionate  increases  in  the  dollar  max- 
imums for  Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
would  be  made. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  my  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  pro- 
ceed expeditiously  to  consider  and  dis- 
cuss the  various  amendments  that  Sen- 
ators may  wish  to  offer,  and  that  we  may 
in  the  very  near  future  enter  into  an 
agreement  to  limit  debate  on  amend- 
ments and  provide  both  sides  a  chance  to 
be  heard  and  to  vote  on  the  amendments. 

I  know  that  the  Senate  would  like  to 
adjourn  sine  die  as  soon  as  possible.  I 
would  certainly  like  to  see  this  happen. 

I  urge  Senators  who  want  to  offer 
amendments  to  bring  them  forth  as  soon 
as  it  is  appropriate  for  them  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER^  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  at  a  later 
time  I  expect  to  speak  in  detail  on  the 
various  provisions  of  the  bill. 

I  rise  at  this  time  merely  to  state  the 
general  position  that  I  hold.  In  doing 
that,  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee.  No  one  in 
Congress  has  a  better  grasp  of  tax  legis- 
lation and  social  security  legislation 
than  has  the  distinguished  chair- 
man f  the  House  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  Representative  Wilbur 
Mills. 

There  is  a  vast  difference  in  the  ulti- 
mate impact  of  the  House-passed  bill 
and  the  measure  that  was  recommended 
to  the  Senate  by  the  majority  members 
of  the  Finance  Committee. 

Let  me  say  first  that  there  are  many 
amendments  recommended  by  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  that  are  not  in  dis- 
pute, but  they  do  not  involve  the  long- 
range  financial  implications  that  are  in 
dispute. 

In  the  case  of  medicare,  at  present 
either  the  doctor  has  to  make  out  the 
papers  and  be  reimbursed  from  the  medi- 
care intermediary,  or  the  patient  must 
pay  the  bill  and  send  in  a  receipted  bill 
and  ask  for  reimbursement.  This  pro- 
cedure is  changed  so  that  the  patient 
under  medicare  can  merely  obtain  an 
itemized  bill  and  submit  it,  because  many 
old  people  are  unable  to  advance  the 
money.  There  is  no  dispute  about  doing 
that.  We  find  a  number  of  amendments 
of  that  nature  in  the  Senate  bill. 

There  is  disagreement  on  the  financ- 
ing. There  is  disagreement  on  the  level  of 
benefits.  There  is  disagreement  on  the 
wage  base.  At  the  time  social  security 
started,  the  wage  base  was  $3,000.  That 
means  that  regardless  of  how  high  wages 
were  paid,  the  tax  was  applied  to  the 
first  $3,000  or  as  much  thereof  as  the 
worker  earned  in  a  given  year.  Under  the 
Committee  on  Finance  bill,  the  wage  base 


is  raised  to  $10,800 — not  right  now,  but 
in  a  few  short  years. 

The  House  of  Representatives  accepted 
the  findings  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  headed  by  the  distinguished 
Wilbur  Mills,  and  fixed  the  increase  in 
benefits  at  12  y2  percent.  The  Committee 
on  Finance  raised  the  percentage  of 
-benefits  from  12 1/2  percent  to  15  percent 
and  provided  a  certain  minimum  benefit 
of  $70.  The  15  percent,  however,  is  a 
small  part  of  the  raise  that  is  actually 
carried  in  the  Committee  on  Finance  bill. 
Here  is  the  reason: 

By  raising  the  wage  base,  the  benefits 
are  automatically  raised,  because  the 
benefit  formula  is  applied  to  the  average 
monthly  wage,  so-called,  covered  as 
wages.  As  a  result,  there  is  a  sharp  dif- 
ference between  the  Mills  bill  and  the 
Long  bill,  if  we  may  so  distinguish  them. 
By  the  Mills  bill,  I  mean  the  bill  that  was 
written  by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  passed  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. The  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  is  presided  over  by  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Mills]. 

I  can  illustrate  in  this  way :  Under  the 
Mills  bill,  which  is  the  House  bill,  the 
maximum  employee  annual  tax,  which 
will  be  reached  in  the  year  1987,  is 
$448.40.  Under  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance bill,  the  maximum  employee  tax 
will  be  reached  in  the  year  1980,  7  years 
earlier,  and  it  will  be  $626.40.  In  other 
words,  the  difference  between  the  House 
bill  and  the  bill  recommended  by  the 
majority  of  the  Committee  on  Finance 
involves,  to  a  large  degree,  the  magni- 
tude of  the  future  commitment  for  social 
security.  It  involves  the  burden  that  we 
will  place  upon  the  young  worker,  the 
worker  who  will  enter  the  labor  force 
next  year,  5  years  from  now,  or  10  years 
from  now.  In  this  regard,  the  House  bill 
shows  more  restraint  and  more  regard 
for  the  burdens  that  must  be  borne  by 
the  young  people  of  the  future,  the  work- 
ers who  will  work  and  pay  the  taxes  at 
the  present  time. 

By  the  very  nature  of  social  security, 
sometimes  the  real  costs  are  difficult  to 
detect.  We  pick  up  our  newspapers  and 
we  read  that  $21  billion  is  in  the  reserve 
of  the  trust  fund.  Actually,  it  is  only 
enough  to  pay  the  present  benefits  for 
12  months  to  those  on  the  benefit  rolls. 
When  we  started  to  pay  benefits,  there 
was  sufficient  money  for  29  years.  Of 
course,  the  benefits  did  not  amount  to 
very  much  then.  But  the  amount  has 
decreased  steadily. 

If  we  have  a  dip  in  our  economy,  more 
benefits  will  be  paid  out,  because  more 
people  will  retire  and  more  people  will 
retire  earlier.  Fewer  people  will  be  work- 
ing, and  they  will  be  working  for  less, 
and  there  will  be  less  income. 

So  this  reserve  cannot  accurately  be 
measured  in  dollars.  It  must  be  meas- 
ured in  the  length  of  time  it  would  carry 
the  program. 

It  is  my  belief — and  I  believe  it  is 
shared  by  the  minority — that  the  Mills 
bill,  the  bill  that  passed  the  House  of 
Representatives,  is  better  for  the  eco- 
nomic well  being  of  our  country  than 
those  features  relating  to  the  tax  rate, 
the  wage  base,  and  the  level  of  benefits 
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which  have  been  recommended  by  the 
majority  of  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

I  hope  that  every  Member  of  the  Sen- 
ate will  read  the  minority  views.  They 
are  found  in  the  report  beginning  on 
page  335.  They  are  rather  brief  and  ex- 
tend from  page  335  to  341.  As  Senators 
read  the  minority  views  I  would  remind 
them  that  this  is  not  a  statement  in  sup- 
port of  any  proposal  that  the  minority 
have  devised,  but  it  is  a  statement  in 
support  of  the  House  bill,  and  it  gives 
the  reasons  therefor. 

Many  things  can  be  said  about  the 
proposal  that  was  recommended  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance.  One  of 
them  is  that  benefits  would  generally  be 
raised  for  everybody  beginning  next  year 
and  that  two-thirds  of  the  social  security 
taxpayers  would  pay  less  taxes  through 
the  year  1970  than  they  would  if  existing 
law  were  allowed  to  operate. 

One  of  the  principles  that  have  been 
helpful  in  social  security  in  years  past 
has  been  the  balance  between  those  who 
pay  taxes  and  those  who  receive  benefits. 
We  cannot  act  responsibly  unless  we  give 
consideration  to  both  groups.  The  people 
who  are  eligible  for  benefits  are  entitled 
to  consideration.  We  of  the  majority  say 
that  they  should  receive  increased  bene- 
fits, because  of  the  increase  in  the  cost 
of  living.  But  we  also  point  out  that  the 
young  person,  who  will  be  paying  social 
security  taxes  for  30  or  40  or  45  years, 
is  entitled  to  consideration.  I  doubt  that 
the  majority  of  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance realized  fully  the  burden  they 
were  placing  on  these  people  when  they 
chose  the  particular  method  of  financing 
this  program.  I  do  not  believe  it  was  in- 
tended, but  I  believe  it  will  be  an  unjust 
burden  not  only  on  young  workers  who 
are  in  the  work  force  now,  but  also  on 
those  who  will  enter  in  the  years  to  come. 
And  it  will  be  an  unjust  burden  on  the 
middle  class,  because  they  will  bear  the 
brunt  of  the  increase  in  social  security 
taxes  from  a  dollar  standpoint. 

It  begins  right  away:  Under  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  bill,  the  wage  base  is 
raised  to  $8,000  for  next  year.  It  is  now 
$6,600.  That  means  that  the  middle- 
class  person  who  is  making  in  excess  of 
$6,600  has  a  substantial  increase  in  his 
social  security  taxes.  That  is  one-third 
of  the  people. 

That  is  the  group  that  produces  our 
leaders.  That  is  the  group  that  is  buying 
homes.  That  is  the  group  that  is  sup- 
porting every  good  cause  in  the  country. 
And  they  would  be  called  upon  alone — 
alone — to  carry  an  increase  in  social 
security  taxes. 

Under  existing  law,  the  tax  rate  for 
1969  and  1970  would  be  4.9  percent.  In 
this  bill,  it  is  actually  reduced  to  4.8 
percent.  I  contend  that  that  would  pro- 
duce an  undesirable  result.  It  would  not 
be  good  for  our  economy.  It  is  not  fair  to 
pick  out  the  middle  class  and  give  them 
a  tax  rate,  a  substantial  one,  and  a 
graduated  one,  and  actually  reduce  the 
burden  for  others  at  a  time  when  all 
people  are  getting  an  increase  in  bene- 
fits. 

This  would  be  a  marked  injustice  right 
away,  but  in  the  long  run  it  would  place 
a  burden  on  these  middle-class  people. 
It  is  not  only  unjust,  but  also  it  is  not 


good  for  our  economy.  It  will  very  likely 
discourage  the  establishment  of  private 
pension  plans.  It  will  very  likely  prevent 
existing  private  pension  plans  from  be- 
ing further  liberalized.  It  will  make  it 
more  difficult  for  these  middle-class 
people  to  save  and  accumulate  for  them- 
selves, so  that  they  have  money  to  pro- 
vide for  both  their  needs  and  luxuries 
throughout  life  and  in  old  age.  It  will 
make  it  more  difficult  for  this  middle- 
class  to  buy  Government  bonds  that 
need  to  be  purchased. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  overstress  the 
point  that  the  choice  that  the  Senate 
will  have  to  make  is  narrowed  down  to 
the  financial  part  of  the  social  security 
problem. 

The  Mills  bill  provided  for  an  imme- 
diate 12.5-percent  increase  in  benefits. 
The  majority  of  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance went  up  to  15  percent,  and  along 
with  that  bill  there  was  a  great  increase 
in  the  wage  base  that  brought  about  a 
new  turn  in  social  security.  I  do  not 
think  it  was  intended,  but  it  places  the 
added  burden  on  a  few  people. 

The  long-range  impact  on  the  middle 
class  is  discriminatory.  I  would  point  out 
that  the  people  of  the  country  are  very 
sensitive  to  taxes.  A  vote  to  support  the 
House  bill  on  the  subject  of  tax  rate; 
wage  base,  and  level  of  benefits  means 
that  Senators  are  voting  for  an  ulti- 
mate maximum  social  security  tax  of 
$448.40;  but  if  we  accept  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
the  recommendation  of  the  majority, 
Senators  are  casting  a  vote  for  a  system 
of  social  security  that  will  lead  to  a 
maximum  tax,  not  of  $448.40,  but 
$626.40,  and  we  will  arrive  at  that  maxi- 
mum 7  years  early. 

Now,  what  does  that  all  amount  to,  in 
addition  to  shifting  an  undue  proportion 
of  the  burden  onto  the  middle  class?  It 
has  other  damaging  effects.  I  am  con- 
vinced that  it  will  be  detrimental  to  pri- 
vate pension  plans. 

But,  listen  to  this.  If  a  young  man  at 
age  21  enters  the  work  force  in  1972, 
under  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 
that  young  man  and  his  employer  would 
pay  in  $16,528  in  additional  taxes  by 
the  time  he  was  65.  This  would  ac- 
cumulate, at  4-percent  interest,  during 
those  44  years,  up  to  $43,449.96. 

What  could  that  young  man  buy  for 
that  amount  of  money  and  its  accumula- 
tion? 

Here  is  what  he  could  buy : 

A  single  life  insurance  annuity,  begin- 
ning at  age  65,  which  would  pay  him 
$354.00  a  month. 

How  much  would  he  gain  under  social 
security  from  that  extra  money?  $120  a 
month. 

That  young  man  could  buy  a  joint 
survivors'  annuity  for  himself  and  wife 
which  would  pay  $312  a  month  during 
their  joint  lives,  and  $171  for  the  survivor. 

What  would  he  get  in  added  social 
security  benefits  from  the  increased 
taxes?  $141  during  his  life  with  his  wife, 
as  compared  to  $312.  The  survivor  would 
get  only  $99  compared  to  the  $171. 

In  other  words,  it  would  be  a  very  poor 
bargain. 

Unwittingly,  the  majority  of  the  Sen- 
ate  Finance   Committee   made  some 


drastic  changes  in  the  long-range  course 
of  social  security. 

When  we  provide  for  most  of  the  in- 
creased money  by  raising  the  wage  base, 
we  are,  in  effect,  financing  on  a  graduated 
tax  basis. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
starts  out  by  doing  two  things.  He  wants, 
one,  to  assume  that  a  worker  takes  what 
he  paid,  plus  what  his  employer  paid  on 
his  behalf,  adds  them  together,  and  pur- 
chases an  annuity  benefit.  He  is  not  talk- 
ing about  the  hospital  benefits  that  man 
would  get  when  he  is  old  and  needs  it — 
when  most  older  people  require  health 
care.  He  is  not  talking  about  the  benefits 
his  wife  would  get  in  addition  to  his 
annuity,  in  the  event  he  dies  before  she 
does.  He  is  not  talking  about  what  his 
wife  would  get  if  he  dies  and  she  is  dis- 
abled, or  if  he  dies  and  she  has  a  lot 
of  children  to  look  after.  He  is  not  talk- 
ing about  many  other  benefits  which 
are  less  important  to  the  program  but 
are,  nevertheless,  a  part  of  it. 

He  is  talking  about  only  one  benefit. 
He  is  talking  about  what  that  one 
benefit  would  be  if  one  bought  it  with 
what  he  puts  in,  plus  what  the  employer 
puts  in.  This,  it  seems  to  me,  is  not  a 
fair  comparison. 

My  thought  would  be  that  if  we  want 
to  try  to  see  what  a  person  could  buy  for 
the  same  amount  of  money,  we  should 
take  what  a  person  could  buy  with  what 
he  alone  puts  up,  looking  at  the  employ- 
er's contribution  as  a  tax  on  employees 
to  help  the  program  take  care  of  all 
working  people,  plus  some  who  are  only 
incidentally  covered  by  social  security. 

If  we  take  a  look  at  what  that  man 
buys,  and  what  he  puts  up,  even  if  we 
assume  that  he  is  a  single  man  and  never 
marries  and  will  live  a  great  number  of 
years,  the  annuity  he  would  have  avail- 
able to  him  would  still  be  more  insur- 
ance, if  he  lived  the  normal  life  expect- 
ancy, than  he  could  buy  under  any  in- 
surance program  available  anywhere  in 
the  United  States. 

So  that  if  we  look  at  all  the  benefits 
available,  if  a  man  assumes  that  he 
would  marry  at  some  time  in  his  life  and 
that  he  would  be  blessed  with  children, 
even  if  he  is  in  the  highest  bracket  or  is 
self  employed,  he  could  not  buy  anything 
like  the  protection  he  would  get  under 
this  program. 

I  think  the  Senator  knows  that.  My 
guess  is  that  he  will  find  that  to  be  true 
even  with  the  committee  amendments 
added. 

In  regard  to  some  of  the  things  in  the 
bill — one  may  call  it  the  Long  bill — and 
I  am  flattered  if  it  is  referred  to  as  the 
Long  bill — but  many  other  Senators 
made  material  contributions  to  it.  In 
fact,  the  able  and  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  himself  made  suggestions 
for  improving  the  program  which  were 
adopted  and  have  made  the  Committee 
bill  a  better  bill. 

But  if  we  look  at  the  various  things  in 
the  bill  and  what  one  would  pay  even  in 
the  highest  bracket,  I  believe  that  we 
would  find  every  one  of  the  benefits  for 
retirement  and  protection  of  a  wife  and 
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children  which  becomes  available  if  the 
husband  dies.  Regardless  of  whether  he 
leaves  a  large  family  or  a  small  one — 
just  look  at  what  his  wife  gets.  Even  if 
he  is  self  employed,  the  rate  will  be  ap- 
proximately 50  percent  higher  than  an 
individual  worker — he  still  could  not  buy 
that  much  protection  with  a  private 
company. 

I  have  seen  the  comparison  the  Sen- 
ator makes,  but  I  do  not  think  it  will 
stand  up  under  close  analysis,  particu- 
larly when  viewed  solely  upon  the  in- 
dividual contribution  of  the  worker. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  should  like  to  answer 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  have  a  complete  answer  to  his 
contentions. 

The  social  security  system  has  esti- 
mated that  28  percent  of  the  taxes  are 
required  to  carry  the  disability  and  sur- 
vivor benefits.  Thus,  in  this  computation, 
we  did  not  take  the  total  increased  taxes 
that  the  man  would  pay,  but  72  percent 
of  it.  Thus,  in  this  illustration,  we  are 
directing  cur  remarks  to  the  added  taxes 
that  he  must  pay  into  that  portion  for 
retirement  benefits.  We  have  excluded 
the  28  percent. 

Now,  it  is  true  that  this  actuarial  state- 
ment was  worked  out  on  the  basis  of  in- 
cluding both  employee  and  employer. 

Here  is  how  it  figures  out: 

After  excluding  28  percent  of  the  tax 
for  things  other  than  retirement,  the 
private  annuity  would  pay  him  $354  for 
the  added  tax.  Social  security  would  be 
$120.. So,  if  we  out  the  $354  in  half,  it 
would  still  be  substantially  over  the  $120. 

Thus,  while  it  is  true  I  asked  for  the 
computation  to  be  made,  and  it  was  made 
on  the  basis  of  employee  and  employer 
taxes  both,  it  still  shows  a  mighty  poor 
bargain  under  social  security.  There  are 
two  factors  entering  into  this.  I  am  sin- 
cere in  my  statement  of  belief  that  I 
do  not  think  it  was  fully  realized  what 
the  future  impact  of  the  Senate  commit- 
tee amendments  would  be  on  the  financ- 
ing of  the  program. 

There  are  two  factors  involved.  One  is 
that  our  system  generally,  our  social  sec- 
urity system  at  the  very  best,  is  going  to 
have  a  heavy  burden  on  future  taxpayers, 
and  has  had  and  is  having  a  light  burden 
in  the  past  and  the  present. 

Senators  will  find  in  the  minority  views 
some  figures  showing  how  this  system 
works.  It  is  not  a  system  under  which,  in 
the  past,  individuals  and  even  employers, 
have  paid  into  the  fund,  or  for  some  time 
in  the  future  will  pay  into  the  fund,  suf- 
ficient to  pay  for  the  benefits.  The  system 
is  kept  in  motion  and  keeps  going  be- 
cause of  the  taxes  that  are  paid  this 
month,  next  month,  and  in  the  future. 

For  example,  at  the  end  of  1966  there 
were  4,500  individuals  receiving  benefits 
who  had  started  to  receive  them  in  1940. 
The  most  any  one  of  them  could  have 
paid  into  the  fund,  as  a  total  in  his  life- 
time, was  $90.  Each  one  of  them  already 
has  drawn,  through  September  1967, 
$22,458.90. 

How  about  the  individual  who  is  re- 
tiring this  year  at  age  65?  If  he  has  paid 
all  the  taxes  that  he  could  pay  from  1937 
through  1966,  including  accumulated  in- 
terest at  3%  percent,  it  would  amount  to 
$3,449.  If  that  man  of  65  has  a  wife  who 


is  65  years  of  age,  the  present  value  of 
the  couple's  future  benefits  is  $26,844. 

Where  will  the  difference  come  from? 
It  will  come  from  the  people  who  are 
working  now  and  will  work  in  the  future. 

The  average  benefit  drawn  by  some- 
one who  retired  this  year  illustrates  the 
same  principle.  The  person  who  has  paid 
the  average  amount — in  other  words, 
paid  a  tax  on  the  median  income  each 
year  from  1937  through  1966,  together 
with  accumulated  interest  at  3%  per- 
cent— has  paid  in  $2,564.  If  he  has  a  wife 
and  they  are  both  65  years  of  age,  the 
present  value  of  the  couple's  future  bene- 
fits is  $23,901. 

It  is  also  possible  for  someone  to  re- 
tire this  year  at  age  65  and  not  have  paid 
in  more  than  $16  total  in  his  lifetime,  in- 
cluding accumulated  interest.  If  he  is 
married,  the  present  value  of  the  cou- 
ple's future  benefits  amounts  to  $9,022. 

At  the  very  best,  the  burden  is  on  our 
future  employees  and  our  future  self- 
employed,  and  the  burden  upon  individ- 
uals who  provide  employment  in  the  fu- 
ture is  going  to  be  very,  very  hard.  By 
action  of  the  Finance  Committee,  that 
is  now  accentuated. 

When  social  security  started,  it  cost 
$300  a  year  to  employ  10  men.  By  the 
time  this  bill  gets  in  motion,  what  will  it 
cost  an  employer  to  employ  10  men?  If 
they  reach  the  maximum  pay,  it  will  cost 
$6,264  to  employ  10  men.  Is  he  likely  to 
provide  a  company  pension?  No.  Will  he 
have  to  raise  prices  on  products  he  sells? 
Surely,  he  will. 

So  we  see  here  the  chickens  coming 
home  to  roost.  We  have  had  a  level  of 
benefits  all  through  the  years  far  beyond 
the  taxes  paid  for  those  benefits.  So,  at 
best,  the  future  load  will  be  greater.  Now 
the  committee  bill  accentuates  that  bur- 
den more  than  does  the  House  bill,  and 
it  adds  that  burden  in  a  different  way. 
It  raises  so  much  of  the  added  revenue 
by  raising  the  wage  base,  which  is  a 
penalty  on  effort.  It  is  a  penalty  on  those 
young  people  who  belong  to  the  middle 
class,  who  work  hard  and  succeed  and 
keep  our  communities  going. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  advised 
that  the  average  person  who  is  retired 
today  will  receive  benefits,  if  he  lives  out 
his  life  expectancy,  10  times  as  much 
money  in  cash,  as  both  he  and  his  em- 
ployer paid  into  that  fund.  If  one  looks 
at  just  what  that  man  himself  paid  into 
the  fund,  he  will  receive,  by  the  time  he 
lives  out  his  normal  life,  20  times  as 
much  in  cash  payments  as  he  paid  into 
that  social  security  fund.  I  refer  to  those 
who  have  retired  and  who  are  retiring 
today. 

Anything  of  that  sort  would  be  im- 
possible if  someone  had  been  providing 
for  his  own  retirement  income  with  a 
private  insurance  policy,  even  so  fine  a 
policy  as  that  suggested  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  The  reason  for  that  is 
that  insurance  companies  are  not  per- 
mitted— there  are  none  of  them,  so  far 
as  I  can  determine,  that  pay  more  in 
benefits  than  the  premiums  of  the  group 
provide.  That  is  something  we  have  been 
able  to  do  with  the  social  security  pro- 


gram that  cannot  be  done  with  private 
insurance  policies.  If  someone  had  taken 
out  a  private  insurance  policy,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  he  would  be  receiving 
dollars  that  had  depreciated  in  value, 
through  no  fault  of  anyone  in  particular. 
When  those  events  occur,  that  person's 
insurance  income  could  not  be  boosted, 
as  social  security  can,  to  offset  the  fact 
that  the  purchasing  power  of  the  money 
has  depreciated.  But  under  the  social  se- 
curity programs,  retirees  can  be  pro- 
tected. As  a  matter  of  fact,  under  the 
committee  bill,  we  have  gone  beyond  off- 
setting the  cost  of  living  and  added 
higher  benefits  to  make  possible  a  good 
retirement. 

While  there  are  some  things  in  the 
bill  put  in  by  the  Senate  committee  that 
the  Senator  does  not  like,  he  knows,  as 
well  as  I  do,  that  there  are  some  things 
in  it  that  he  does  like.  I  can  recall  some 
years  ago  when  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska stood  on  the  floor  and  made  a 
speech  in  which  he  urged  eliminating  the 
earnings  test  under  the  social  security 
program.  It  had  a  good  bit  of  appeal.  One 
of  the  most  expensive  things  we  have  in 
this  bill  is  the  liberalization  of  the  retire- 
ment provisions  so  a  person  can  earn 
$2,000  without  reducing  his  social  se- 
curity income.  So  while  I  know  there  are 
some  things  in  the  bill  the  Senator  does 
not  like,  I  know  there  are  some  things  he 
likes,  because  he  has  advocated  and 
fought  for  them  over  the  years. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
repeat,  there  are  many  things  in  this 
bill  which  are  not  in  dispute.  The  dispute 
is  narrowed  to  the  financing  of  the  pro- 
gram and  the  level  of  the  benefits. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Senator  for  reen- 
forcing  my  argument.  He  says  someone 
retiring  now  draws  in  benefits  more  than 
what  the  individual  and  his  employer 
paid  into  it.  Who  pays  the  difference? 

The  kids;  our  grandchildren.  The  in- 
dividuals who  go  into  business  tomorrow, 
next  year,  or  5  years  hence,  who  try  to 
find  employment  for  them. 

When  my  distinguished  chairman 
points  out  that  we  have  been  paying  a 
benefit  10  times  what  the  employee  and 
the  employer  paid  for,  we  must  also 
follow  that  with  the  statement  that  that 
burden  will  have  to  be  carried  by  the 
young.  The  past  is  past;  we  cannot 
change  that;  and  it  is  doubtful  whether 
at  any  time  we  could  have  had  a  social 
insurance  system  that  would  have  elimi- 
nated that  difference  altogether. 

But  we  should  practice  a  minimum  of 
restraint.  The  least  we  should  do  is  try 
to  impose  gently  the  burden  that  we 
place  on  the  future,  and  seek  to  distri- 
bute that  burden  equitably. 

I  say  that  in  this  bill  we  have  done 
neither.  It  is  very  simple.  We  have,  under 
the  Mills  bill,  a  maximum  tax  increase 
of  $448.  That  is  what  the  minority  are 
contending  for.  That  is  the  maximum. 
Under  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
bill,  the  maximum  increase  would  be 
$626.  That  is  quite  a  difference;  and  that 
is  the  issue. 

Under  the  Mills  bill,  more  of  the  added 
income  will  come  from  increasing  the  tax 
on  all,  and  less  of  the  added  income  will 
be  from  increasing  the  charges  upon  the 
middle  class. 
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In  this  bill,  by  raising  the  taxable  base 
from  $6,600  up  to  an  ultimate  $10,800, 
per  year,  we  put  the  burden  of  all  that  in- 
crease on  one-third  of  the  workers — the 
middle  class;  that  group  who,  in  every 
community,  in  every  organization,  in 
every  neighborhood,  carry  the  burdens 
which  propel  America  forward. 

I  say  we  are  doing  too  much  to  them. 
Examine  the  bill.  The  benefits  always 
have  been  proportionately  greater,  and 
I  think  rightly  so,  for  people  of  low  in- 
come, who  have  been  treated  more  gen- 
erously. I  believe  that  should  be  true.  I 
think  the  people  who  make  more  money 
should  pay  some  more  taxes.  But  I  do 
not  believe  they  should  pay  as  much  more 
tax  as  this  measure  provides. 

So  the  issue  here  is  not  a  dispute  over 
these  many  corrective  amendments  we 
have  brought  in,  that  everybody  agrees 
to.  Some  of  them,  in  fact,  I  proposed.  The 
issue  is  on  the  financial  provisions,  on 
whether  we  enact  a  reasonable  increase, 
as  suggested  by  Wilbur  Mills,  with  some 
restraint  on  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be 
paid,  or  whether  we  impose  much  higher 
taxes  on  the  middle  class  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  not  my  purpose 
to  speak  as  long  as  I  did.  I  shall  have 
something  further  to  say  before  action 
on  this  legislation  is  completed.  I  again 
commend  to  the  attention  of  every  Sena- 
tor the  minority  report,  which  is  found 
at  pages  335  to  341,  not  because  it  sup- 
ports some  theory  of  the  minority,  but 
because  it  supports  the  House  bill  and 
the  recommendations  of  Chairman  Wil- 
bur Mills  and  the  majority  of  his  com- 
mittee, who,  I  believe,  have  sent  over  a 
good  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  addi- 
tion to  that,  it  supports  the  position 
taken  by  414  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Who 
likewise  voted  for  this  same  position 
which  the  minority  members  of  the  Sen- 
ate Finance  Committee  support. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  In  that  regard,  I  wish  to 
say  this:  I  have  a  very  high  regard  for 
the  U.S.  Senate  and  its  Members,  but  I 
have  always  felt  that  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  Members  of  which 
stand  for  reelection  every  2  years,  has 
its  finger  more  surely  on  the  pulse  of 
America  than  does  the  body  in  which  we 
serve. 

The  House  of  Representatives  said 
that  a  maximum  increase  of  $448  is 
enough.  They  will  all  be  up  for  reelection 
next  year.  This  is  a  proposal  to  come  in 
7  years  earlier  with  a  maximum  tax  of 
$626. 

I  yield  now  to  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Nebraska  for  an  excellent  and  thought- 
provoking  statement  on  a  very  difficult 
problem  contronting  the  Senate. 

I  know  of  no  one  better  qualified  to 
discuss  this  problem  than  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska.  He 
served  for  many  years  as  a  member  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 


Means.  He  not  only  served  as  a  member 
of  that  committee,  but  took  a  very  active 
interest  in  the  social  security  program. 
He  held  some  very  lengthy  hearings,  and 
distinguished  himself  as  a  member  of 
that  committee  by  the  thorough  study  he 
made,  for  some  years,  of  that  program. 
So  I  think  his  statement  is  not  only 
timely,  but  thought  provoking,  and  needs 
to  be  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
country. 

I  expect  to  speak  later  on  the  matter, 
but  I  should  like  at  this  time  to  mention 
one  item,  if  the  Senator  will  give  me 
about  a  minute. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  happy  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  One  of  the  problems 
in  this  legislation  which  required  much 
time  on  the  part  of  the  chairman  and 
the  committee,  as  I  am  sure  the  chair- 
man will  agree,  was  how  to  furnish  an 
incentive  program  for  mothers  with  de- 
pendent children  who  are  AFDC 
recipients. 

The  committee  wrote  language  that 
would  seek  to  furnish  training  and  fi- 
nancial support  for  the  children.  It  is 
interesting  to  find  that  Geary  County, 
Kans.,  has  demonstrated  that  a  program 
of  training  for  mothers  can  be  carried 
on  locally,  without  Federal  funds.  I  can 
assure  the  Senate  that  that  is  unusual, 
when  there  are  Federal  funds  available 
for  both  Federal  and  State  programs.  I 
call  that  matter  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate,  because  this  demonstration  proj- 
ect for  working  mothers,  which  started 
2  years  ago,  is  the  only  one  in  the  Nation 
being  carried  out  under  title  I,  section 
115  of  the  Social  Security  Act  which  has 
not  requested  Federal  funds. 

I  think  these  people  in  Kansas  deserve 
some  credit  for  this  achievement.  The 
program  has  been  handled  by  Mr.  Claude 
Frese,  who  is  director  of  the  Geary 
County  Department  of  Social  Welfare. 

A  newspaper  article,  which  I  shall  ask 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  states: 

This  project  encourages  full-  or  part-time 
employment  of  mothers  receiving  welfare 
assistance  for  dependent  children  by  provid- 
ing for  job  related  expenses. 

It  is  interesting  that  33  mothers  who 
have  participated  in  the  program  are  no 
longer  on  the  welfare  rolls.  Nineteen  left 
the  program  and  are  still  receiving  as- 
sistance. Currently,  24  mothers  are  en- 
rolled. They  qualify  for  $8,160  in  welfare 
assistance,  but  are  earning  $3,839  of  that 
amount.  With  the  approximately  $1,450 
in  extra  grants  for  job-related  expenses, 
the  savings  in  this  welfare  program  in 
that  county  is  $2,339  a  month. 

In  view  of  the  extended  discussions  we 
had  on  this  problem — and  they  were 
quite  lengthy,  and  sometimes  we  really 
entered  into  it  with  some  vigor,  and  we 
came  out  with  what  I  hope  will  be  a  solu- 
tion— it  is  interesting  to  know  that  such 
a  matter  can  be  handled  and  funded 
locally;  and  I  feel  this  one  such  county 
in  the  Nation  is  entitled  to  much  credit. 

I  ask  unananimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
article  entitled  "Aid  Program  for  Work- 
ing Mothers  Here  Operates  Without  U.S. 
Help,"  written  by  Bob  Honeyman,  and 
printed  in  the  Junction  City,  Kans., 
Union. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 


was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Aid  Program  for  Working  Mothers  Here 
Operates  Without  U.S.  Help 
(By  Bob  Honeyman) 

A  demonstration  project  for  working  moth- 
ers started  here  two  years  ago  is  the  only 
one  in  the  nation  being  carried  out  under 
Title  I,  Sec.  1115  of  the  Social  Security  act 
which  has  not  requested  federal  funds. 
Claude  Frese,  director  of  the  Geary  County 
Department  of  Social  Welfare,  said  today. 

Miss  J.  Shiveley,  consultant,  regional  of- 
fice, Department  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare,  was  told  by  HEW  officials  in  Wash- 
ington that  "Operation  Fair  Play"  in  Geary 
county  hasn't  used  any  federal  grants. 

"It  is  unusual  in  this  day  and  age  when 
someone  doesn't  ask  for  federal  funds  when 
they  are  available,"  Dr.  Freses  said.  "I  am 
proud  this  is  not  the  only  county  in  the 
United  States  to  carry  out  a  project  by  using 
its  own  and  state  resources.  "Operation  Fair 
Play,"  has  actually  reduced  the  cost  of  as- 
sistance." 

The  pilot  project  encourages  full  or  part- 
time  employment  of  mothers  receiving  wel- 
fare assistance  for  dependent  children  by  pro- 
viding for  job  related  expenses.  Thirty-three 
mothers  who  have  participated  in  the  pro- 
gram are  no  longer  on  the  welfare  rolls. 
Nineteen  left  the  program  and  are  still  re- 
ceiving assistance. 

Currently  24  mothers  are  enrolled.  They 
qualify  for  $8,160  in  welfare  assistance,  but 
are  earning  $3,839  of  that  amount.  With  the 
approximately  $1,450  in  extra  grants  for  job 
related  expenses,  the  savings  to  the  welfare 
agency  is  $2,339  monthly. 

Based  on  an  average  of  $200  per  month 
welfare  grants  to  Geary  county  mothers  re- 
ceiving aid-to-dependent  children,  the  sav- 
ings on  the  33  clients  no  longer  on  the  wel- 
fare rolls  is  approximately  $80,000  annually. 

Marvin  Larson,  Topeka,  director  of  the 
State  Department  of  Social  Welfare,  said  the 
Kansas  Welfare  board  is  interested  in  im- 
plementing the  program  on  a  statewide  basis. 

"The  results  of  the  Geary  county  project 
indicates  "Operation  Fair  Play"  has  produced 
the  desired  results  and.it  would  be  a  wise 
policy  to  extend  it  to  the  entire  state,"  Mr. 
Larson  said.  "This  will  require  budget  ap- 
proval from  the  state  legislature  for  initial 
starting  funds,  although  over  a  long  period 
of  time  a  substantial  savings  would  result." 

Under  provisions  of  the  program,  work- 
ing mothers  are  allowed  extra  funds  to  cover 
food,  clothing,  incidentals,  transportation, 
child  care  and  miscellaneous  expenses  which 
are  job  related.  The  average  for  the  mother 
currently  enrolled  is  $60  per  month. 

Purchase  of  uniforms,  tools  and  other  nec- 
essary items  is  allowed  at  the  time  the  mother 
starts  work.  Replacements  are  considered  to 
be  included  in  the  standard  monthly  allow- 
ance. 

The  extra  funds  bring  the  net  amount  left 
to  the  working  mother  for  ordinary  living 
expenses  in  line  with  welfare  clients  who  are 
not  employed  so  there  is  no  financial  penalty 
for  working.  The  mothers  must  have  the 
dual  responsibility  of  caring  for  minor  chil- 
dren and  being  the  principal  wage  earner. 

Originated  in  September,  1965,  the  project 
requires  a  waiver  from  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  because  the 
extra  payment  to  the  working  mothers  de- 
viates from  statewide  rules  and  regulations. 
It  was  designed  to  cover  three  years  and  an 
annual  renewal  of  the  waiver  is  necessary. 

An  application,  approved  by  the  state 
agency,  is  pending  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Frese  said  10  mothers  started  on  the 
program  in  the  12  month  period  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  Their  assistance  grants  without 
employment  totaled  $2,513  monthly.  After 
employment  they  totaled  $1,807,  a  reduction 
of  $706. 
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"When  the  project  was  implemented  I 
thought  that  with  the  increased  grants  most 
of  the  working  mothers  would  stay  on  the 
welfare  rolls,"  said  Mr.  Frese.  "It  didn't  work 
that  way. 

"A  great  majority  of  the  women  had  a  de- 
sire to  be  self-sustaining  and  'Operation  Fair 
Play'  enabled  them  to  get  over  the  hump. 

"By  being  gainfully  employed,  the  working 
mother  greatly  enhances  her  chances  for  re- 
marriage. A  man  is  more  apt  to  marry  a  wom- 
an with  children  if  she  is  earning  part  of  her 
needs  rather  than  depending  100  per  cent  on 
welfare." 

Sixteen  of  the  33  persons  who  were  able  to 
leave  the  welfare  program  after  participating 
in  "Operation  Fair  Play"  did  so  because  of  re- 
marriage. Five  others  did  so  because  of  better 
income. 

Mr.  Frese  said  case  workers  in  counseling 
with  clients  found  that  many  of  the  mothers 
receiving  aid  to  dependent  children  would 
like  to  earn  part  of  their  income. 

Eight  of  the  19  persons  who  dropped  from 
the  program  but  are  still  receiving  assistance 
did  so  because  of  a  reduction  in  force.  Seven 
dropped  because  of  illness. 

Occupations  of  the  current  participants 
include  nine  waitresses,  four  clerks,  three 
laundry  workers,  two  sales  clerks,  two  cash- 
iers, and  one  each  beautician,  bus  driver, 
clerk-typist,  and  telephone  operator. 

Occupations  of  the  52  persons  who  partici- 
pated in  "Operation  Fair  Play"  since  its  be- 
ginning, but  are  no  longer  enrolled,  included 
18  waitresses,  eight  maids,  five  laundry 
workers,  four  each  telephone  operators, 
clerks  and  cooks,  two  dispatchers,  and  one 
each  auditor,  beautician,  bookkeeper,  cafe- 
teria supervisor,  nurse's  aid,  secretary, 
stenographer. 

Mr.  Larson  said  Senator  Abraham  Ribicoff, 
former  secretary  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare,  has  introduced  an  amendment  to 
the  Social  Security  act  which  would  allow 
mothers  receiving  aid  to  dependent  children 
to  retain  the  first  $50  of  income  without 
deduction  from  her  welfare  grant. 

"If  the  bill  passes  we  will  have  to  follow 
the  federal  law  and  "Operation  Fair  Play" 
would  become  a  moot  point  because  it  ac- 
complishes the  same  thing,"  Mr.  Larson  said. 

If  the  Geary  county  project  is  imple- 
mented statewide  a  waiver  of  federal  regula- 
tions will  not  be  necessary,  according  to 
Mr.  Larson.  The  waiver  is  necessary  only 
when  the  rules  are  not  applied  to  all  coun- 
ties of  the  state. 

Mr.  Frese  said  the  local  project  has  had  the 
full  support  and  encouragement  of  the  Geary 
county  commissioners,  who  comprise  the 
county  social  welfare  board,  since  its  in- 
ception. 

"The  county  welfare  director,  case  workers 
and  members  of  the  state  welfare  depart- 
ment staff  put  in  extra  work  so  that  extra 
federal  funds  weren't  needed,"  Mr.  Frese 
said.  "This  is  work  all  were  willing  to  do  be- 
cause they  believed  in  the  program. 

"One  of  the  things  that  pleases  me  the 
most  is  that  there  hasn't  been  one  word  of 
criticism  of  "Operation  Fair  Play"  from  citi- 
zens of  the  county  and  we  have  received  a 
lot  of  support  from  community  leaders." 

Taking  part  in  a  review  October  11,  of  the 
program's  first  two  years  were  Miss  Shiveley; 
Miss  Ruth  Lainge,  director,  public  assistance 
division,  Mrs.  Annabelle  Long,  home  econ- 
omist, both  of  Topeka,  and  Mrs.  Miriam  P. 
Harper,  social  service  supervisor,  division  of 
field  services,  state  department  of  social  wel- 
fare. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas 
that  his  people  who  pioneered  in  this 
project  are  entitled  to  our  consideration 
and  applause.  Its  success  bears  out  what 
I  have  always  contended:  That  Kansas 
is  next  to  the  best  State  in  the  Union. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  shall  discuss  this  measure  in 
more  detail  at  a  later  time,  but  I  do  wish 
to  point  out  certain  facts. 

So  that  we  may  understand  the  scope 
of  the  pending  bill  I  point  out  that  it 
would  provide  for  approximately  $6.5  bil- 
lion in  benefits  when  it  becomes  fully  op- 
erative. These  are  payments  over  and 
beyond  the  amount  provided  for  in  the 
existing  law. 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  would  have  increased 
benefits  in  the  first  full  year  of  opera- 
tions by  $3.2  billion. 

The  bill  with  amendments  as  reported 
by  the  Finance  Committee,  when  it  gets 
into  the  first  full  year  of  operaitons, 
would  cost  practically  double.  It  would 
produce  increased  benefits  of  $3.5  billion 
in  1968,  $5.8  billion  in  1969,  and  $6.2  bil- 
lion in  1970. 

These  are  extra  benefits  that  will  be 
paid  from  the  trust  fund.  In  addition, 
there  will  be  increased  payments  under 
the  welfare  sections  of  the  bill,  which  in 
the  first  full  year  of  operation,  1969,  will 
cost  around  $700  million. 

Much  has  been  said  by  the  President 
and  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
about  their  concern  over  inflation.  There 
has  been  a  suggestion  that  we  should 
even  enact  a  10-percent  surtax  to  combat 
the  inflation  and  to  help  the  Government 
finance  its  operations.  This  deficit  today 
is  estimated  at  $20  billion  to  $25  billion 
annually. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  pend- 
ing bill  has  a  directly  opposite  effect. 
The  pending  bill  would  provide  for  a 
period  of  9  months  in  the  calendar  year 
1968  additional  benefits  of  $3.5  billion, 
assuming  that  the  first  payment  is  on 
April  1. 

It  provides  additional  benefits  in  1969 
of  $5.8  billion  over  and  beyond  the  exist- 
ing law. 

This  bill  would  provide  additional 
benefits  in  1970  of  $6.2  billion. 

This  would  amount  to  a  total  of  $15.5 
billion  in  extra  payments  for  the  first 
3  years  of  operation. 

To  offset  this  cost  the  pending  bill 
would  raise  taxes  during  that  same  3- 
year  period  sufficient  to  provide  addi- 
tional revenue  over  and  beyond  that  pro- 
vided for  under  existing  law.  In  1968  it 
would  increase  revenue  by  $1.6  billion 
in  additional  taxes;  in  1969,  $2.6  billion; 
in  1970,  $3.1  billion.  This  would  amount 
to  a  total  of  $7,300,000,000  in  additional 
taxes  over  and  beyond  what  would  be 
collected  under  the  existing  law  in  the 
first  3  years  of  its  operations. 

That  means  that  additional  benefits  in 
the  amount  of  $15.5  million  would  be 
paid  out.  We  would  raise  $7.3  billion  of 
that  in  new  taxes.  Thus  this  bill  would 
pump  an  extra  $8.2  billion  into  the 
economy  in  the  next  3  years  over  and 
beyond  the  amount  which  would  be 
pumped  into  the  economy  under  exist- 
ing law. 

I  recognize  that  as  we  deal  with  a 
social  security  measure  and  consider  pro- 
viding the  revenue  to  pay  for  the  new 


benefits  we  do  not  plan  to  regulate  the 
economy,  and  we  should  not.  However, 
we  do  have  to  take  into  effect  the  impact 
the  law  would  have  on  the  economy  if 
enacted. 

When  we  examine  the  effect  in  1971  we 
find  that  the  pending  bill  provides  addi- 
tional benefits  of  $6.5  billion  over  the 
amount  in  the  existing  law,  and  the 
additional  tax  revenue  in  1971  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  tax  formula  under  the  pend- 
ing bill  would  be  $6.3  billion. 

So  it  would  practically  cancel  out, 
within  $200  million,  in  1971.  Beginning 
in  1972,  the  additional  benefits  would  be 
$6.4  billion  whereas  the  additional  taxes 
levied  under  the  bill  are  $8.8  billion.  In 
this  year  an  extra  $2.4  billion  would  be 
added  to  the  trust  fund. 

Under  the  Hartke-Long  tax  plan  we 
would  collect  in  taxes  $2.4  billion  more  in 
1972  than  we  would  pay  out  in  benefits. 
This  would  be  done  in  order  to  replace 
the  loss  in  the  trust  fund  as  a  result  of 
the  first  3  years  of  operations,  when  we 
would  be  paying  out  $8.2  billion  more 
than  we  took  in. 

This  is  what  has  been  referred  to  as 
the  Hartke-Long  fly-now,  pay-later  tax 
plan. 

I  point  out  that  the  pending  bill  does 
not  reduce  taxes  one  iota  from  the  tax 
formula  which  was  first  approved  by  the 
Finance  Committee  by  a  vote  of  10  to  6 
the  week  before  the  pending  bill  was  re- 
ported. 

All  that  the  Hartke-Long  tax  formula 
does  is  to  change  the  effective  date  of  the 
taxes  so  that  the  effective  date  of  the 
increase  in  these  taxes  would  come  after 
the  1968  elections,  not  before. 

However,  the  effective  date  of  the  ben- 
efits would  begin  April  1,  1968,  or  7 
months  before  the  election. 

The  increased  benefits  would  be  re- 
ceived before  the  election,  but  the  in- 
creased taxes  to  pay  for  this  increase 
would  not  take  effect  until  January  1, 
1969,  and  beginning  in  1972  the  full  im- 
pact of  the  tax  load  would  go  into  effect. 

Why  should  the  tax  and  the  benefits 
not  be  effective  the  same  date? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  listened  to  the  arguments  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
and  found  them  to  be  very  persuasive 
statements,  so  much  so  that,  from  my 
point  of  view,  I  voted  for  at  least  a  part 
of  the  measure.  At  one  time  I  voted  to 
impose  a  tax  of  as  high  as  5  percent,  to 
be  matched  by  5  percent,  starting  next 
year  to  pay  not  only  for  everything  that 
the  House  did  and  that  the  Senate  did, 
but  also  to  increase  the  surplus  flowing 
into  the  fund. 

Having  voted  that  way,  I  realized  that 
it  would  be  a  very  heavy  tax  increase  and 
would  be  levied  in  a  highly  retrogressive 
manner,  one  that  would  hit  harder  on 
the  workingman  than  any  other  tax. 

I  felt  it  would  be  rather  useless  for  the 
Senate  to  think  that  we  could  make  the 
House  levy  a  tax  to  pay  for  what  the 
House  does  if  the  House  does  not  see  fit 
to  do  it  themselves.  I  am  constrained  to 
believe  that  the  House  would^  not  have 
accepted  any  big  increase  in  the  rate, 
even  if  we  had  voted  it  and  taken  it  to 
them. 
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I  assume  that  the  Senate  will  sustain 
us,  but  we  did  vote  to  raise  the  tax  by 
enough  to  pay  for  the  increased  benefits 
that  we  voted  for  this  next  year,  1968. 

It  seems  to  me  that,  at  least  to  that  ex- 
tent, I  was  doing  what  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  wanted  me  to  do.  I  was  voting 
to  pay  for  everything  we  voted  to  put  in 
the  bill. 

We  voted  to  raise  the  tax  next  year  to 
pay  for  all  of  the  benefits  we  placed  in 
the  bill  that  year.  So  to  that  extent 
we  were  following  the  John  Williams 
doctrine. 

I  am  somewhat  dismayed  that,  having 
done  so,  we  did  not  attract  the  support 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  thought 
we  were  doing  it  the  way  he  wanted  us 
to  do  it. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  these  benefits 
will  be  expensive  and  my  guess  is  that  in 
the  future  years  we  shall  probably  be 
compelled  to  take  a  look  and  see  whether 
we  should  try  to  fund  this  program  com- 
pletely with  the  payroll  taxes  or  consider 
looking  at  some  other  source  of  revenue, 
the  more  general  revenues,  or  some  less 
regressive  tax  with  which  to  pay  for  a 
part  of  these  benefits. 

I  thought  that,  to  a  very  large  extent, 
we  did — and  certainly  I  did — vote  to  sup- 
port the  position  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  have  liked  us  to  take. 

A  rate  high  enough  to  do  what  the 
Senator  would  have  liked  to  do,  I  believe, 
would  have  been  extremely  high.  I  believe 
he  will  agree  that  we  are  following  a  posi- 
tion that  will  allow  us  to  pay  for  every- 
thing that  the  House  voted  and  every- 
thing that  the  Senate  committee  voted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  for  his  remarks.  He  did  vote 
for  the  so-called  Williams  formula  which 
would  put  this  program  on  a  pay-as-you- 
go  basis.  I  appreciated  his  support  for 
the  brief  time  I  had  it.  I  only  regret  that 
he  reversed  his  position.  If  he  had  stood 
pat  we  would  be  together  today. 

When  the  Senator  points  out  that  the 
Senate  committee  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  the  Senator  will  yield,  I  regret 
to  say  that  I  am  afraid  we  would  not  be 
together  today. 

I  detected  this  difference  as  we  pro- 
ceeded with  the  deliberations.  I  believe 
the  Senator's  position  would  have  been 
that,  while  he  is  in  favor  of  those  of  us 
on  our  side  voting  to  fund  immediately 
everything  we  propose  to  do  from  now 
into  the  future,  as  well  as  everything 
that  the  House  would  do,  he  did  not  in- 
tend to  vote  for  that  much  tax  because 
he  did  not  want  to  vote  for  that  much 
in  benefits. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  was 
and  still  am  in  favor  of  a  12y2-percent 
increase  in  social  security  benefits  and 
stand  willing  to  vote  not  only  for  these 
benefits  but  also  for  the  necessary  tax 
to  pay  for  them.  My  argument  is  that 
the  same  Senators  who  want  to  increase 
the  benefits  should  provide  a  method  of 
financing  with  the  effective  date  of  such 
taxes  to  be  the  same  day  as  the  benefits. 
Then  when  Members  of  the  Senate  go 
back  home  and  stand  on  the  platform 
boasting  to  their  constituents  of  all  the 
increased  benefits  we  are  giving  them 


they  can  look  at  us  and  say,  "Yes,  but 
you  also  raised  our  taxes." 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  wants  to 
distribute  the  benefits  before  election 
and  have  the  tax  go  into  effect  after  the 
election. 

Much  has  been  said  about  a  5-percent 
wage  tax  being  regressive;  5  percent  is 
a  staggering  tax  rate,  but  I  call  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  formula  it  goes  not  to  5  percent 
but  to  5.2  percent  in  1971. 

Under  the  Hartke-Long  plan  it  goes 
to  4.8  percent  in  1969,  just  60  days  after 
the  election.  It  goes  to  5.65  percent  in 
1973.  It  goes  to  5.7  percent  in  1976.  The 
Hartke-Long  plan  would  jump  to  5.8  per- 
cent in  1980  and  thereafter. 

It  is  true  that  the  tax  rate  would  in- 
crease somewhat  under  existing  law,  but 
it  is  an  indisputable  fact  that  the  Hartke- 
Long  tax  formula  increases  taxes  a  sub- 
stantial percentage  for  the  individual 
wage  earner  over  both  the  existing  law 
and  the  rates  in  the  bill  as  it  was  ap- 
proved by  the  House. 

In  fact,  unless  reversed  by  the  Senate 
the  Hartke-Long  tax  formula  for  1968 
may  go  down  in  history  as  the  largest 
social  security  tax  increase  ever  approved 
by  the  Congress. 

Let  us  examine  this  Hartke-Long  new 
tax  plan.  In  1969  a  man  earning  $8,800 
would  pay  45  percent  more  wage  tax 
than  he  is  paying  in  1967.  In  1972  a  man 
earning  $8,000  would  pay  43  percent 
more  tax.  A  man  earning  $10,800  under 
the  Hartke-Long  formula  would  pay  93.4 
percent  more  wage  tax  in  1972  than  he 
pays  today.  A  man  earning  $1,000  in 
1972  would  have  an  18-percent  increase 
in  his  wage  tax  over  the  1967  rates  under 
the  Hartke-Long  formula. 

I  mention  this  to  show  that  the 
Hartke-Long  formula  is  not  a  tax  re- 
duction as  it  has  been  hailed.  It  is  only  a 
tax  postponement  with  the  real  impact 
coming  after  the  Members  have  been  re- 
elected. So  let  us  get  it  straight.  Taxes 
would  not  be  reduced  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  formula;  they  are  only  being  post- 
poned. Taxes  would  be  increased. 

Why  not  let  the  voters  in  Louisiana,  in 
Delaware,  and  in  every  other  State  know 
that  when  Members  of  Congress  voted 
for  the  benefits  they  also  voted  for  the 
tax  increase. 

What  is  wrong  with  a  little  truth  in 
Government? 

As  one  Member  of  the  Senate,  I  have 
become  rather  impatient  with  a  group 
of  free-wheeling  spenders  who  vote  for 
the  benefits  and  then  shout,  "Hallelujah. 
Look  at  what  we  are  giving  away";  and 
then  the  next  moment  shed  crocodile 
tears  for  the  poor  taxpayer.  Let  the 
record  be  clear  to  the  taxpayer  before 
the  votes  are  counted  in  November. 

Certainly  the  Hartke-Long  formula  is 
more  harsh  than  the  existing  law.  The 
Hartke-Long  formula  provides  for  taxes 
much  higher  than  the  House  bill.  All 
their  new  plan  does  is  to  delay  the  day 
of  reckoning. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  rates  to  which  the  Senator  has  made 
reference — he  can  call  them  the  Hartke- 


Long  rates  if  he  wishes — were  sent  to  us 
by  the  House.  We  did  not  change  it  a  bit. 
All  we  did  was  to  take  out  the  final  in- 
crease, so  that  in  the  end  the  rates  under 
the  bill  the  committee  reported  do  not 
wind  up  as  high  as  they  do  under  the 
House  bill.  We  did  not  raise  any  of  them. 
That  is  what  the  House  did,  and  the  Sen- 
ator said  he  was  prepared  to  vote  for  that. 

The  difference  is  that  we  provide  that 
the  rates  would  apply  against  a  higher 
wage  base,  and  we  provide  that  those  who 
pay  on  that  higher  base  will  have  bene- 
fits that  will  be  geared  to  the  higher 
base,  so  that  they  will  have  higher  bene- 
fits than  they  would  have  if  they  were 
not  paying  at  the  higher  base. 

May  I  also  suggest  to  the  Senator  that 
when  he  says  we  want  to  pay  now  and 
fly  later  

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There  is 
quite  a  difference.  This  is  a  fly-now-and- 
pay-later  plan. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  We  do  not  do 
it  that  way  at  all.  The  1968  tax  would  go 
into  effect  in  January,  and  we  have  raised 
the  wage  base  to  $8,000  beginning  in 
January,  and  people  would  begin  paying 
at  the  higher  base.  So  they  would  be  pay- 
ing more  taxes  beginning  in  January,  and 
they  would  not  begin  receiving  the  higher 
benefits  until  April.  That  is  when  they 
would  get  their  first  checks. 

So  that,  on  the  contrary,  far  from  fly- 
ing now  and  paying  later,  we  pay  in  Jan- 
uary and  start  flying  in  April.  So  that 
we  put  the  tax  ahead  of  the  benefits.  We 
adopt  the  Williams  formula  with  a  venge- 
ance, and  we  proceed  then  to  say  that 
additional  benefits  go  into  effect  in  Jan- 
uary 1969,  when  the  tax  goes  up;  and, 
once  again,  it  is  fully  fimded,  and  the 
people  start  paying  the  tax  in  January. 
In  that  instance  they  do  it  exactly  ac- 
cording to  the  Williams  formula — they 
pay  more  taxes  in  January,  and  they  re- 
ceive a  larger  check  in  April. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  One 
group,  whose  earnings  are  over  $6,600, 
starts  paying  taxes  in  January  1968  and 
pays  taxes  for  12  months;  but  beginning 
in  April  in  9  months  you  would  spend  $1.9 
billion  more  than  they  would  pay  in  the 
entire  12  months.  There  would  be  $3.5 
billion  more  paid  out  in  benefits  before 
the  election  against  extra  taxes  collected 
of  $1.6  billion.  That  is  based  on  the  com- 
mittee bill.  You  would  pay  out  $3.5  bil- 
lion in  9  months  under  the  committee 
bill  as  reported,  and  you  would  collect 
$1.6  billion  in  the  full  12  months'  opera- 
tion. So  that  the  benefits  paid  out  in  9 
months  under  the  committee  bill  exceed 
the  tax  collected  in  the  12  months  of 
1968  by  $1.9  billion. 

In  1969  the  additional  benefits  paid 
out  would  be  $5.8  billion,  and  the  addi- 
tional tax  collected  would  be  $2.6  billion; 
or  $3.2  billion  more  would  be  paid  out 
in  1969  than  would  be  raised  in  revenue. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  should 
like  to  complete  this  statement,  because 
I  believe  the  chairman  should  under- 
stand it. 

In  1970  $6.2  billion  would  be  paid  out, 
and  $3.1  billion  would  be  collected — an 
additional  $3.1  billion  paid  out  in  1969. 

All  together  in  the  3 -year  period  there 
would  be  $8,2  billion  more  paid  out  in 
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benefits  than  -would  be  received  in  taxes. 
This  is  an  extra  $8  billion  being  pumped 
into  the  economy. 

Then  it  would  be  reversed  under  the 
Hartke-Long  formula.  In  1971  it  would 
be  practically  even.  There  would  be  $6.5 
billion  paid  out  and  $6.3  billion  col- 
lected. But  in  1972  you  would  pay  out  $6.4 
billion  and  you  would  collect  $8.8  billion 
in  new  taxes.  In  other  words  in  1972  you 
would  pick  up  S2.4  billion  extra,  and  that 
would  be  used  to  pay  back  the  deficiency 
that  is  being  created  in  the  years  1968, 
1969.  and  1970.  In  the  next  5  years  under 
the  Hartke-Long  tax  plan  you  would  col- 
lect approximately  $2  billion  per  year 
over  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  and 
over  what  would  be  paid  out  in  extra 
benefits  approved  in  this  same  bill. 

I  believe  these  features  should  be 
pointed  out. 

So  far  as  the  increased  benefits  are 
concerned,  for  these  newly  taxed  $10,800 
wa-ge  earners,  it  is  true  that  as  the  base 
rate  is  raised  to  $10,800  their  social  secu- 
rity benefits  would  be  computed  at  a 
higher  figure.  I  know  that  Commissioner 
Ball  had  a  table  showing  how  specta-cular 
the  increase  in  retirement  benefits  would 
be  for  the  $10,800  man  under  the  Admin- 
istration bill  as  compared  with  existing 
law. 

But  what  the  Senator  did  not  point  out 
is  that  that  increase,  which  was  empha- 
sized so  much  by  Commissioner  Ball,  an 
increase  which  is  emphasized  so  much, 
here  today  by  the  committee  report,  will 
not  become  effective  for  that  man  until 
the  year  2008.  It  will  be  40  years  from  the 
effective  date  of  the  bill  before  the  max- 
imum benefits,  as  provided  in  the  bill  can 
be  collected.  They  are  graduated  upward, 
but  the  worker  will  start  to  pay  the  max- 
imum tax  in  1972,  while  the  bill  dangles 
in  front  of  him  maximum  benefits  that 
he  will  be  lucky  to  collect  in  the  year 
2008.  if  he  is  then  hving. 

He  pays  the  tax,  but  he  will  not  have 
his  benefits  increased  proportionately. 
They  will  be  increased  somewhat,  surely; 
but  they  will  not  be  increased  to  the  full 
extent  to  offset  his  extra  taxes  paid. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
table  which  was  compiled  with  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Joint  Committee  on  In- 
ternal Revenue  Taxation. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

CONGRESS    OF   THE   UNITED  STATES, 
JOINT   COitMXITEE   ON"  INTERNAL 

Revenue  Taxation, 

Washington,  November  13,  1967. 
Hon,  John  J.  Wm-iAiis, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  Enclosed,  are  the 
two  tables  you  requested  this  morning. 

The  first  table  gives  the  actual  OASDI 
and  HI  tax  rates,  maximum  earnings  subject 
to  tax  and  tax  liability  for  1937-1967  and 
the  rates,  earnings,  and  liability  from  1968 
on  as  adopted  by  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee. The  time  periods  have  been  grouped 
in  the  manner  requested. 


The  second  table  compares,  for  wage  or    Committee  version  of  H.R.  12080  for  each 
salary  levels  of  $8,000,  $9,000,  $10,000,  and     of  the  years  from  1968  on. 
$11,000,  OASDI  and  HI  tax  liabUity  under  Sincerely  yours, 

present  law,  under  the  House  version,  and  La-ctrence  N.  Woodworth. 

under  the    (Hartke  Plan)    Senate  Finance  (Enclosures.) 

OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  RATES,  BASE,  AND  LIABILITY 
APPLICABLE  TO  EMPLOYEES;  SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME;  1937—80  AND  AFTER  1 

Wage  or  salary  income 

Years  Rate     Base  5  

(percent)  $3,000  $4,000  $5,000  $6,000   $8,000  $10,000  $12,000 


Roosevelt  administration:  1937  to  1945.   1  $3,000  $30.00  $30  $30.00  $30.00  $30.00  $30.00  $30.00 

Truman  administration: 

1945  to  1949    1  3, 000  30. 00  30  30. 00  30. 00  30. 00  30. 00  30. 00 

1950   1.5  3.000  45.00  45  45.00  45.00  45.00  45.00  45.00 

1951  to  1952     1.5  3, 600  45. 00  54  54. 00  54.  00  54. 00  54. 00  54.  00 

Eisenhower  administration: 

1953     1.5  3,600  45.00  54  54.00  54.00  54.00  54.00  54.00 

1954.    2  3.600  60.00  72  72.00  72.00  72.00  72.00  72.00 

1955  to  1956     2  4,200  60.00  80  «4. 00  84.00  84.00  84.00  84.00 

1957  to  1958   2. 25  4, 200  67. 50  9  0  94. 50  94. 50  94. 50  94. 50  94. 50 

1959    2.5  4,800  75.00  100  120.00  120.00  120.00  120.00  120.00 

1960    3  4,800  90.00  120  144.00  144.00  144.00  144.00  144.00 

Kennedy  administration: 

1961     3  4,800  90.00  120  144.00  144.00  144.00  144.00  144.00 

1962     3.125  4,800  93.75  125  150.00  150.00  150.00  150.00  150.00 

1963    3.625  4,800  103.75  145  174.00  174.00  174.00  174.00  174.00 

Johnson  administration: 

1964-65       3.625  4.800  108.75  145  174.00  174.00  174.00  174.00  174.00 

1965    4.2  6,600  126.00  168  210.00  252.00  277.20  277.20  277.20 

1967   4.4  6,600  132.00  176  220.00  264.00  290.40  290.40  290.40 

Hartke-Long  tax  plan: 

1968  ___    4.4  8,000  132.00  176  220.00  264.00  352.00  352.00  352.  CO 

1969  to  1970     4.8  8,800  144.00  192  240.00  288.00  384.00  422.40  422.40 

1971   5.2  8,800  156.00  208  260.00  312.00  416.  CO  457.60  457.60 

1972     5.2  10,800  156.00  208  260.00  312.00  416.00  520.00  561.60 

1973  to  1975   5.65  10,800  169.50  226  282.50  339.  CO  452.00  565.00  610.20 

1976  to  1979   5.7  10,800  171.00  228  285.00  342.00  456.00  570.00  615.60 

1980  and  after     5.  8  1  0,  800  174.  CO  232  290.  00  348.  00  464.  00  580.  00  625.  40 


1  1937-67,  actual;  1968  and  after,  as  adopted  by  Senate  Finance  Committee. 
5  Maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax. 

Source:  Statistics  furnished  by  Joint  Committee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation,  Nov.  13,  1967. 


OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND 
BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  LIABILITY  OF  EM- 
PLOYEES, UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  HOUSE 
VERSION  AND  SENATE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  VERSION 
OF  H.R.  12080,  1968-87  AND  AFTER;  SELECTED  LEVELS  OF 
WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME 


Wage  or  Present    House  Hartke- 

salary  Year  law         bill  Long 

income  tax  plan 


$8,000....   1968   $290.40  $334.40 

1969-70   323. 40  364.  80 

1971     323.40  395.20 

1972   323. 40  395. 20 

1973-75   356. 40  429. 40 

1976-79    359.70  433.20 

1980-86    366.30  440.80 

1987  and  after   372.90  448.40 

$9,000....   1958  _   290.40  334.40 

1969-70   323. 40  364.  80 

1971   323.40  395.20 

1972   323.40  395.20 

1973-75   356. 40  429. 40 

1976-79   359.70  433.20 

1980-86   356. 30  440. 80 

1987  and  after   372. 90  448. 40 

$10,000        1968   290.40  334.40 

1969-70....   323.40  364.80 

1971   323.40  395.20 

1972    323.40  395.20 

1973-75   356. 40  429. 40 

1976-79   359.70  433.20 

1980-86    366. 30  440. 80 

1987  and  after   372.90  448.40 

J11.000        1968    390.40  334.40 

1969-70   323. 40  364.  80 

1971   323.40  395.20 

1972   323. 40  395.  20 

1973-75    356. 40  429. 40 

1976-79  _   359.70  433.20 

1980-S6_   356.30  440.80 

1987  and  after   372.90  448.40 


$352. 00 
384.00 
416.00 
416. 00 
452.  00 

456.  00 
454.00 
464.00 
352.00 
422.40 

457.  60 
468.00 
508. 50 
513. 00 

:: 

522.00 
352.00 
422.40 
457.  60 
520.  00 
565.00 

r:  :c 

580.00 

ss:. 

352.00 
422.40 
457. 60 
561. 60 
610. 20 
615.63 
616.  -j 
626.40 


Source:  Statistics  furnished  by  the  staff  of  the  Joint  Com- 
mittee on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  table  shows  the  back- 


ground of  taxes  paid  by  the  wage  earner 
of  S3. 000,  $4,000,  S5,000,  $6,000,  S8.000, 
$10,000,  and  $12,000.  It  shows  what  he 
paid,  first,  under  the  Roosevelt  admin- 
istration from  1937  to  1945;  then  under 
the  Truman  administration  from  1945 
to  1952;  under  the  Eisenhower  adminis- 
tration from  1953  to  1960,  under  the 
Kennedy  administration  from  1961  to 
1963,  and  under  the  Johnson  adminis- 
tration from  1964  through  1967,  and  then 
the  tax  as  it  will  be  in  the  years  to  come 
under  the  Hartke-Long  formula. 

As  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Curtis]  has  pointed  out,  the  largest  tax 
increase  is  in  the  middle-income  group; 
for  example,  the  worker  earning  $10,000, 
in  1967  will  pay  a  tax  of  $290.40.  Under 
the  Hartke-Long  formula  the  same  per- 
son would  pay  a  tax  in  1980  of  $580,  or 
a  100-percent  increase.  That  is  quite  an 
increase  under  the  Hartke-Long  formula. 

A  wage  earner  who  is  making  $6,000 
today  is  paying  $264;  in  1980  and  there- 
after he  will  be  paying  $348. 

A  wage  earner  who  is  earning  $5,000 
and  paying  $220  today,  under  the 
Hartke-Long  formula  in  1980  will  be 
paying  $290. 

A  wage  earner  who  earns  $4,000  today 
and  is  passing  $176,  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  proposal  would  pay  $232  in  1980. 

A  $3,000  wage  earner — a  person  just 
skimming  the  poverty  level  as  defined  by 
the  administration — is  paying  $132  wage 
tax  today,  and  under  the  Hartke-Long 
formula  he  would  pay  $174  in  1980. 


S 16522 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  November  15,  1967 


The  man  with  $12,000  in  income  jumps 
from  $290.40  to  $626.40,  or  a  115-percent 
increase  under  the  Hartke-Long  formula. 

The  year  1968  happens  to  be  an  elec- 
tion year,  and  it  is  significant  that  in 
1968  there  will  be  no  tax  increase  for 
those  earnings  $6,600  or  less  and  that 
there  is  only  a  slight  increase  for  those 
earning  over  $6,600  a  year. 

Two-thirds  of  the  wage  earners,  or  45 
million  to  50  million  wage  earners,  can 
be  thankful  that  under  this  bill  they  will 
have  no  increase  in  wage  taxes  during 
1968.  They  can  feel  very  comfortable  for 
all  of  1968,  or  until  after  they  have  voted, 
but  after  those  votes  are  counted  they 
had  better  be  ready,  because  effective 
January  1,  1969,  the  Hartke-Long  tax  in- 
crease will  be  there.  Under  the  Hartke- 
Long  tax  plan  taxes  are  increased  far 
more  than  under  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  President,  this  record  should  be 
clear  to  the  people  as  we  go.  The  House 
bill  does  increase  the  rate  some,  but 
nothing  compared  to  the  increases  un- 
.der  the  Hartke-Long  formula. 

In  the  case  of  the  man  earning  $8,000 
under  the  present  law  in  1968  he  will  pay 
$290.40.  Under  the  House  bill  in  1968,  he 
would  pay  $334.40.  Under  the  Hartke- 
Long  plan  in  1968  he  would  pay  $352. 

This  chart  shows  the  breakdown  for 
each  year  to  1980.  In  1980  this  $8,000 
salary  man  would,  under  existing  law  be 
paying  $366.30;  under  the  House  bill  he 
would  pay  $440.80;  and  under  the 
Hartke-Long  tax  plan  in  1980  he  would 
pay  $464. 

The  $9,000-a-year  man  has  his  taxes 
increased  proportionately  for  1980.  Under 
the  present  law  he  would  pay  $366.30  in 
1980;  under  the  House  bill,  in  1980  he 
would  pay  $440.80,  and  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  plan  he  would  pay  $522.  That  is  an 
increase  of  $82  over  and  above  what  he 
would  pay  under  the  House  bill,  and  $156 
above  what  he  pays  under  the  present 
law. 

The  $10,000-a-year  man  in  1980  under 
the  present  law  would  pay  $366.30,  com- 
pared with  payments  of  $440.80  under  the 
House  bill  and  $580  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  plan,  or  practically  double  the 
$290.40  he  is  paying  in  1967. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  well  for 
these  middle- income  groups,  and  they 
are  the  backbone  of  America,  to  know 
that  under  the  Hartke  plan  the  bulk  of 
the  cost  of  this  $6  billion  bill  is  being 
placed  on  them.  Those  who  are  in  the 
$6,000  to  $12,000  bracket  pay  the  most 
of  the  increased  taxes.  There  is  a  smaller 
part,  perhaps  25  to  30  percent,  being 
placed  on  the  lower  brackets,  but  in  every 
single  instance,  from  the  $3,000-a-year 
man  all  the  way  through,  as  shown  by 
these  charts  there  is  nothing  for  him  to 
look  forward  to  but  taxes  and  more  taxes 
if  this  bill  is  passed.  All  he  gets  from 
the  Johnson  administration  is  the  sym- 
pathy he  got  from  the  majority  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  who  did  not  have 
the  hard  heart  to  put  this  increased  tax 
on  him  before  election  day.  However, 
after  election  day  he  gets  more  tax  in- 
crease under  this  bill  than  he  would 
under  the  House  bill. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Hollings  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
does  the  Senator  subscribe  to  the  views 


expressed  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
who  said  a  short  time  ago  in  this  Cham- 
ber that  he  could  have  voted  for  the  Mills 
bill  but  could  not  vote  for  the  Long  bill, 
as  reported  by  the  committee?  Does  the 
Senator  subscribe  to  that  statement  by 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  that  he 
could  vote  for  the  Mills  bill  which  was 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
by  a  vote  of  414  to  3? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes;  I 
voted  for  that  12  y2 -percent  increase  in 
committee.  I  said  I  would  be  glad  to  vote 
for  the  House  bill  as  a  substitute.  As  the 
Senator  recalls,  the  first  rollcall  vote  we 
had  in  the  committee  was  for  the  pro- 
visions of  the  House  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  correct. 
My  first  motion  was  to  move  the  effective 
date  of  the  payroll  tax  in  the  House  bill 
from  January  1,  1969,  to  make  it  effec- 
tive January  1,  1968.  This  would  have 
increased  the  tax  in  1968,  and  then  de- 
ferred the  next  tax  increase  back  a  year 
or  two  from  1971.  I  said  that  any  bill 
should  be  placed  on  a  pay-as-you-go 
basis.  I  would  support  now  the  proposal 
advocating  such  benefit  increases. 

I  think  there  are  some  benefit  increases 
justified  for  these  elderly  retirees  be- 
cause as  a  result  of  inflation  their  pur- 
chasing power  is  lower.  By  the  same 
token,  let  us  not  create  an  inflationary 
situation  where  we  destroy  the  increase 
we  give  them  in  this  bill  within  12 
months  after  it  is  enacted.  That  is  where 
I  am  concerned  about  pouring  $8  billion 
extra  money  into  the  economy. 

Inflation  is  a  real  threat  in  this  coun- 
try, and  it  will  not  be  checked  by  a  se- 
ries of  new  multibillion-dollar  spending 
programs. 

Look  at  interest  rates  today ;  and  what 
is  these  high  rates?  Excessive  Govern- 
ment borrowing  to  finance  a  multibil- 
lion-dollar deficit. 

Tomorrow  I  will  mention  these  high 
interest  rates  in  a  little  more  detail. 

Inflation  is  a  real  threat  today.  This 
is  the  reason  I  have  been  a  strong  advo- 
cate of  the  position  that  the  Treasury 
Department  should  have  sent  its  tax 
bills  to  Congress  earlier — that  is,  if  the 
administration  really  wants  an  increase 
in  taxes.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  confirm  my  insistence  on  an  early 
decision  on  tax  policies. 

Last  January  the  President  said  he 
would  ask  for  a  6-percent  surtax,  but  in 
February  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
reversed  that  position  when  he  was  testi- 
fying before  our  committee  asking  for  a 
$2  billion  tax  reduction  in  the  form  of 
the  restoration  of  7  percent  investment 
credit. 

Why  this  sudden  reversal  of  position? 

I  was  one  of  two  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate, and  I  think  the  only  member  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  to  oppose  that  $2 
billion  tax  reduction.  I  said  then  that  it 
was  contradictory  to  the  President's  Jan- 
uary message.  I  agree  with  the  Senator; 
I  do  not  think  we  can  justify  a  $2  billion 
tax  reduction  for  one  segment  of  the 
economy  and  then  speak  against  these 
extra  benefits  under  the  pending  bill.  I 
shall  agree  completely  with  that,  but  I 
think  the  Senator  will  admit  that  I  have 
been  consistent  on  the  point  that  we 
must  finance  the  Government.  We 
should  not,  in  my  opinion,  have  ap- 


proved that  tax  reduction ;  however,  once 
having  done  so  I  have  been  urging  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  day  after 
day — I  have  had  several  conferences  with 
him,  telephone  conversations  and  cor- 
respondence^— urging  him  to  get  the  ad- 
ministration's tax  bill  down  here  to  the 
House.  If  he  cannot  get  it  introduced  in 
the  House  then  I  told  him  that  perhaps 
the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee would  want  that  honor,  but  if  he 
would  not  do  it  then  I  will  do  it.  I  re- 
new that  offer  today  whether  I  am  for 
or  against  the  bill;  the  question  should 
be  definitely  decided  before  this  Con- 
gress adjourns.  The  President  is  entitled 
to  have  the  bill  introduced  and  at  least 
given  a  hearing. 

The  ridiculous  part  of  it  is  that  today 
we  have  a  situation  where  for  10  months 
the  President  of  the  United  States  has 
been  speaking  about  how  enthusiastic 
he  is  for  a  tax  increase,  but  to  my  knowl- 
edge he  has  not  sent  a  bill  to  Congress 
yet.  Constituents  of  mine  have  requested 
copies  of  the  tax  bill;  I  must  tell  them 
that  there  is  no  tax  bill,  that  the  ad- 
ministration, at  this  very  moment,  does 
not  have  a  tax  bill  and  has  not  sent  one 
down  to  be  introduced  in  either  the 
House  or  the  Senate. 

I  have  been  here  20  years,  and  I  have 
never  heard  of  a  situation  where  the 
President  of  the  United  States  cannot 
find  one  member  of  his  own  political 
party,  particularly  when  he  controls 
both  House  and  Senate,  sympathetic 
enough  to  his  program  or  who  had  re- 
spect enough  for  the  Office  of  the  Pres- 
ident to  introduce  his  recommended 
legislation,  even  upon  request. 

Time  and  again  bills  have  been  intro- 
duced when  a  Member  would  say  that 
he  may  not  support  it  but  that  the  Pres- 
ident was  entitled  to  consideration.  Bills 
are  introduced  out  of  respect  for  the 
Office  of  the  President. 

I  say  again:  Let  them  send  the  bill 
down  if  they  are  really  serious  and  if 
they  really  want  a  tax  bill  considered. 
Send  it  down,  and  if  the  President's  own 
party  will  not  introduce  his  bill,  I  will 
introduce  it  this  afternoon  or  tomorrow. 
I  will  join  him  in  asking  the  chairman 
of  the  Finance  Committee  to  hold  hear- 
ings in  the  Senate.  Let  us  find  out 
whether  the  administration  is  serious  or 
if  this  is  just  so  much  political  propa- 
ganda. 

Let  us  vote  a  tax  bill  up  or  down  be- 
fore we  go  home  and  remove  the  cloud 
of  uncertainty  which  now  hangs  over 
the  whole  economic  structure  of  this 
country. 

Otherwise,  let  the  Johnson  adminis- 
tration stand  ready  to  accept  100-per- 
cent responsibility  for  the  higher  interest 
rates  and  inflation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware does  not  mean,  does  he,  that  the 
President  is  insisting  on  the  passage  of- 
a  tax  bill  which  he  will  not  submit  to 
the  Congress?  That  does  not  sound  rea- 
sonable. I  suppose  the  Senator  from  Del- 
aware has  some  reason  for  making  that 
statement,  but  it  really  does  not  make 
any  sense  to  anyone  not  a  member  of 
the  committee. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  does 
not  make  sense.  I  have  had  several  re- 
quests from  my  constituents  back  home 
for  copies  of  the  administration  tax  bill, 
but  there  is  no  administration  tax  bill 
which  has  been  introduced  in  either  the 
House  or  the  Senate.  I  have  written  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  about  this 
matter.  I  have  asked  him  to  send  his  bill 
to  the  Congress,  and,  whether  we  are  for 
it  or  against  it,  let  us  vote  it  up  or  down 
before  we  adjourn.  Let  us  settle  the  issue 
or  shut  up  about  it.  If  the  administration 
is  for  it,  at  least  it  should  have  a  bill. 
But  I  repeat,  there  is  no  bill.  There  is  no 
bill  before  Congress  today. 

All  we  are  hearing  from  the  adminis- 
tration is  its  criticism  of  Congress. 

I  said  in  February  that  it  was  contra- 
dictory for  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  come  down  to  Congress  in  Jan- 
uary and  say,  "I  want  a  6-percent  sur- 
charge to  combat  inflation  and  to  help 
balance  the  budget,"  and  then  a  month 
later  to  send  down  a  $2  billion  tax  reduc- 
tion proposal. 

Mr.  President,  to  be  frank,  I  sometimes 
wonder  whether  the  administration  even 
wants  a  tax  bill  now  or  whether  it  is 
more  interested  in  a  political  issue. 

Mr.  President,  never  in  my  20  years  in 
the  Senate  have  I  known  of  a  situation 
where  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  said  so  much  about  any  one  program 
and  done  so  little  about  it.  As  yet  he 
has  not  had  any  Member  of  his  own 
party  in  either  the  House  or  the  Senate 
introduce  his  tax  bill. 

As  a  member  of  the  minority,  I  respect 
the  Office  of  the  President  enough  to 
introduce  his  bill  if  he  really  wants  a 
bill.  In  any  event  it  is  time  to  put  up 
or  shut  up  about  the  question  of  whether 
there  will  or  will  not  be  a  tax  increase 
in  1968. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Protjty] 
wishes  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time, 
I  shall  conclude  my  remarks  by  point- 
ing out  that  as  we  approach  considera- 
tion of  the  pending  bill  we  cannot  sepa- 
rate from  our  minds  what  we  are  doing 
as  it  will  relate  to  the  necessity  for  a 
tax  increase  later  any  more  than  we  can 
act  on  the  bill  which  was  reported  today 
by  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  providing  for  a  $2.6  billion  in- 
crease in  salaries  without  considering 
the  tax  that  will  be  required  to  finance 
that  measure. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  separate  these 
proposals.  I  think  that  if  we  vote  for  in- 
creased social  security  benefits  and  in- 
creased salaries,  it  is  well  for  those  sup- 
porting them,  at  the  same  time,  to  re- 
member that  the  request  for  increased 
taxes  to  finance  them  will  follow.  In  the 
long  run,  whether  the  additional  taxes 
are  increased  wage  taxes,  increases  in 
postal  rates,  or  an  increase  in  income 
taxes,  will  not  make  any  difference,  it 
will  be  increased  taxes  so  far  as  the 
American  citizen  is  concerned. 

That  is  the  reason  I  supported  in  com- 
mittee a  proposal  to  make  the  effective 
date  of  the  tax  to  pay  for  the  benefits  the 
same  day  as  the  benefits. 

An  amendment  to  carry  out  that  ob- 
jective will  be  offered  before  we  dispose 
of  the  pending  bill. 


Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  has  convened  to  commence  con- 
sideration of  a  piece  of  legislation  which 
is  not  only  vitally  important,  but  also  for 
the  first  time  in  many  years,  of  superior 
quality.  I  speak  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  which  he  before  us 
today.  The  Finance  Committee  has  care- 
fully considered  and  reported  a  multi- 
plicity of  amendments,  all  of  import.  I 
am  particularly  overjoyed,  however,  by 
the  inclusion  in  the  bill  of  the  provision 
which  raises  all  retirement  benefits  by  15 
percent  and  the  minimum  benefits  to  a 
respectable  S70  monthly.  I  congratulate 
the  Finance  Committee  for  its  action  and 
pledge  my  wholehearted  support  to  this 
provision. 

This  is  the  12th  time  in  32  years  that 
the  Senate  has  amended  the  Social 
Security  Act.  If  the  present  amendments 
are  enacted  into  law.  they  will  constitute 
the  most  massive  adjustment  in  benefits 
to  date.  These  days  in  future  years  may 
well  be  recorded  as  a  time  of  critical  im- 
portance in  the  annals  of  social  security 
legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  eminent  Canadian 
statesman,  W.  L.  Mackenzie  King,  once 
said: 

The  era  of  freedom  will  be  achieved  only 
as  social  security  and  human  welfare  become 
the  main  concern  of  men  and  nations. 

We  in  the  United  States  have  always 
recognized  that  social  security  and 
human  welfare  are  major  concerns.  The 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
over  30  years  ago,  represented  a  com- 
mitment at  the  national  level  to 
efficiently  and  effectively  provide  social 
security  and  human  welfare. 

The  Social  Security  Act,  which  has 
provided  both  social  insurance  and  social 
assistance,  has  been  a  prime  force  in  en- 
abling us  to  move  toward  elimination  of 
certain  human  suffering  and  want.  Prog- 
ress in  this  area  has  only  been  limited 
by  our  national  willingness  and  ability. 
Over  the  years,  however,  I,  for  one,  have 
felt  that  all  too  often  our  national  will- 
ingness to  provide  necessary  security  and 
human  welfare  has  lagged  far  behind  our 
national  ability  to  do  so.  One  such  area 
of  unnecessary  delay  has  been  the  mini- 
mum monthly  social  security  benefit  pro- 
vided older  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  social  security  benefits 
have  been  grossly  inadequate  for  a  num- 
ber of  years,  and  I  take  pride  in  being 
numbered  among  the  ranks  of  those  who 
realized  this  before  1967 — before  1965 — 
even  before  1961.  Others  disagreed,  Mr. 
President,  and  for  this  reason,  the  events 
of  today  are  not  without  their  touches  of 
subtle  irony.  For  example,  is  it  not  ironic, 
Mr.  President,  that  many  Senators  who 
periodically  referred  to  just  such  benefit 
increases  as  a  "shoot  the  moon"  proposal 
now  stand  before  us  asking  all  to  adopt  a 
S70  minimum?  These  same  Senators  were 
dubious  about  the  drastic  nature  of  the 
increases  proposed  by  the  administration 
as  late  as  April  of  this  year.  However, 
they  and  the  members  of  the  Finance 
Committee  have  at  long  last  come  to  the 
realization  that  such  action  was  exceed- 
ingly important  for  the  well-being  of  20 
million  Americans.  We  who  have  long 
known  of  the  great  disparity  between 
need  and  benefit  amount  welcome  the 


administration  and  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee of  the  U.S.  Senate  into  our  midst. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  particularly  for- 
tunate to  be  actually  participating  in  a 
debate  today  which  vindicates  my  own 
suggestion  first  extended  in  1961 — that 
we  should  enact  legislation  establishing 
a  S70  minimum  benefit.  The  plight  of  the 
aged  and  the  meagerness  of  then- 
monthly  pittances  worried  me  and  other 
members  of  this  body  even  before  that 
date,  however.  In  1960, 1  noted  these  facts 
and  urged  action,  saying: 

Testimony  before  the  Senate  Subcommit- 
tee on  Problems  of  the  Aged  and  Aging  has 
shown  that  as  men  and  women  grow  older 
not  only  do  they  need  more  medical  atten- 
tion but  the  cost  of  that  care  increases  at 
the  same  time  that  their  income  decreases. 
Three-fifths  of  our  older  age  group,  or  about 
nine  million  men  and  women  in  the  United 
States,  have  incomes  of  less  than  one  thou- 
sand dollars  a  year. 

Under  our  system  of  a  free  society,  it  can- 
not be  denied  that  the  responsibility 
primarily  belongs  to  the  individual  and  his 
family.  However,  if  the  need  is  shown  to  be 
extensive  among  our  population,  and  the 
consequences  of  failure  to  provide  for  this 
need  affects  society  generally,  then  it  be- 
comes a  social,  as  weU  as  a  personal  problem. 

In  1961,  Mr.  President,  I  determined 
that  mere  concern  for  our  older  Ameri- 
cans was  not  sufficient.  The  conditions 
were  so  bad  that  my  heart  and  conscience 
dictated  affirmative  action.  Consequently, 
I  joined  with  several  other  Senators,  co- 
sponsoring  in  that  year  a  bill  which 
would,  among  other  things,  have  sig- 
nificantly improved  benefits  by  increas- 
ing the  minimum  benefits.  The  magical 
number  suggested  as  the  minimum  was 
$70  monthly. 

Although  this  bill  did  not  succeed,  I 
gather  that  my  efforts  were  not  entirely 
in  vain,  for  in  1962,  our  distinguished 
minority  leader  nominated  me  to  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Problems  of  the 
Aged  and  Aging,  an  appointment  of  great 
importance  to  me. 

Testimony  continued  to  reveal  to  me 
the  diversity  of  needs  confronting  Amer- 
icans over  65.  Prior  to  1962-63 — the  Sen- 
ate was  preoccupied  with  the  medical 
needs  of  the  aged.  Although  thoughts 
about  the  paucity  of  the  minimum  ben- 
efits of  social  security  continued  to 
plague  me,  I  joined  forces  with  others 
seeking  to  evolve  a  workable  medicare 
plan.  However,  my  thoughts  continued 
to  return  to  social  security  benefits.  In 
July  1962, 1  said: 

As  earnings  from  employment  go  down  or 
cease  altogether  most  persons  65  and  over 
must  get  along  on  limited  resources.  It  is 
sad  to  note  that  a  very  high  portion  of  the 
aged  have  incomes  which  fall  far  below  the 
threshold  of  adequacy. 

*  »  *  •  * 

We  have  a  Social  Security  System  because 
there  is  a  great  need  for  it.  As  a  class  the 
aged  have  found  it  difficult  or  impossible  to 
provide  for  their  security  in  old  age.  The 
object  of  the  Social  Security  System  is  to 
replace  some  of  the  wages  lost  because  of  old 
age  disability,  or  death.  The  object  was  to 
provide  income  maintenance  for  a  group 
which  otherwise  would  have  insufficient  in- 
come to  insure  a  decent  and  dignified  exist- 
ence. 

It  became  apparent  late  in  1963  that 
we  would  be  unable  to  reach  a  satis- 
factory agreement  about  a  comprehen- 
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sive  medicare  plan  and  make  it  opera- 
tional until  another  Congress  had  con- 
vened. The  time  seemed  right  to  forge 
ahead  in  attempting  to  secure  signifi- 
cant social  security  increases  and  a 
higher  minimum  monthly  benefit  for 
older  Americans  over  65. 

Mr.  President,  in  August  1964, 1  offered 
the  first  of  numerous  amendments  de- 
signed to  increase  the  minimum  monthly 
social  security  payment  from  $40  a  month 
to  $70  a  month.  I  felt  then — as  I  do  now — 
that  our  Nation,  with  a  gross  national 
product  in  excess  of  half  a  trillion  dollars, 
had  the  ability  to  alleviate  significant 
human  suffering  affecting  our  older  citi- 
zens. As  our  Nation  mouthed  a  willing- 
ness to  wage  war  on  poverty,  it  seemed 
incredible  to  me  that  we  did  not  act 
immediately  to  win  a  major  battle  in  that 
war.  We  could  do  so  by  enacting  legisla- 
tion which  would  provide  5V2  million 
older  Americans  living  in  abject  poverty, 
because  age  and  inflation  have  robbed 
them  of  economic  security,  with  a  greater 
than  subsistence  income.  I  said  in  a 
speech  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate: 

It  is  time  our  government  recognized  that 
there  is  a  severe  gap  between  the  needs  of 
our  elderly  and  their  Social  Security  bene- 
fits. ...  If  we  are  willing  to  spend  a  billion 
dollars  in  a  war  on  poverty  we  must  be  willing 
to  give  $70  to  our  aged  and  infirm. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  memorandum  containing  the  his- 
tory of  my  legislative  attempts  to  raise 
the  minimum  benefit  be  printed  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  my  re- 
iricirks 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  PROUTY.  From  1964  until  the 
present  day,  Mr.  President,  I  have  intro- 
duced similar  bills  every  session  of  the 
Senate.  I  often  felt  discouraged  and  dis- 
heartened about  my  failure  to  secure 
passage  of  a  decent  minimum  benefit — a 
$70  monthly  amount.  As  letters,  facts, 
and  figures  revealing  the  plight  of  older 
Americans  continued  to  pour  in,  how- 
ever, my  resolve  toughened.  I  deter- 
mined to  stand  before  Congress  three  or 
four  times  a  year  until  recognition  of 
their  need  was  sufficient  to  secure  pas- 
sage of  constructive  legislation. 

I  often  felt  that  I  was  batting  my  head 
against  a  brick  wall.  I  felt  as  ineffective 
as  Ionesco's  characters  in  "The  Chairs" 
who  babbled  incoherently  about  the 
solution  of  problems  in  the  world.  I  felt, 
Mr.  President,  like  one  famous  Ameri- 
can who  began  to  roar  with  rage  and 
frustration  after  he  saw  three  old  ladies 
foraging  in  his  garbage  can  for  food. 
Upon  being  requested  to  stop  his  flow 
of  expletive  and  rhetoric,  he  refused, 
saying : 

I'm  going  to  continue  until  the  whole 
country  hears  me. 

I  was  compelled,  Mr.  President,  to 
continue  to  speak  until  opinion  was 
mobilized  toward  the  end  of  enacting 
legislation  which  would  lessen  the  plight 
of  the  retired  American.  I  vowed  "to 
return  to  the  floor  until  equity  and  jus- 
tice was  done  to  the  millions  of  older 
Americans  who  have  been  denied  social 
security."  I  was  undoubtedly  repetitive — 
and  many  Senators  undoubtedly  grew 
fatigued  with  my  words. 


Nevertheless,  I  cannot  help  but  feel 
that  my  words  had  some  impact  and 
swayed  some  opinions. 

In  a  speech  made  in  1966,  after  pas- 
sage of  my  blanketing-in  proposal,  I 
noted : 

It  has  been  said  that  a  journey  of  a 
thousand  miles  must  begin  with  a  single 
step.  We  have  taken  that  one  step  and  we 
are  going  to  make  the  entire  journey. 

Passage  of  the  bill  containing  the  $70 
minimum  benefit  and  the  15-percent 
across-the-board  increase  will  consti- 
tute another  important  step  in  that 
journey. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  are  about  to  take 
another  step  in  our  1,000-mile  journey, 
it  would  not  be  inappropriate  to  con- 
sider exactly  how  far  we  have  come  in 
that  journey  over  the  years  and  to  de- 
termine exactly  where  we  are  headed. 

We  will  naturally  be  presented  with 
alternative  paths,  and  only  if  our  ulti- 
mate goals  are  kept  in  sight,  will  our 
destination  be  reached.  In  other  words, 
Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  briefly  consider 
the  progress  of  and  the  problem  to  social 
security  legislation. 

Over  the  years  since  1935,  there  have 
been  several  basic  structural  changes  in 
the  original  act  which  have  served  to 
redirect  its  thrust  and  to  redefine  its 
scope  and  intent. 

The  first  policy  change  occurred  in 
1939,  when  Congress  shifted  the  em- 
phasis of  the  program  from  a  private 
insurance  principle  approach  whereby 
an  individual  was  given  equity,  to  a  fam- 
ily program  in  which  benefits  were  to 
be  given  to  dependents  and  survivors 
rather  than  exclusively  to  the  worker 
himself. 

The  second  change  took  place  in  1950. 
In  that  year  the  Social  Security  concept 
was  expanded  from  a  plan  in  which 
retired  workers  in  commerce  and  in- 
dustry were  the  prime  beneficiaries  to  a 
universal  plan  in  which  benefits  were 
to  be  given  to  all  individuals  and  fam- 
ilies dependent  upon  earnings  of  any 
kind. 

In  the  third  change,  which  came 
about  in  two  steps  in  1954  and  1956,  new 
programs  were  added  to  the  social  secu- 
rity program  for  the  benefit  of  the  sev- 
erely disabled. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Presiden.t,  we  have 
continually  broadened  the  scope  of  social 
security  to  the  point  where  most  Amer- 
icans over  65  receive  some  benefits.  The 
scope  of  social  security  has  also  been 
broadened  to  include  disabled  workers 
and  dependents  of  deceased  workers. 
The  more  universal  a  program  we  have, 
the  better  it  will  be.  Senator  Robert  Taft 
in  1950  well  expressed  this  sentiment 
when  he  said: 

I  think  the  sooner  we  recognize  that  old- 
age  pensions  are  desired  by  the  people  on 
a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  on  a  universal  basis, 
the  better  off  we  shall  be.  I  think  social  in- 
surance is  not,  in  fact,  insurance.  It  is  not 
anything  in  the  world  but  the  taxing  of  peo- 
ple to  provide  free  services  to  other  people. 

There  remain,  however,  conceptual, 
structural  and  functional  problems  with 
social  security.  For  example,  many  peo- 
ple still  insist  that  social  security  is  sim- 
ilar in  form  to  private  insurance,  which 
It  definitely  is  not.  The  program  is  de- 
cried by  many  as  not  being  as  remunera- 
tive as  insurance  policies  provided  by 


private  industry.  The  law  is  not  struc- 
tured so  that  it  includes  all  Americans. 
The  pi  ogram  is  not  in  my  opinion  utiliz- 
ing the  most  effective  means  of  financ- 
ing. And,  Mr.  President,  the  law  some- 
times functions  to  the  detriment  rather 
than  to  the  benefit  of  some  groups  of 
older  Americans.  Their  problems  must  be 
ironed  out  if  we  are  to  achieve  a  more 
equitable  and  universally  applicable 
system. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  honestly  say  that 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee will  make  significant  and  long 
overdue  improvements  in  the  System. 
However,  the  bill  could  be  improved  in 
some  respects.  In  particular,  I  believe 
that  the  bill  falls  short  in  five  major 
areas. 

First,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the 
committee  bill  contains  an  undesirable 
provision  with  respect  to  the  income  tax 
deduction  formerly  provided  to  individ- 
uals aged  65.  As  you  know,  Mr.  President, 
from  1948  to  1966  taxpayers  65  and  over 
benefited  from  a  provision  which  allowed 
them  to  deduct  the  cost  of  medical  care 
up  to  certain  specified  maximums.  The 
medicare  bill  in  1965,  however,  provided 
for  the  elimination  of  this  special  tax 
deduction  for  calendar  year  1967. 

Mr.  President,  1967  is  here.  Unless  we 
act  now  older  taxpayers  will  suffer  a  tax 
increase  when  they  file  their  returns  next 
spring.  Mr.  President,  I  am  certain  that 
millions  of  older  Americans  will  be  faced 
with  additional  hardships  in  having  to 
pay  taxes  for  items  previously  deduct- 
ible for  17  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that 
the  only  reason  the  special  tax  deduc- 
tion was  deleted  by  the  1965  medicare 
amendment  to  the  social  security  bill 
was  because  of  the  erroneous  assumption 
that  medicare  would  pay  for  100  percent 
of  the  medical  cost.  Medicare  does  not 
cover  100  percent  of  the  medical  expenses 
of  the  older  American.  In  reality,  only 
from  50  percent  to  60  percent  of  costs 
are  covered.  Let  us  consider  what  costs 
must  be  met  by  the  individual  over  65 
himself: 

Under  hospital  medicare  insurance  the 
first  $40  must  be  paid  by  the  individual. 

After  60  days  care,  the  individual. must 
pay  $10  a  day  for  the  next  30  days  of 
treatment. 

Under  medical  insurance,  the  individ- 
ual must  pay  $3  a  day  to  receive  benefits. 

All  drug  costs  except  those  provided  in 
the  hospital  must  be  met  by  the  indi- 
vidual. 

Last  year,  Mr.  President,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  sought  to  retain  the  full 
medical  expenses  deduction  for  individ- 
uals age  65  and  over.  The  committee 
added  an  amendment  to  the  Foreign  In- 
vestors Tax  Act  which  was  designed  to 
prevent  the  tax  restrictions  included  in 
the  1966  medicare  law  from  going  into 
effect.  The  Senate  passed  the  amend- 
ment, but  unfortunately  the  House  con- 
ferees refused  to  accept  it  and  it  was 
stricken  from  the  final  bill. 

I  had  great  hopes,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  Finance  Committee,  because  of  its 
previous  concern  over  the  plight  of  the 
aged,  would  act  to  reinstate  the  medical 
expense  tax  deduction.  Indeed,  last  Fri- 
day when  the  press  release  describing  the 
committee  bill  was  released,  I  scanned 
it  eagerly,  until  I  came  to  the  section  in 
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which,  medical  tax  deductions  were  ex- 
plained. 

At  first  I  was  encouraged  to  read  that, 
and  I  quote : 

The  Committee  amendment  would  make 
the  meciaal  rare  and  dr;:  expenses  of  a 
person  65  or  over  fully  deductible  without 
regard  to  the  3  and  1  percent  limitation. 

Then  I  was  disappointed  and  horrified 
to  learn  of  the  conditions  under  which 
the  tax  benefit  would  apply.  Only  those 
people  who,  and  I  quote,  "waive  all  future 
entitlement  to  all  medicare  benefits  upon 
reaching  age  65  or  within  1  year  after 
enactment  of  the  bill,  whichever  is  later," 
would  be  eligible  for  this  tax  deduction. 
The  decision  to  select  medicare  or  a  tax 
deduction  would  be  an  irrevocable  one. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  amend- 
ment as  reported  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee would  do  great  harm  to  millions 
of  older  Americans.  It  not  only  denies 
them  a  tax  advantage  which  has  been  en- 
joyed for  17  years,  but  it  also  presents 
them  with  an  impossible  choice. 

Equally  important,  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  represents  a  major  policy 
shift  with  respect  to  the  principle  of 
compulsory  insurance.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  the  members  of  this  body  will  care- 
fully consider  the  necessity  for  continua- 
tion of  the  special  medical  deduction 
provided  for  individuals  aged  65  and 
over.  I  do  not  feel  that  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Finance  Committee  is  de- 
sirable. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  the 
committee  bill  contains  an  undesirable 
provision  with  regard  to  eligibility  for 
hospitalization  benefits  under  medicare. 

Beginning  January  1,  1968,  only  those 
individuals  who  are  eligible  for  social 
security  or  railroad  retirement  will  be 
able  to  obtain  hospitalization  insurance 
under  medicare.  As  we  will  remember, 
Mr.  President,  the  1965  medicare  law 
provided  that  all  citizens  aged  65  or  over 
would  be  entitled  to  hospitalization  in- 
surance under  medicare  regardless  of 
their  eligibility  for  social  security.  How- 
ever, the  original  provision  was  effec- 
tive only  through  December  31,  1967. 
Consequently,  many  individuals  who  be- 
come 65  on  or  after  January  1,  1968,  will 
be  ineligible  for  medicare. 

The  Social  Security  Administration 
has  indicated  that  about  70.000  older 
Americans  would  be  excluded  from  medi- 
care annually  merely  because  they  lack 
the  necessary  quarters  of  coverage  under 
social  security. 

The  present  law  requires  that  indi- 
viduals have  six  quarters  of  coverage  in 
order  to  be  eligible  for  benefits.  The 
Finance  "Committee  has  generously  re- 
duced this  to  three  quarters,  acting  on 
the  House  findings  that  the  six  quarters 
requirement  "is  too  sharp"  an  increase. 

What  does  this  mean,  Mr.  President? 
It  means  that  simply  because  an  individ- 
ual did  not  at  some  point  during  his  life- 
time earn  S150 — S50  a  quarter — from 
which  social  security  taxes  were  deduct- 
ed, he  is  not  eligible  for  hospitalization 
benefits  under  medicare.  The  contribu- 
tion to  the  social  security  fund  which 
such  an  individual  and  his  employer 
would  make  at  the  present  payroll  taxa- 
tion rates,  would  amount  to  a  staggering 
total  of  $13.20.  What  we  are  saying  in 


effect  is  that  70,000  Americans  who  are 
gainfully  employed  in  jobs  not  under 
the  Social  Security  Act  will  be  deprived 
medicare  merely  because  they  did  not 
contribute  $13.20  to  the  trust  fund. 

I  believe  that  we  must  seriously  con- 
sider whether  or  not  we  really  want  to 
exclude  70,000  Americans  from  medicare 
coverage.  We  must  consider  this,  Mr. 
President,  because  a  little  over  2  years 
ago  we  were  quite  willing  to  provide 
every  American  age  65  and  over  with 
hospitalization  insurance. 

Third,  Mr.  President,  as  I  waded 
through  the  complex  and  comprehensive 
bill  reported  by  the  Finance  Committee, 
I  searched  and  searched  for  some  provi- 
sion which  would  have  the  effect  of  pre- 
venting recipients  of  veterans'  pensions 
from  suffering  from  a  reduction  of  in- 
come because  of  the  social  security  in- 
crease. Unfortunately.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance  does  not  contain  such  provision. 

I  am  sure  that  most  Members  in  this 
Chamber  remember  the  tragic  situation 
which  occurred  following  the  last  social 
security  increase.  Our  good  intentions 
went  awry,  Mr.  President,  because  the  7- 
percent  benefit  increase  provided  in  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965  hurt 
rather  than  helped  over  26,000  individ- 
uals receiving  pensions  from  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration  These  26,000  In- 
dividuals, Mr.  President,  actually  ended 
up  receiving  less  money  as  a  result  of  the 
social  security  increase.  I,  for  one,  Mr. 
President,  do  not  wish  a  repetition  of 
that  event. 

During  April  of  this  year  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Employment  and  Retirement 
Incomes  of  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging  conducted  hearings  on  the  reduc- 
tion of  retirement  benefits  due  to  social 
security  increases.  As  a  member  of  that 
committee,  Mr.  President,  I  felt  that  the 
greatest  problem  in  this  area  concerned 
the  effect  of  social  security  increases  on 
veterans'  pensions. 

Earlier  this  session  we  enacted  legis- 
lation to  provide  additional  benefits  for 
individuals  receiving  veterans'  pensions. 
That  bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate  con- 
tained a  specific  provision  insuring  that 
these  individuals  would  not  be  penalized 
by  social  security  increases.  During  the 
conference  with  the  House  that  par- 
ticular provision  was  deleted  from  the 
bill. 

I  believe  that  it  was  correctly  deleted 
from  the  bill,  Mr.  President,  because  at 
that  time  no  one  knew  whether  or  not 
there  would  in  fact  be  a  social  security 
increase.  However,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
disappointed  that  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee did  not  see  fit  to  incorporate  that 
provision  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  commend  the  Senator  for  his  de- 
termined efforts  to  help  the  aged  and  the 
disabled  and  the  sick  down  through 
years. 

I  have  had  a  similar  interest  in  those 
matters  and  have  advocated  some  of  the 
same  things  the  Senator  is  discussing, 
such  as  the  $70  minimum,  even  before 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  was  a  Mem- 


ber of  the  Senate.  Generally  speaking,  I 
believe  we  have  pretty  much  the  same 
sentiments  in  providing  adequate  bene- 
fits and  helping  the  needy. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  appreciate  what  the 
Senator  has  said.  While  I  was  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  other  body,  I  was  also  very 
much  interested  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  $70  to  which  the  Senator 
refers,  as  he  knows,  will  not  buy  as  much 
as  the  $70  that  he  was  suggesting  back 
in  the  days  when  he  first  started  ad- 
vocating a  $70  minimum.  We  still  have 
a  way  to  go  before  we  can  provide  as 
much  as  S70  would  have  bought  then. 
But  we  are  doing  as  much  as  we  believe 
we  can  do  in  that  area. 

With  regard  to  the  veterans  pension 
matter,  I  believe  that  I  voted  for  more 
benefits  in  the  conference  committee 
than  I  did  as  a  member  of  the  Finance 
Committee. 

We  made  an  effort  to  try  to  persuade 
the  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee 
to  agree  to  an  amendment  along  the 
lines  the  Senator  discussed  earlier  this 
year.  When  we  were  in  conference  with 
them,  the  chairman  of  the  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs Committee,  Representative  Teague, 
of  Texas,  assured  us  that  his  committee 
would  send  us  a  bill  to  assure  that  vet- 
erans' pensions  would  not  be  reduced 
when  the  social  security  payments  were 
increased. 

It  is  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee 
on  the  House  side  that  has  jurisdiction 
of  this  matter,  rather  than  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  which  reported  the 
House  bill  we  are  presently  considering. 

I  share  the  desire  of  the  Senator  that 
an  adverse  result  to  veterans  will  not 
come  about,  and  I  believe  the  only  rea- 
son that  we  did  not  place  a  provision 
dealing  with  the  veterans'  pension  re- 
duction in  the  bill  was  because  we 
thought  that  if  we  did,  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  members  in  con- 
ference would  probably  bow  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee  and  insist  that  we  should 
await  a  bill  from  the  House,  reported  by 
the  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee. 

The  Senator  is  well  aware  of  the  ju- 
risdictional problems  which  exist  in  the 
House.  This  is  one  of  the  most  serious 
impediments  that  would  prevent  us  from 
doing  what  the  Senator  would  like  to 
have  us  do.  I  share  his  objective,  and  I 
agree  that  this  must  be  done  before  final 
action  is  concluded  by  Congress  on  the 
proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  agree  with  the  Sena- 
tor. It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  social  security  bill — I 
hope  in  the  reasonably  near  future — and 
we  are  approaching  the  end  of  the  ses- 
sion. Again,  that  is  a  prayerful  hope. 

It  does  seem  to  me  that,  since  the 
Finance  Committee  acts  on  veterans'  af- 
fairs the  same  as  it  does  on  tax  questions, 
it  is  a  very  logical  approach  to  take,  in 
view  of  the  circumstances.  I  cannot  un- 
derstand why  the  members  of  the  Veter- 
ans Affairs  Committee  in  the  House 
would  object  simply  because  of  a 
jurisdictional  question. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  They  are 
waiting  to  see  how  much  we  increase 
the  social  security  payments.  Then  they 
would  propose  to  increase  the  amount 
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that  veterans  could  receive  as  income  for 
veteran  purposes — not  only  under  social 
security,  but  under  any  other  retirement 
programs — by  an  amount  equal  to  the 
maximum  increase  in  the  social  security 
bill.  This  was  positively  agreed  to  in  con- 
ference, as  the  recent  veterans  bill  S. 
16  now  Public  Law  90-17,  such  action 
would  assure  that  veterans  would  not 
have  their  overall  income  reduced. 

If  the  Senator  would  offer  an  amend- 
ment along  that  line,  I  would  have  no 
objection  to  it,  although  I  believe  the 
House  conferees  probably  would  insist 
that  we  wait  and  let  the  House  Veterans 
Affairs  Committee  initiate  such  a  meas- 
ure. I  am  in  favor  of  the  result  the  Sena- 
tor wishes  to  achieve  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  appreciate  what  the 
Senator  has  said.  I  hope  he  will  be  equal- 
ly receptive  to  other  amendments  I  shall 
offer  later. 

I  am  hopeful  that  before  this  bill  is 
passed  we  can  add  an  amendment  which 
will  protect  veterans'  benefits. 

Fourth,  Mr.  President,  I  was  disap- 
pointed that  the  committee  bill  did  not 
contain  a  provision  to  extend  special 
social  security  benefits  to  individuals  who 
through  no  fault  of  their  own  have  never 
worked  at  jobs  covered  by  social  security. 

You  may  remember,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  Senate  advanced  further  along 
the  path  of  universal  coverage  under 
social  security  in  March  of  1966.  At  that 
time,  the  Senate  accepted  my  amend- 
ment to  the  Tax  Adjustment  Act  of  1966 
which  extended  a  special  benefit  to  in- 
dividuals over  age  72  who  unfortunately 
were  never  covered  by  social  security. 
The  latest  figures  I  have  from  the  Social 
Security  Administration  reveal  that  well 
over  800,000  individuals  have  benefited 
from  that  amendment. 
I  was  certainly  pleased,  Mr.  President,  to 
see  that  the  report  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee proposes  increasing  the  special  age 
72  benefit  from  $35  for  an  individual  to 
$50  and  from  $50  for  a  couple  to  $75. 
While  this  is  not  an  overly  large  amount, 
I  am  sure  that  every  Member  in  this 
Chamber  has  received  letters  of  gratitude 
from  hundreds  of  older  Americans  for 
whom  this  benefit  has  made  life  a  little 
easier. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  President,  the  Prouty 
amendment  expires  on  December  31  of 
this  year.  I  wish  I  could  say  that  it  had 
taken  care  of  all  the  needy  older  Ameri- 
cans who  had  never  had  the  benefit  of 
social  security  coverage. 

I  cannot  say  that,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause nearly  a  million  older  Americans 
were  bypassed  when  Congress  decided 
who  was  to  be  covered  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act.  I  sincerely  hope  that  these 
forgotten  Americans  will  be  remembered 
by  this  Congress. 

Fifth,  Mr.  President,  another  part  of 
the  social  security  system  which  we 
should  seriously  attempt  to  improve  is  its 
financing  aspect.  Thirty  years  ago,  when 
the  social  security  system  was  estab- 
lished, a  small  regressive  payroll  tax  was 
shared  by  both  employees  and  employers. 
Today  that  "small"  payroll  tax  is  be- 
coming larger  and  larger.  The  result  of 
years  of  increase  is  that  more  and  more 
individuals  in  lower  income  brackets  are 
seriously  and  disadvantageously  affected 
by  the  regressive  nature  of  the  payroll 
tax. 


Over  the  years,  Mr.  President,  I  have 
continually  urged  that  general  revenue 
financing  be  used  to  make  up  any  differ- 
ence between  the  income  and  outgo  of 
the  social  security  trust  fund.  Since  I  first 
advocated  this  method  of  financing,  I 
have  watched  it  attract  additional  sup- 
port both  inside  and  outside  of  this 
Chamber. 

Did  you  realize,  Mr.  President,  that  Dr. 
Edwin  E.  Witte,  who  was  the  executive 
director  of  the  Committee  on  Economic 
Security,  which  drafted  the  original 
Social  Security  Act,  recognized  the  need 
for  general  revenue  financing  as  early  as 
1935?  Professor  Witte  in  his  book  "De- 
velopment of  the  Social  Security  Act" 
states : 

Any  deficit,  the  old  age  security  staff  pro- 
posed, should  be  met  through  contributions 
from  the  United  States  Treasury,  although 
there  was  no  way  in  which  it  could  be  guar- 
anteed that  when  the  deficits  developed  con- 
tributions would  be  actually  made  from  gen- 
eral tax  revenues,  rather  than  be  met  through 
reduction  of  benefits  or  increase  in  the  con- 
tribution rates. 

Mr.  President,  did  you  realize  that  the 
original  proposal  given  to  President 
Roosevelt  by  his  Committee  on  Economic 
Security  provided  that  general  revenues 
should  be  used  to  help  finance  the  social 
security  system  beginning  in  1965?  It 
has  been  suggested  by  many  historians 
that  this  provision  was  deleted  from  the 
original  act  only  for  the  reason  that  it 
made  the  social  security  system  more  ac- 
ceptable politically. 

Just  2  years  after  the  original  act 
became  law,  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Social  Security  emphasized  the  desirably 
of  Federal  financial  participation.  During 
1939  hearings  on  social  security  before 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  the 
Council  stated : 

Since  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  independent 
of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  system,  will  de- 
rive a  benefit  from  the  old-age  security  pro- 
gram, it  is  appropriate  that  there  be  Federal 
financial  participation  in  the  old-age  insur- 
ance system  by  means  of  revenues  derived 
from  sources  other  than  payroll  taxes. 

Did  you  realize,  Mr.  President,  that 
during  the  1940's  the  Social  Security  Act 
did  contain  a  provision  which  provided 
that  any  deficits  in  the  social  security 
trust  funds  should  be  paid  for  from  gen- 
eral revenue?  As  a  matter  of  fact  that 
provision  was  in  effect  until  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1950. 

I  believe  that  Congress  erroneously  re- 
moved the  provision  providing  for  Fed- 
eral financing  contributions  of  social 
security.  I  believe  this,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause the  regressive  feature  of  the  social 
security  payroll  tax  is  acting  at  cross  pur- 
poses with  our  war  on  poverty.  I  believe 
this,  Mr.  President,  because  the  designers 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  anticipated 
general  revenue  financing.  I  believe  this, 
Mr.  President,  because  the  Advisory 
Council  of  1939  and  the  Advisory  Council 
of  1947-48  recommended  the  use  of  gen- 
eral revenue  financing.  I  believe  this,  Mr. 
President,  because  a  1966  study  made  by 
the  Brookings  Institute  supports  the  use 
of  general  revenue  financing. 

As  I  have  pointed  out,  this  is  a  com- 
prehensive social  security  bill  which  has 
been  reported  by  the  Finance  Committee. 
However,  I  believe  that  we  cannot  and 


should  not  avoid  the  question  of  long- 
range  financing  for  the  social  security. 

I  believe  that  the  proposals  I  have 
just  discussed  and  perhaps  others,  are 
worthy  of  serious  consideration  by  the 
Members  of  this  body  during  the  next 
week  or  so  as  we  take  up  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967.  In  addition, 
to  immediate  action  concerning  these 
proposals,  I  believe  that  we  should  look 
ahead  down  the  road  on  which  we  are 
journeying.  I  have  suggested  necessary 
short-range  steps.  But  it  is  not  too  soon 
to  map  out  long-range  progress  or  to 
consider  our  ultimate  destination. 

One  step  which  needs  to  be  taken  at 
some  time  in  the  future,  is  action  to  al- 
leviate the  distress  of  widows,  who  cur- 
rently receive  only  82  Vz  percent  of  their 
deceased  husband's  benefits.  We  should 
consider  whether  or  not  this  amount  is 
equitable  or  adequate.  I  personally  do 
not  believe  that  it  is.  How  is  a  widow, 
who  in  all  probability  has  children  to 
raise  and  educate,  to  make  do  on  only 
82  y2  percent  of  what  her  husband  would 
have  received  when  he  retired. 

Aged  widows  are  equally  disadvan- 
taged. According  to  the  poverty  criteria 
utilized  by  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration, an  aged  widow,  in  March  1965, 
not  living  on  a  farm,  was  considered  poor 
if  she  had  an  annual  income  of  under 
$1,465-.  The  poverty  threshold  for  aged 
couples  with  a  male  head  was  $1,850.  In 
other  words,  Mr.  President,  a  single  in- 
dividual or  widow  requires  approxi- 
mately 79  percent  of  the  income  required 
by  an  aged  couple  for  minimum  subsist- 
ence. Unfortunately,  however,  the  social 
security  system  provides  a  widow  with 
only  55  percent  of  the  combined  bene- 
fits payable  to  husband  and  wife.  At 
some  point  in  time  we  must  ask  our- 
selves whether  or  not  we  can  justify  such 
a  low  figure. 

Another  step  which  must  be  taken  is  a 
reevaluation  of  the  requirement  or  earn- 
ings limitation.  We  should  consider 
whether  or  not  stringent  restrictions  are 
necessary  or  desirable.  As  you  know,  Mr. 
President,  the  Finance  Committee  has 
proposed  increasing  the  earnings  limita- 
tion to  $2,000.  For  a  number  of  years  I 
have  proposed  increasing  the  earnings 
limitation  to  $2,400.  At  some  point  in 
the  future,  we  must  seriously  consider 
whether  or  not  the  whole  concept  of  an 
earnings  limitation  is  outdated. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that 
we  must  be  flexible  enough  to  continu- 
ally revise  our  thinking  concerning  the 
adequacy  of  the  social  security  system. 
Our  abundance  is  continually  increasing. 
Every  year  we  should  be  more  capable 
of  doing  more  for  those  Americans  who 
have  performed  well  and  worked  dili- 
gently to  make  our  country  great  in  the 
past  and  who  now  deserve  more  than 
subsistence,  worry,  and  unhappiness  dur- 
ing their  retirement  years.  To  paraphrase 
the  remarks  of  one  great  President,  we 
must  no  longer  ask  what  our  older 
Americans  can  do  for  us,  but  consider 
what  we  can  do  for  them. 

Only  in  this  way  will  we  reach  the 
point  in  time — the  destination  of  our 
journey  envisioned  by  President  Frank- 
lin Delano  Roosevelt,  who  said: 

I  see  an  America  where  those  who  have 
reached  the  evening  of  their  life  shall  live 
out  their  years  in  peace,  in  security,  where 
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pensions  and  insurance  .  .  .  shall  be  given  as 
a  matter  of  right  to  those  who  through  a  long 
life  of  labor  have  served  their  families  and 
their  nation  so  well. 

I  see  this  America  as  well,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. There  are  bridges  to  be  built  across 
chasms  and  rivers  in  order  to  arrive 
there,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that  American 
know-how,  resources,  and  affluence  will 
make  continued  progress  possible. 

Exhibit  1 

Memorandum  Concerning  Senator  Prouty's 
Contribution  to  Social  Security 
At  an  early  date  in  my  Senate  career  I  at- 
tempted to  assess  the  need's  of  older  Ameri- 
cans. I  have  tried  to  be  consistent  in  my 
analysis  of  these  needs  and  persistent  in  my 
attempts  to  remedying  their  distressing  con- 
dition through  legislative  effort.  The  follow- 
ing memorandum  covering  the  period  from 
1960  to  1967  illustrates  my  concern  and  my 
approach. 

Year  1960:  Cosponsored  the  Javits  bill  to 
establish  a  voluntary  health  insurance  as- 
sistance plan  for  older  Americans. 

August  23,_1960,  made  major  speech  out- 
lining problems  of  the  aged  and  supporting 
Javits  bill. 

Year  1961:  Cosponsored  Javits  bill  which 
would  have  significantly  improved  benefits 
by  increasing  the  minimum  amount  of  bene- 
fits, increasing  benefits  to  widows;  and  mak- 
ing more  people  not  presently  covered  by  So- 
cial Security  eligible. 

Year  1962:  Appointed  by  Dirksen  to  re- 
place Cotton  on  Aging  Committee. 

Supported  Saltonstall  Amendment,  and 
made  major  speech  in  favor  of  that  Senator's 
health  insurance  plan  on  July  12,  1962. 

Year  1963 :  Resolved  to  draw  up  own  pro- 
posals to  increase  Social  Security  benefits; 
set  staff  working  on  proposals  to  increase 
minimum  benefits;  to  blanket  in  those  over 
age  70  not  covered;  and  to  increase  widow's 
benefits. 

Year  1964:  Introduced  an  amendment  to 
raise  minimum  benefit  to  $70,  increase  wid- 
ow's benefits  and  to  provide  benefits  for 
those  otherwise  not  eligible  at  age  72. 

Introduced  amendment,  adopted  by  Pi- 
nance  Committee,  to  prevent  veterans  from 
having  reductions  in  pension  benefits  due  to 
increases  in  Social  Security.  The  amendment 
was  struck  in  conference. 

Cosponsored  bills  with  Scott,  Keating  and 
Randolph  which  would  increase  benefits  and 
facilitate  employment  of  older  workers. 

Prouty  Amendment  was  voted  on  Septem- 
ber 3,  1964,  and  was  defeated. 

Year  1965:  Introduced  several  amend- 
ments: to  liberalize  retirement  earnings  test, 
to  blanket  in"  all  those  over  70  not  covered 
by  Social  Security,  to  increase  benefits  to  a 
$70  minimum. 

Year  1966:  Introduced  amendments  sim- 
ilar to  those  proposed  in  1965. 

The  Prouty  Amendment  to  "blanket-in" 
individuals  over  age  70  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate.  In  Conference  Committee,  however, 
the  age  when  benefits  were  to  fall  due  was 
raised  to  72  and  the  benefit  to  be  received 
was  reduced  to  $35.  The  latest  figures  indi- 
cate that  over  800,000  Americans  have  bene- 
fitted from  the  Prouty  Amendment. 

Year  1967:  As  amendment  to  the  Tax  In- 
vestment Bill  introduced  proposal  with  Cot- 
ton to  extend  blanketing-in  to  those  over 
70  and  to  increase  the  amount  of  their  bene- 
fits. 

Also  introduced  were  bills  similar  to  the 
Administration  bill  to  liberalize  benefits. 

The  following  bills  and  amendments  are 
illustrative  of  those  introduced  by  Senator 
Prouty  since  1964,  or  co-sponsored  with  an- 
other Senator. 


H.R.  11865  (Amendment  No.  1260) 
Amendments  proposed  by  Mr.  Prouty  to  H.R.  11865,  an  act  to  increase  benefits  under  the 
Federal  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance  System,  to  provide  child's  insur- 
ance benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a 
reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible  at  age 
72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  Trust  Funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes 

Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages  2  and  3  of  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  table: 


I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

(Primary 

insurance 

(Average  monthly 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

under  1939  Act,  as  modified) 

amount  under  1958 

wage) 

insurance 

family 

Act,  as  modified) 

amount) 

benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his  primary  insur- 

Or his  average  month- 

And the 

insurance  benefit  (as  deter- 

ance amount  (as  de- 

ly wage 

(as  deter- 

maximum 

mined  under  subsec.  (d)) 

termined  under  sub- 

mined  under  subsec. 

The  amount 

amount  of 

is — 

sec,  (c))  is — 

(b))  is— 

referred 

benefits  pay- 

to in  the 

able  (as  pro- 

preceding 

vided  in  sec. 

paragraphs 

203(a)) 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

But  not  more 

But  not 

But  not 

subsection 

of  his  wages 

At  least— 

than — 

At  least— 

more 

At  least — 

more 

shall  be — 

and  self- 

than— 

than — 

employment 

income  shall 

be— 

$19.  24 

$40 

$49 

$83 

$70.  00 

S105. 00 

$19.25 

24.20 

50 

59 

$84 

101 

77.  00 

115.  50 

24.  21 

29.25 

60 

69 

102 

132 

84.  00 

126.  00 

29.26 

35.  00 

70 

79 

133 

178 

91.  00 

142.  40 

35.  01 

41.76 

80 

89 

179 

225 

98.  00 

180.00 

41.77 

90 

99 

226 

272 

106.  00 

217.60 

100 

109 

273 

319 

116.  00 

254.00 

110 

119 

320 

365 

126.00 

266.  00 

120 

127 

366 

412 

134.  00 

284.80 

413 

450 

144.00 

300.  00" 

Sec.  2.  Add  at  the  end  of  the  bill  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"Sec.  — .  In  addition  to  amounts  appropri- 
ated under  other  provisions  of  law  to  the 
Federal  Old  Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  there  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  such  fund,  from  time  to 
time,  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to 
equal,  with  respect  to  each  individual  who 
becomes  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  title  n 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  this  Act,  payments  to 
such  individuals  to  the  extent  that  they 
exceed  additional  contributions  to  such  trust 
fund  provided  for  by  this  Act. 

"Sec.  — .  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  no  increase  in  any  social 
sesurity  benefit  provided  for  by  this  Act  shall 
be  counted  in  determining  the  annual  in- 
come  of   an  individual  receiving  benefits 


under  chapter  15  of  the  Veterans  Pension 
Act  of  1959  or  under  the  first  sentence  of 
section  9(b)  of  such  Veterans  Act." 

H.R.  6675  (Amdt.  No.  314) 
Amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Prouty  to  H.R.  6675,  an  Act  to  provide  a 
hospital  insurance  program  for  the  aged 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  with  a  sup- 
plementary health  benefits  program  and 
an  expanded  program  of  medical  assist- 
ance, to  increase  benefits  under  the  Old- 
Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 
System,  to  improve  the  Federal-State  pub- 
lic assistance  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes 

Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages 
205  and  206  of  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following  table : 


"I 

II 

m 

IV 

V 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

(Primary 

insurance 

(Average  monthly 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

under  1939  Act,  as  modified) 

amount 

under  1958 

wage) 

insurance 

family 

Act,  as  modified) 

amount) 

benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his  primary  insur- 

Or his  average  month- 

And the 

insurance  benefit  (as  deter- 

ance amount  (as  de- 

ly wage 

(as  deter- 

maximum 

mined  under  subsec.  (d)) 

termined  under  sub- 

mined under  subsec. 

The  amount 

amount  of 

is — 

sec.  (c))  is — 

(b))  is— 

referred 

benefits  pay- 

to in  the 

able  (as  pro- 

preceding 

vided  in  sec 

paragraphs 

203(a)) 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

But  not  more 

But  not 

But  not 

subsection 

of  his  wages 

At  least— 

than — 

At  least — 

more 

At  least — 

more 

shall  be — 

and  self- 

than — 

than— 

employment 

income  shall 

be— 

$19.24 

$40 

$49 

$83 

$70.00 

$105.00 

$19.25 

24.20 

50 

59 

$84 

101 

77.00 

115.00 

24.21 

29.25 

60 

69 

102 

132 

84.00 

126.00 

29.26 

35.00 

70 

79 

133 

178 

91.00 

142.40 

35.  01 

41.76 

80 

89 

179 

225 

98.00 

180.00 

41.77 

90 

99 

226 

272 

106.00 

217.60 

100 

109 

273 

319 

116.  70 

254.00 

110 

119 

320 

365 

127.40 

292.00 

120 

127 

366 

412 

138.00 

312.80 

413 

450 

146.00 

328.00 

451 

496 

156.00 

346.40 

497 

550 

168.00 

368.  00" 

S 16528 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


November  15,  1967 


Sec.  2.  Add  at  the  end  of  the  bill  the  fol- 
lowing new  sections : 

"Sec.  .  In  addition  to  amounts  appropri- 
ated under  other  provisions  of  law  to  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  there  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  such  fund,  from  time 
to  time,  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  equal,  with  respect  to  each  individual  who 
becomes  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  this  Act,  payments 
to  such  individuals  to  the  extent  that  they 
exceed  additional  contributions  to  such  trust 
fund  provided  for  by  this  Act. 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  no  increase  in  any  social 
security  benefit  provided  for  by  this  Act  shall 
be  counted  in  determining  the  annual  income 
of  an  individual  receiving  benefits  under 
chapter  15  of  the  Veterans  Pension  Act  of 
1959  or  under  the  first  sentence  of  section 
9(b)  of  such  Veterans  Act." 

S.  3902 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  and 
related  provisions  of  law  to  extend  hospital 
insurance  benefits  to  persons  presently  not 
insured  therefor,  to  increase  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  benefits 
payable  under  title  II  of  such  Act,  to  pro- 
vide minimum  benefits  to  persons  who,  at 
age  65,  are  not  insured  for  benefits  under 
such  title,  to  increase  the  amount  of  in- 
come individiials  may  earn  without  suffer- 
ing deductions  from  benefits  payable  un- 
der such  title,  and  otherwise  to  improve 
the  social  security  program 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this  Act 
may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1966". 

COVERAGE    FOR    HOSPITAL    INSURANCE  BENEFITS 
FOR    PERSONS  NOT  INSURED  THEREFOR 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 103  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Anyone  who — ■ 

"(1)  has  attained  the  age  of  65, 

"(2)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application 
for  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  sec- 
tion 202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would  not 
be,  entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits 
under  section  226  of  such  Act,  and  is  not 
certifiable  as  a  qualified  railroad  retirement 
beneficiary  under  section  21  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937, 

"(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States  (as 
defined  in  section  210(i)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act),  and  is  (A)  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  (B)  an  alien  lawfully  ad- 
mitted for  permanent  residence  who  has  re- 
sided in  the  United  States  (as  so  defined) 
continuously  during  the  5  years  immediately 
preceding  the  month  in  which  he  files  appli- 
cation under  this  section,  and 

"(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this 
section  in  such  manner  afld  in  accordance 
with  such  other  requirements  as  may  be 
prescribed  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary, 
shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this 
section)  be  deemed,  solely  for  purposes  of 
section  226  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  be 
entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  un- 
der such  section  202  for  each  month,  begin- 
ning with  the  first  month  in  which  he  meets 
the  requirements  of  this  subsection  and  end- 
ing with  the  month  in  which  he  becames  (or 
upon  filing  application  for  monthly  insur- 
ance benefits  under  such  section  202  of  such 
Act  would  become)  entitled  to  hospital  in- 
surance benefits  under  such  section  226  or 
becomes  certifiable  as  a  qualified  railroad 
retirement  beneficiary.  An  individual  who 
would  have  met  the  preceding  requirements 
of  this  subsection  in  any  month  had  he  filed 
application  under  paragraph  (4)  hereof  be- 


fore the  end  of  such  month  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  met  such  requirements  in  such 
month  if  he  files  such  application  before 
the  end  of  the  twelfth  month  following  such 
month.  No  application  under  this  section 
which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more  than  3 
months  before  the  first  month  in  which  he 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  ( 1 ) , 
(2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted  as  an  applica- 
tion for  purposes  of  this  section. 

"(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  to  any  individual  who — 

"(1)  is,  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  month 
in  which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (a) ,  a  member  of  any  organization 


referred  to  in  section  210(a)  (17)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act,  or 

"(2)  has,  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
month,  been  convicted  of  any  offense  listed 
in  section  202 (u)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.'' 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  on  and  after  the  first 
day  of  the  month  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 

INCREASE  IN  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY 
INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
table  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 


(Primary  insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modified) 


If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsee.  (d)) 


At  least- 


$19.  25 
24. 21 
29.26 
35.  01 
41.77 


But  not  more 
than — 


$19.  24 
24.  20 
29.  25 
35.00 
41.76 


(Primary  insurance 
amount  under  1958 
Act,  as  modified) 


Or  his  primary  insur- 
ance amount  (as  de- 
termined under  sub- 
sec,  (c))  is— 


At  least- 


$40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 
100 
110 
120 


But  not 
more 
than— 


69 
79 
89 
99 
109 
119 
127 


in 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 


Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is— 


At  least- 


102 
133 
179 
226 
273 
320 
366 
413 
451 
497 


But  not 
more 
than— 


$83 
101 
132 
178 
225 
272 
319 
365 
412 
450 
496 
550 


IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 


The  amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 


$70.  00 
77.00 
84.  00 
91.00 
98.  00 
106.00 
116.  70 
127.  40 
138.  00 
146.  00 
156.00 
168.  00 


(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 


And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 
benefits  pay- 
able (as  pro- 
vided in  see. 

203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 

and  self- 
employment 
income  shall 
be— 


$105.  00 
115.  50 
126.  00 
142.  40 
180.00 
217.  60 
254.  00 
292.00 
312.  80 
328.  00 
346.  40 
368.  00" 


(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  the  month  following 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

INCREASE  IN  AMOUNT  OF  WIDOW'S  BENEFITS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  202(e)  (1)  and  (2)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "82y2  per  centum"  wherever  it  ap- 
pears therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"100  per  centum". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  for  months  after  the  month  fol- 
lowing the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  en- 
acted. 

ELECTIVE  EXEMPTION  FROM  FUTURE  COVERAGE  BY 
CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS  WHO  ARE  ALREADY  FULLY 
INSURED 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  211 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by 
section  8(a)  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  Act)  is 
further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  thereof,  (2)  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  of 
such  period  a  semicolon  followed  by  the 
word  "or",  and  (3)  by  adding  after  para- 
graph (5)  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"(6)  The  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  there  is 
in  effect  a  certificate  filed  by  such  individual 
under  section  1402(h)  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1954." 

(b)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  1402  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (as  amended 
by  section  8(b)  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  Act)  is 
further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  thereof,  (2)  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5)  thereof  and  Inserting  in  lieu  of 


such  period  a  semicolon  followed  by  the 
word  "or",  and  (3)  by  adding  after  para- 
graph (5)  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"(6)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  there 
is  in  effect  a  certificate  filed  by  such  indi- 
vidual under  subsection  (h) ." 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  210  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  (1)  by  strik- 
ing out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (18) 
thereof,  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (19)  thereof  and  inserting 
in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semicolon  followed 
by  the  word  "or",  and  (3)  by  adding  after 
paragraph  (19)  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph  : 

"(20)  Service  performed  by  an  individual 
during  the  period  for  which  there  is  in  effect 
a  certificate  filed  by  such  individual  under 
section  1402(h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954." 

(d)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3121  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (18)  thereof,  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (19)  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semi- 
colon followed  by  the  word  "or",  and  (3)  by 
adding  after  paragraph  (19)  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph : 

"(20)  service  performed  by  an  individual 
during  the  period  for  which  there  is  in  effect 
a  certificate  filed  by  such  individual  under 
section  1402(h) ." 

(e)  Section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(h)  Individuals  Who  Have  Attained  Age 
65  and  Are  Fully  Insured  Under  Title  II  of 
the  Social  Security  Act. — 

"(1)  Exemption  certificate. — Any  individ- 
ual who  has  attained  age  65  and  is  a  fully 
insured  individual   (as  defined  in  section 
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214(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  may  at 
any  time  file  a  certificate  (in  such  form  and 
manner,  and  with  such  official,  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  regulations  made  under  this 
chapter)  certifying  that  he  elects  to  have 
exempted  from  coverage  by  the  insurance 
system  established  by  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  any  employment  performed  by 
him,  or  any  self-employment  engaged  in  by 
him. 

"(2)  Effective  period  of  certificate. — A 
certificate  filed  by  an  individual  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  shall  be  effective,  in  the  case 
of  employment  (as  defined  in  section  3121(b) 
and  section  210(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act) ,  performed  by  him  on  and  after  the 
first  day  of  the  first  calendar  quarter  which 
begins  more  than  30  days  after  the  date  such 
certificate  is  filed,  and,  in  the  case  of  self- 
employment  in  a  trade  or  business  (as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (c)  and  section  211(c)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act) ,  engaged  in  by  him 
for  the  taxable  year  in  which  the  certificate 
is  filed  and  all  succeeding  taxable  years." 
increase  in  amounts  individuals  mat  earn 

without  suffering  deductions  in  their 

benefits 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3),  and  (4) 
(B)  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  203  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  "$125"  wherever  it  appears  there- 
in and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$200". 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3)  of 
such  subsection  (f)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "year,  except  of  the  first  $1,200  of  such 
excess  (or  all  of  such  excess  if  it  is  less  than 
$1,200) ,  an  amount  equal  to  one-half  thereof 
shall  not  be  included"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "year". 

(c)  Paragraph  (1)  (A)  of  subsection  (h)  of 
section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "$125"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
-$200". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preced- 
ing subsections  of  this  section  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

REDUCTION  FROM  72  TO  70  THE  AGE  AFTER  WHICH 
DEDUCTIONS  ON  ACCOUNT  OF  EARNINGS  ARE 
NO  LONGER  IMPOSED 

Sec  7.  (a)  Subsections  (c)(1),  (d)(1), 
(f)(1),  and  (j)  of  section  203  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking 
out  "seventy-two"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "seventy". 

(b)  Subsection  (h)(1)(A)  of  such  section 
203  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the  age  of 
72"  and  "age  72"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of in  each  instance  "age  70". 

(c)  The  heading  of  subsection  (j)  of  such 
section  203  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Seventy-two"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Seventy". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preced- 
ing subsections  of  this  section  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  bene- 
fits under  title  n  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  months  in  taxable  years  (of  the  individ- 
ual whose  earnings  are  involved)  ending 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

BENEFITS  AT  AGE  65  FOR  UNINSURED  INDIVIDUALS 

Sec.  8.  (a)  (1)  The  heading  to  section  228 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"Benefits  at  Age  65  for  Certain  Uninsured 
Individuals" 

(2)  Section  228  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  228.  (a)  Every  individual  who — 

"(1)  has  attained  age  65, 

"(2)  (A)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon  filing 
application  therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  or  223,  or  (B)  is 
entitled,  or  would  upon  filing  application 
therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly  benefits 
under  such  section  202  or  223  which  is 
smaller  than  the  amount  shown  by  the  first 
figure  In  column  IV  of  the  table  in  section 
215(a), 


"(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States  (as 
defined  in  section  210  (i)),  and  (A)  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  or  (B)  an  alien 
lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence 
who  has  resided  in  the  United  States  (as'  so 
defined)  continuously  during  the  5  years 
immediately  preceding  the  month  in  which 
he  files  application  under  this  section, 

"(4)  has  filed  application  for  benefits 
under  this  section. 

shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this' 
section  for  each  month  beginning  with  the 
first  month  after  December  1966  in  which 
he  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  benefits  and 
ending  with  the  month  preceding  the 
month  in  which  he  dies.  No  application 
under  this  section  which  is  filed  by  an  in- 
dividual more  than  3  months  before  the  first 
month  in  which  he  meets  the  requirements 
of  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  shall  be 
accepted  as  an  application  for  purposes  of 
this  section. 

"Benefit  amount 

"(b)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  an 
individual  is  entitled  under  this  section  for 
any  month  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
whichever  is  the  larger:  (1)  zero,  or  (2)  the 
amount  determined  by  subtracting  from  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215  (a)  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  monthly  benefit 
to  which  such  individual  is  entitled  under 
section  202  or  223.  For  the  purpose  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  amount  of  the 
monthly  benefit  to  which  an  individual  is 
entitled  under  section  202  means  the  amount 
to  which  he  is  entitled  after  any  reduction 
in  such  amount  made  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
visions of  subsection  (q)  of  such  section. 
"Reduction  in  benefit  amounts 

"(c)  (1)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  any 
individual  is  entitled  under  this  section  shall 
be  reduced  in  accordance  with  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  Regulations  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  under  this  subsection  shall  be  de- 
signed to  assure  that  individuals  receiving 
benefits  under  this  section  shall  be  in  need 
thereof,  taking  into  consideration  all  income 
of  such  individuals.  Such  regulations  shall 
not  provide  for  reduction  of  such  benefits  on 
account  of  the  lack  of  need  therefor  if — 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  is 
unmarried,  such  individual's  annual  income 
is  less  than  $1,000;  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who 
is  married  and  is  living  with  or  providing 
more  than  one-half  of  the  support  of  his 
spouse,  such  individual's  income  is  less  than 
$2,000. 

If  any  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under 
this  section  is  the  parent  of  any  child  under 
18  years  of  age,  or  the  parent  of  any  child 
over  17  years  of  age  who  is  physically  or 
mentally  disabled,  and  such  child  lives  with 
or  receives  more  than  half  of  his  support 
from  such  individual,  then,  for  purposes  of 
the  preceding  sentence,  the  figures  referred 
to  in  clause  (A)  or  (B)  thereof  (as  the  case 
may  be)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  increased  by 
$500  for  each  such  child. 
"Suspension  when  individual  is  residing 
outside  United  States 

"(d)  The  benefit  to  which  any  individual 
is  entitled  under  this  section  for  any  month 
shall  not  be  paid  if,  during  such  month, 
such  individual  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
United  States  (as  defined  in  section  2l0(i)). 
"Treatment  as  monthly  insurance  benefits 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  subsections  (t)  and 
(u)  of  section  202,  and  of  section  1840,  a 
monthly  benefit  under  this  section  shall  be 
treated  as  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able under  section  202." 

(b)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  sec- 
tion 228  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in 
effect  prior  to  the  amendment  of  the  Social 


Security  Amendments  of  1966,  shall  remain 
in  force  with  respect  to  any  individual  for 
any  month  if  such  individual — 

(1)  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  such  Amendments,  but  would 
not  be  entitled,  for  such  month,  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  after  enact- 
ment of  such  Amendments,  or 

(2)  if  the  amount  of  such  individual's 
benefit  under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  such  Amendments, 
would  (after  all  reductions  provided  in  such 
section)  be  larger  than  the  amount  of  the 
benefit  to  which  he  is  entitled  under  such 
section,  as  in  effect  after  enactment  of  such 
Amendments. 

APPROPRIATION  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  9.  In  additon  to  all  other  sums  au- 
thorized under  any  other  provisions  of  law 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and 
the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated, out  of  any  money  in  the  Treas- 
ury not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  each  of 
the  aforementioned  Funds,  for  the  fiscal  year 
in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1966  are  enacted,  and  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  place  each  of  such  Funds  in  the  same 
financial  position  as  that  which  it  would 
have  been  in  if  such  Amendments  had  not 
been  enacted. 

S.  350 

A  bill  to  improve  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  program  by  providing 
minimum  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
who  have  attained  age  seventy 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representative  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965". 

MINIMUM   BENEFITS  FOR   CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS 
WHO  HAVE  ATTAINED  AGE  SEVENTY 

Entitlement 

Sec.  2.  (a)(1)  Section  202  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 
"Benefit  Payments  to  Persons  Not  Otherwise 
Entitled  Under  This  Section 

"(v)(l)  Every  individual  who — 

"(A)  has  attained  age  seventy, 

"(B)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon  filing 
application  therefor,  be  entitled  to  any 
monthly  benefits  under  any  other  subsection 
of  this  section  for  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  such  age  or,  if  later,  the  month  in 
which  he  files  application  under  this  sub- 
section, 

"(C)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States, 
"(D)  (i)  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  has  resided  in  the  United  States  con- 
tinuously for  not  less  than  eighteen  months 
before  the  month  in  which  he  files  applica- 
tion for  benefits  under  this  subsection,  or 
(ii)  has  resided  in  the  United  States  con- 
tinuously for  the  ten-year  period  preceding 
the  month  in  which  he  files  application  for 
benefits  under  this  subsection,  and 

"(E)  has  filed  application  for  benefits  un- 
subsection, 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  sub- 
section for  each  month,  beginning  with  the 
first  month  in  which  he  becomes  so  entitled 
to  such  benefits  and  ending  with  the  month 
preceding  the  month  in  which  he  dies.  Such 
individual's  benefit  for  each  month  shall 
be  equal  to  the  first  figure  in  column  IV  of 
the  table  in  section  215(a) . 
"(2)  (A)  If— 

"(i)  any  individual  is  entitled  to  a  benefit 
for  any  month  under  this  subsection,  and 

"(ii)  it  is  determined  that  a  periodic  bene- 
fit or  benefits  are  payable  for  such  month  to 
such  individual  under  a  pension  or  retire- 
ment system  established  by  any  agency  of 
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the  United  States  or  of  a  State  or  political 
subdivision  thereof  (or  any  instrumentality 
of  the  United  States  or  a  State  or  a  political 
subdivision  or  subdivisions  thereof  which  is 
wholly  owned  thereby) , 

then  the  benefit  referred  to  in  clause  (i) 
shall  be  reduced  (but  not  below  zero)  by  an 
amount  equal  to  such  periodic  benefit  or 
benefits  for  such  month. 

"(B)  If  any  periodic  benefit  referred  to  in 
subparagraph  (A)  (ii)  is  determined  to  be 
payable  on  other  than  a  monthly  basis  (ex- 
cluding a  benefit  payable  in  a  lump  sum 
unless  it  is  a  commutation  of,  or  a  substitute 
for,  periodic  payments),  the  reduction  of 
such  individual's  benefit  under  this  para- 
graph shall  be  made  at  such  time  or  times 
and  in  such  amounts  as  the  Secretary  finds 
approximates,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  the 
reduction  prescribed  in  subparagraph  (A). 

"(C)  In  order  to  assure  that  the  purposes 
of  this  subsection  will  be  carried  out,  the 
Secretary  may,  as  a  condition  to  certification 
for  payment  of  any  monthly  benefit  to  an  in- 
dividual under  this  subsection  (if  it  appears 
to  the  Secretary  that  such  individual  may 
be  eligible  for  a  periodic  benefit  which  would 
give  rise  to  a  reduction  under  this  para- 
graph), require  adequate  assurance  of  reim- 
bursement of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  Trust  Fund  in  case  pe- 
riodic benefits,  with  respect  to  which  such  a 
reduction  should  be  made,  become  payable 
to  such  individual  and  such  reduction  is 
not  made. 

"(D)  Any  agency  of  the  United  States 
which  is  authorized  by  any  law  of  the  United 
States  to  pay  periodic  benefits,  or  has  a 
system  of  periodic  benefits,  shall  (at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Secretary)  certify  to  him  with 
respect  to  any  individual  such  information 
as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  carry 
out  his  functions  under  this  paragraph.  For 
purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  term 
'agency  of  the  United  States'  includes  any 
instrumentality  of  the  United  States  which 
is  wholly  owned  by  the  United  States. 

"(3)  Benefits  shall  not  be  paid  under  this 
subsection — 

"(A)  to  an  alien  for  any  month  during  any 
part  of  which  he  was  outside  the  United 
States; 

"(B)  to  any  individual  for  any  month  dur- 
ing all  of  which  he  was  an  inmate  of  a  public 
institution;  or 

"(C)  to  any  individual  who  is  a  member 
or  employee  of  an  organization  required  to 
register  under  an  order  of  the  Subversive 
Activities  Control  Board  as  a  Communist- 
action  organization,  a  Communist-front  or- 
ganization, or  a  Communist-infiltrated  or- 
ganization under  the  Internal  Security  Act 
of  1950,  as  amended." 

(2)  The  following  provisions  of  section  202 
of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out 
"or  (h)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(h), 
or  (v) ": 

(A)  subsection  (d)(6)(A), 

(B)  subsection  (e)(4)(A), 

(C)  subsection  (f)(4)(A), 

(D)  subsection  (g)  (4)  (A) ,  and 

(E)  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (j)  (1). 

(3)  Section  202(h)(4)(A)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  (g)"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "(g),  or  (v)". 

(4)  Section  202(k)  (2)  (B)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "preceding". 

Reimbursement  of  Trust  Fund 
(b)(1)  With  respect  to  every  individual 
who  becomes  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  title 
II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  subsection  (a),  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  transfer  to 
the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury,  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of — 
(A)  The  total  amount  of  employee  and 
employer  taxes  that  would  have  been  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  3101  and 
3111  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(or  the  corresponding  provisions  of  prior 
law)  if  such  individual  had  been  paid  wages 


(as  defined  in  section  209  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act)  equal  to  the  first  figure  in  column 
III  of  the  table  in  section  215(a)  in  each 
month  of  the  period  beginning  with  Jan- 
uary 19,51  (or  January  of  the  year  after  the 
year  in  which  he  attained  age  31,  if  that  is 
later)  and  ending  with  December  of  the  year 
in  which  he  attained  age  69  (or,  if  later, 
December  1962) ;  and 

(B)  Interest,  compounded  at  3  percent 
per  annum,  on  the  total  amount  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A) ,  for  each  year  in 
the  period  referred  to  in  such  subparagraph. 

(2)  The  transfer  of  funds  from  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury  to  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  with 
respect  to  any  individual  pursuant  to  para- 
graph ( 1 )  shall  be  made  not  later  than  the 
end  of  the  calendar  quarter  following  the 
calendar  quarter  in  which  such  individual 
becomes  entitled  to  benefits  under  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  subsection  (a). 
Effective  Date 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  in  the  case  of  monthly 
benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  beginning  on  or  after  the 
thirtieth  day  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  based  on  applications  filed  on  or 
after  March  1965. 

S.  787 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  and 
related  provisions  of  law  to  extend  hos- 
pital insurance  benefits  to  persons  pres- 
ently not  insured  therefor,  to  increase  old- 
age,   survivors,   and   disability  insurance 
benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  such  Act, 
to  provide  minimum  benefits  to  persons 
who,  at  age  65,  are  not  insured  for  benefits 
under  such  title,  to  increase  the  amount 
of  income  individuals  may  earn  without 
suffering  deductions  from  benefits  pay- 
able under  such  title,  and  otherwise  to  im- 
prove the  social  security  program 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives   of   the    United    States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967". 

COVERAGE    FOR    HOSPITAL   INSURANCE  BENEFITS 
FOR   PERSONS   NOT   INSURED  THEREFOR 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 103  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Anyone  who — 

"  ( 1 )  has  attained  the  age  of  65, 

"(2)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application  for 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section  202 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  would  not  be,  en- 
titled to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under 
section  226  of  such  Act,  and  is  not  certifiable 


as  a  qualified  railroad  retirement  beneficiary 
under  section  21  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1937, 

"(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States  (as 
defined  in  section  210(i)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act) ,  and  is  (A)  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  or  (B)  an  alien  lawfully  admitted  for 
permanent  residence  who  has  resided  in  the 
United  States  (as  so  defined)  continuously 
during  the  5  years  immediately  preceding 
the  month  in  which  he  files  application  under 
this  section,  and 

"(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this 
section  in  such  manner  and  in  accordance 
with  such  other  requirements  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed in  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  shall 
(subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  section) 
be  deemed,  solely  for  purposes  of  section  226 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  be  entitled  to 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  such  sec- 
tion 202  for  each  month,  beginning  with  the 
first  month  in  which  he  meets  the  require- 
ments of  this  subsection  and  ending  with 
the  month  in  which  he  becomes  (or  upon 
filing  application  for  monthly  insurance 
benefits  under  such  section  202  of  such  Act 
would  become)  entitled  to  hospital  insur- 
ance benefits  under  such  section  226  or  be- 
comes certifiable  as  a  qualified  railroad  re- 
tirement beneficiary.  An  individual  who 
would  have  met  the  preceding  requirements 
of  this  subsection  in  any  month  had  he  filed 
application  under  paragraph  (4)  hereof  be- 
fore the  end  of  such  month  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  met  such  requirements  in  such 
month  if  he  files  such  application  before  the 
end  of  the  twelfth  month  following  such 
month.  No  application  under  this  section 
which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more  than  3 
months  before  the  first  month  in  which  he 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  ( 1 ) , 
(2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted  as  an  applica- 
tion for  purposes  of  this  section. 

"(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  individual  who — 

"(1)  is,  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  month 
in  which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (a) ,  a  member  of  any  organization 
referred  to  in  section  210  (a)  (17)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  or 

"(2)  has,  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
month,  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense 
listed  in  section  202 (u)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  on  and  after  the  first 
day  of  the  month  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 

INCREASE  IN  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABIL- 
ITY INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
table  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 


I 

II 

III 

rv 

V 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

(Primary  insurance 

(Average  monthly 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

under  1939  Act,  as  modified) 

amount  under  1958 

wage) 

insurance 

family 

Act,  as  modified) 

amount) 

benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his  primary  insur- 

Or his  average  month- 

And the 

insurance  benefit  (as  deter- 

ance amount  (as  de- 

ly wapi 

(as  deter- 

maximum 

mined  under  subsec.  (d)) 

termined  under  sub- 

mined  under  subsec. 

The  amount 

amount  of 

is — 

sec,  (c))  is— 

(b»  is- 

referred 

benefits  pay- 

to in  the 

able  (as  pro- 

preceding 

vided  in  sec. 

paragraphs 

203(a)) 

But  not  more 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

At  least — 

But  not 

But  not 

subsection 

of  his  wages 

than — 

At  least — 

more 

At  least — 

more 

shall  be — 

and  self- 

than — 

than — 

employment 

income  shall 

be— 

$19.24 

$40 

$49 

$83 

$70.00 

$105. 00 

$19. 25 

24.20 

50 

59 

$84 

101 

77.00 

115. 50 

24. 21 

29.25 

60 

69 

102 

132 

84.00 

126.00 

29.26 

35.00 

70 

79 

133 

178 

91.00 

142. 40 

35.  01 

41.  76 

80 

89 

179 

225 

98.00 

180.00 

41.  77 

90 

99 

226 

272 

106.00 

217.60 

100 

109 

273 

319 

116.  70 

254.00 

110 

119 

320 

365 

127.  40 

292.00 

120 

127 

366 

412 

138.00 

312.  80 

413 

450 

146.00 

328.00 

451 

496 

156.00 

346.40 

497 

650 

168.00 

368.  00" 
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(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  under  title  n  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  the  month  folio-wing 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

INCREASE  IN  AMOUNT  OF  WIDOW'S  BENEFITS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  202(e)(1)  and  (2)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "82i^  per  centum"  wherever  it  ap- 
pears therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"100  per  centum". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  for  months  after  the  month  follow- 
ing the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 


ELECTIVE  EXEMPTION-  FROM  FUTURE  COVERAGE 
BY  CERTAIN  INDIYTDUAT-S  WHO  ART  ALREADY 
FULLY  INSURED 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  211  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  further  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5)  thereof,  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (6)  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semi- 
colon followed  by  the  word  "or",  and  (3)  by 
adding  after  paragraph  (6)  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph : 

"(7)  The  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  there 
is  in  effect  a  certificate  filed  by  such  indi- 
vidual under  section  1402  a)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954." 

(b)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  1402  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  further 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end 
of  paragraph  (5)  thereof,  (2)  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (6) 
thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period 
a  semicolon  followed  by  the  word  "or",  and 
(3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (6)  "thereof 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(7)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  there  is 
in  effect  a  certificate  filed  by  such  indi- 
vidual under  subsection  (i) ." 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  210  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  (1)  by  strik- 
ing out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (18) 
thereof,  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (19)  thereof  and  inserting 
in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semicolon  followed 
by  the  word  "or",  and  (3)  by  adding  after 
para-graph  (19)  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(20)  Service  performed  by  an  individual 
during  the  period  for  which  there  is  in  effect 
a  certificate  filed  by  such  individual  under 
section  1402  (i)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954." 

(d)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3121  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  £>f  1954  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (18)  thereof,  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (19)  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semi- 
colon followed  by  the  word  "or",  and  (3)  by 
adding  after  paragraph  (19)  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(20)  service  performed  by  an  individual 
during  the  period  for  which  there  is  in  effect 
a  certificate  filed  by  such  individual  under 
section  1402  (i) ." 

(e)  Section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(i)    INDIVIDUALS  WHO  HAVE  ATTAINED  AGE 

65  and  Abe  Fully  Insured  Under  Title  n  of 
the  Social  Security  Act. — 

"(1)  Exemption  certificate, — Any  individ- 
ual who  has  attained  age  65  and  is  a  fully 
insured  individual  (as  defined  in  section 
214(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  may  at 
any  time  file  a  certificate  (in  such  form  and 
manner,  and  with  such  official,  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  regulations  made  under  this 
chapter)  cenifying  that  he  elects  to  have 
exempted  from  coverage  by  the  insurance 


system  established  by  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  any  employment  performed  by 
him,  or  any  self-employment  engaged  in  by 
him. 

"(2)  Effective  period  of  certificate. — A 
certificate  filed  by  an  individual  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  shall  be  effective,  in  the  case 
of  employment  (as  defined  in  section  3121(b) 
and  section  210(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act) ,  performed  by  him  on  and  after  the 
first  day  of  the  first  calendar  quarter  which 
begins  more  than  30  days  after  the  date  such 
certificate  is  filed,  and,  in  the  case  of  self- 
employment  in  a  trade  or  business  (as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (c)  and  section  211(c)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act),  engaged  in  by  him 
for  the  taxable  year  in  which  the  certificate 
is  filed  and  all  succeeding  taxable  years." 

INCREASE  EN  AMOUNTS  LNDTVLDUAL.S  MAY  EARN 
WITHOUT  SUFFERING  DEDUCTIONS  EN  THEIR 
BENEFITS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3),  and  (4) 
(B)  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  203  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  "$125"  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ••$200  '. 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3)  of 
such  subsection  (f)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "year,  except  of  the  first  81,200  of  such 
excess  (or  all  of  such  excess  if  it  is  less  than 
$1,200) ,  an  amount  equal  to  one-half  thereof 
shall  not  be  included"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "year". 

(c)  Paragraph  (1)  (A)  of  subsection  (h) 
of  section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "$125"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$200". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preced- 
ing subsections  of  this  section  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

REDUCTION  FROM  72  TO  70  THE  AGE  AFTER  WHICH 
DEDUCTIONS  OK  ACCOUNT  OF  EARNINGS  ARE 
NO  LONGER  IMPOSED 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Subsections  (c)(1),  (d)(1), 
(f)  (1),  and  (j)  of  section  203  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking 
out  "seventy-two"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "seventy". 

(b)  Subsection  (h)  (1)  (A)  of  such  section 
203  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the  age  of 
72"  and  "age  72"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of in  each  instance  "age  70". 

(c)  The  heading  of  subsection  (j)  of  such 
section  203  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Seventy-two"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Seventy". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preced- 
ing subsections  of  this  section  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  bene- 
fits under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  months  in  taxable  years  (of  the  individ- 
ual whose  earnings  are  involved)  ending 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

BENEFITS  AT  AGE   65   FOR  UNINSURED 
rNDTVTDUAIiS 

Sec.  8.  (a)  (1)  The  heading  to  section  228 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"Benefits  at  Age  65  for  Certain  Uninsured 
Individuals" 

(2)  Section  228  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec  228.  (a)  Every  individual  who — 

"(1)  has  attained  age  65, 

"(2)  (A)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon  filing 
application  therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  or  223,  or  (B) 
is  entitled,  or  would  upon  filing  applica- 
tion therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly  bene- 
fits under  such  section  202  or  223  which  is 
smaller  than  the  amount  shown  by  the  first 
figure  in  column  IV  of  the  table  in  section 
215(a), 

"(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States  (as 
defined  in  section  210(i)  ),  and  (A)  is  a  citi- 


zen of  the  United  States  or  (B)  an  alien  law- 
fully admitted  for  permanent  residence  who 
has  resided  in  the  United  States  (as  so  de- 
fined) continuously  during  the  5  years  imme- 
diately preceding  the  month  in  which  he  files 
application  under  this  section, 

"(4)  has  filed  application  for  benefits  un- 
der this  section, 

shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  sec- 
tion for  each  month  beginning  with  the  first 
month  after  September  1967  in  which  he  be- 
comes so  entitled  to  such  benefits  and  end- 
ing with  the  month  preceding  the  month 
in  which  he  dies.  No  application  under  this 
section  which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more 
than  3  months  before  the  first  month  in 
which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted 
as  an  application  for  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

"Benefit  Amount 
"(b)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  an  in- 
dividual is  entitled  under  this  section  for 
any  month  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
whichever  is  the  larger:  (1)  zero,  or  (2)  the 
amount  determined  by  subtracting  from  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a)  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  monthly  bene- 
fit to  which  such  individual  is  entitled  un- 
der section  202  or  223.  For  the  purpose  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  amount  of  the 
monthly  benefit  to  which  an  individual  is 
entitled  under  section  202  means  the 
amount  to  which  he  is  entitled  after  any 
reduction  in  such  amount  made  by  reason  of 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (q)  of  such 
section. 

"Reduction  in  Benefit  Amounts 

"(c)  (1)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  any 
individual  is  entitled  under  this  section  shall 
be  reduced  in  accordance  with  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  Regulations  promulgated  by  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  subsection  shall  be  designed 
to  assure  that  individuals  receiving  benefits 
under  this  section  shall  be  in  need  thereof, 
taking  into  consideration  all  income  of  such 
individuals.  Such  regulations  shall  not  pro- 
vide for  reduction  of  such  benefits  on 
account  of  the  lack  of  need  therefor  if — 

"  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who 
is  unmarried,  such  individual's  annual  in- 
come is  less  than  $1,000;  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  is 
married  and  is  living  with  or  providing  more 
than  one-half  of  the  support  of  his  spouse, 
such  individual's  income  is  less  than  $2,000. 
If  any  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under 
this  section  is  the  parent  of  any  child  under 
18  years  of  a-ge,  or  the  parent  of  any  child 
over  17  years  of  age  who  is  physically  or  men- 
tally disabled,  and  such  child  lives  with  or  re- 
ceives more  than  half  of  his  support  from 
such  individual,  then,  for  purposes  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  figures  referred  to 
in  clause  (A)  or  (B)  thereof  (as  the  case  may 
be)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  increased  by  $500 
for  each  such  child. 

"Suspension  When  Individual  Is  Residing 
Outside  United  States 

"(d)  The  benefit  to  which  any  individual 
is  entitled  under  this  section  for  any  month 
shall  not  be  paid  if,  during  such  month,  such 
individual  is  not  a  resident  of  the  United 
States  (as  defined  in  section  210 (i) ) . 

"Treatment  as  Monthly  Insurance  Benefits 

"(e)  For_ purposes  of  subsections  (t)  and 
(u)  of  section  202,  and  of  section  1840.  a 
monthly  benefit  under  this  section  shall  be 
treated  as  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able under  section  202." 

(b)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a) ,  sec- 
tion 228  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in  ef- 
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feet  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967,  shall  remain  in 
force  with  respect  to  any  Individual  for  any 
month  if  such  individual — 

( 1 )  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  such  Amendments,  but  would 
not  be  entitled,  for  such  month,  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  after  enact- 
ment of  such  Amendments,  or 

(2)  if  the  amount  of  such  individual's 
benefit  under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior 
io  the  enactment  of  such  Amendments,  would 
(after  all  reductions  provided  in  such  sec- 
tion) be  larger  than  the  amount  of  the  ben- 
efit to  which  he  is  entitled  under  such  sec- 


tion, as  in  effect  after  enactment  of  such 
Amendments. 

APPROPRIATION  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  9.  In  addition  to  all  other  sums  au- 
thorized under  any  other  provisions  of  law 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated, out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  to  each  of  the  afore- 
mentioned Funds,  for  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  are 
enacted,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  place  each 
of  such  Funds  in  the  same  financial  posi- 


tion as  that  which  it  would  have  been  in  if 
such  Amendments  had  not  been  enacted, 

S.  1325 

A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  increase  the  insurance  benefits  pay- 
able thereunder  and  to  raise  the  minimum 
monthly  insurance  benefits  thereunder 
from  $44  to  $70 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a) 
section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  table  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 


"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 


"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
Act,  as  modified) 

yr  rimary 
insurance 
amount 

III 

(Average  monthly 
wage.) 

IV 

(r  run  ary 
insurance 
amount) 

y 

(Tilt 

{  at  n  x  1 1 1  m !  n 

family 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

/T>  -™o^rr 

yir  rimary 
insurance 
amount 

III 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

f  "Prim  dnT 
1 1 1 1 1  1 1 y 

nisui  ance 
amount) 

y 

( Aiiwiniiini 

f&mily 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

ur  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 

suDsec. 
is 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
p;u  ag  raphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

1  1 1 ; '  rne 

(MUX  IIIlllDl 

amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
&ec.  zuo yd,}  / 
jn  the  basis 
3f  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 

income 
shall  be- — 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d»  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 

/oc  Hotor. 

mined 

suDsec. 
yt'j)  r1* — 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
i '  n  i  I'll 
to  in  the 
preceding 

nQrairr'inli'; 

[1.1!  .       I  tl^JllS 

of  this 
subsection 

And  me 
m  Eix  im  uiq 
amount  of 

benefits 
p&ysble  (3S 
provided  in 

[)n  the  l  kims 
of  his  w&ges 
&nd  self- 
employ- 

income 
si  i  ul  1  be^- • 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

$44  00 



$67 

•t7fi  no 

£i  n^  nr> 

$306 

$309 

ftioo  on 

$i.i£o.  ou 

58  00 

$91 

92 

70  00 

105  00 

115  60 

310 

314 

128  40 

251  20 

59  00 

93 

94 

70  80 

106  20 

116  70 

315 

319 

129  60 

255  20 

$23.  08 

60  00 

95 

96 

72  00 

108  00 

117  70 

320 

323 

130  70 

258.  40 

$23.09 

23.  44 

a-?'  ?n 

97 

97 

73  20 

109  80 

118  80 

324 

328 

131  90 

262.  40 

23  45 

23  76 

98 

99 

7^  on 

J  jl"  ^ 

119  90 

329 

333 

266.  40 

23.'  77 

24.20 

eo  on 
Do.  ^0 

100 

101 

121  00 

334 

337 

loo'  on 
loo.  20 

24.  21 

24.60 

fit  on 

102 

102 

nn'  in 
77.  1U 

tie  ™ 
115.  70 

122.  00 

338 

342 

134. 20 

273. 60 

24.  61 

25.00 

103 

104 

Zn'  -7n 

i  la'  fin 

123  10 

343 

347 

135.  50 

277. 60 

26.  01 

25.48 

AT  ACl 

c-t'  tn 

105 

106 

79.  /0 

■ 

124  20 

348 

351 

136.  70 

oon  on 

25.49 

25.92 

67.  50 

107 

107 

81.  00 

352 

356 

137.  80 

284.  80 

25.  93 

26.40 

68.  50 

108 

109 

82.  20 

loo  on 
123.  oO 

i oc' on 
lzo.  30 

357 

361 

138.  30 

OOO  OA 

ZOO. ©U 

20.  41 

26.94 

69.  60 

110 

113 

83.  60 

125.  40 

127.  40 

362 

365 

138.  90 

292.  00 

26.95 

27.  46 

70.  70 

114 

118 

84. 90 

127.  40 

128.  40 

366 

370 

140.  00 

296.  00 

27.47 

28.00 

71.  70 

119 

122 

86. 10 

129.  20 

129.  50 

371 

375 

141. 20 

298. 00 

28.  01 

28.68 

72.  80 

123 

127 

86.  70 

130. 10 

130. 60 

376 

379 

142.  40 

299. 60 

28.  69 

29.25 

73. 90 

128 

132 

88.  00 

132.  00 

131.  70 

380 

384 

142. 90 

301 . 60 

29.26 

29.68 

74. 90 

133 

136 

89.  20 

133.  80 

132.  70 

385 

389 

143.  40 

303.  60 

29.69 

30.36 

76.  00 

137 

141 

90.  50 

135.  80 

133.  80 

390 

393 

144.  60 

305.  20 

30.37 

30.92 

77. 10 

142 

146 

91.  80 

137.  70 

134.  90 

394 

398 

145.  70 

307. 20 

30.93 

31.36 

78.  20 

147 

150 

92.30 

138.50 

135. 90 

399 

403 

146.80 

309.20 

31.37 

32.00 

79.20 

151 

155 

93.  50 

140.  30 

137.  00 

404 

407 

147.  20 

310. 80 

32.  01 

32.60 

80.  30 

156 

160 

94.80 

142.20 

138.00 

408 

412 

147.  70 

312. 80 

32.  61 

33.20 

81.40 

161 

164 

96. 10 

144.20 

139.00 

413 

417 

148.  80 

314.  80 

33.  21 

33.88 

82.  40 

165 

169 

97.30 

146.00 

140.00 

418 

421 

149.  80 

316.  40 

33.89 

34.  50 

83.50 

170 

174 

97.  70 

146.60 

141.00 

422 

426 

150.90 

318.40 

34.  51 

35.00 

84.60 

175 

178 

99.00 

148.  50 

142.00 

427 

431 

151.  20 

320.40 

35.01 

35.80 

85.  60 

179 

183 

100.20 

150.  30 

143.00 

432 

436 

151.60 

322.  40 

35.  81 

36.40 

86.  70 

184 

188 

101.  50 

152.  30 

144.00 

437 

440 

152.  70 

324.00 

36.41 

37.08 

87.80 

189 

193 

102.80 

154.40 

145.00 

441 

145 

153.  70 

326.00 

37.09 

37.60 

88.  90 

194 

197 

103.20 

159.60 

146.00 

446 

450 

154. 80 

328.00 

37.  61 

38.20 

89.90 

198 

202 

104.30 

161.60 

147.  00 

451 

454 

155. 10 

327. 60 

38.  21 

39.12 

91.00 

203 

207 

105.60 

165.60 

148.00 

455 

459 

155. 40 

331.  60 

39. 13 

39.68 

92. 10 

208 

211 

106.90 

168.80 

149.00 

460 

464 

156.  60 

333.60 

39.69 

40.33 

93.10 

212 

216 

108.00 

172.  80 

150.00 

465 

468 

157.  50 

335.20 

40.34 

41. 12 

94.20 

217 

221 

108.40 

176. 80 

151.00 

469 

473 

158.  60 

337.  20 

41.13 

41.76 

95.30 

222 

225 

109.60 

180.00 

152.  00 

474 

478 

158.90 

339.  20 

41.  77 

42.44 

96.30 

226 

230 

110.  80 

184.00 

153.00 

479 

482 

159.20 

340. 80 

42.45 

43.20 

97.40 

231 

235 

112. 10 

188.00 

154.00 

483 

487 

160. 20 

342. 80 

43.  21 

43.76 

98.50 

236 

239 

113.  30 

191.20 

155.00 

488 

492 

161.  20 

344. 80 

43.77 

44.44 

99.60 

240 

244 

113.60 

195.20 

156.00 

493 

496 

162. 30 

346. 40 

44.45 

44.88 

100.60 

245 

249 

114.  70 

199.20 

157.00 

497 

501 

162. 50 

348. 40 

44.89 

45.  60 

101.  70 

250 

253 

116.00 

202.40 

158.00 

602 

506 

162.80 

350. 40 

102.80 

254 

258 

117.20 

206.40 

159.00 

507 

610 

163.80 

352.00 

103.80 

259 

263 

118.40 

210.  40 

160.00 

611 

615 

164.80 

354.00 

104.90 

264 

267 

118.60 

213.60 

161.00 

516 

620 

165.90 

356.00 

106.00 

268 

272 

119.  80 

217.60 

162.00 

621 

524 

166. 10 

357.  60 

107.00 

273 

277 

121.00 

221.60 

163.00 

625 

529 

166. 30 

359.60 

108. 10 

278 

281 

122.20 

224.80 

164.00 

530 

534 

167. 30 

361.  60 

109.20 

282 

286 

123.40 

228.80 

165.00 

635 

638 

168.30 

363.  20 

110.30 

287 

291 

123.60 

232.80 

166.00 

539 

543 

169.  40 

365.  20 

111.30 

292 

295 

124.70 

23a  00 

167.00 

544 

548 

169.  50 

367.  20 

112.40 

296 

300 

125.90 

240.00 

168.00 

649 

550 

169.  70 

368. 00." 

113.50 

301 

305 

127.20 

244.00 
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(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  the  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

H.R.  6950  (Amendment  No.  138) 

Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Proutt  to  H.R.  6950,  an  act  to  restore  the  investment  credit  and  the  allowance  of  accelerated 

depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain  real  property 
On  page  4,  after  line  6,  insert  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  table  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 


"  'TABLE  FOE  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 


"  'I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

n 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

III 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

m 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 

If  \an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is— 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))is- 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
sec.  203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 
shall  be — 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is— 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
sec.  203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 
shall  be— 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than— 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than— 

$44.  00 

$67 

$70.  00 

$105.  00 

$114. 50 

$306 

$309 

$128. 30 

$247.  20 

58. 00 

$91 

92 

70.  00 

105. 00 

115. 60 

310 

314 

128. 40 

251. 20 

59.  00 

93 

94 

70. 80 

106.  20 

116.  70 

315 

319 

129. 60 

255.  20 

$23.08 

60.  00 

95 

96 

72.  00 

108.  00 

117. 70 

320 

323 

130.  70 

258.  40 

$23.09 

23.44 

61.  00 

97 

97 

73.  20 

109.  80 

118.  80 

324 

328 

131.  90 

262.  40 

23. 45 

23.76 

62. 10 

98 

99 

74.  60 

111.  90 

119.  90 

329 

333 

133. 10 

266.  40 

23.77 

24.20 

63.  20 

100 

101 

75.  90 

113. 90 

121.  00 

334 

337 

133.  20 

269.  60 

24.21 

24.  60 

64.  20 

102 

102 

77. 10 

115.  70 

122.00 

338 

342 

134. 20 

273.  60 

24.61 

25.00 

65.  30 

103 

104 

78.40 

117.  60 

123. 10 

343 

347 

135.  50 

277.  60 

25.01 

25.48 

66.  40 

105 

106 

79.  70 

119.  60 

124.  20 

348 

351 

136.  70. 

280.  80 

25.49 

25.92 

67.  50 

107 

107 

81.  00 

121.  50 

125.  20 

352 

356 

137. 80 

284.  80 

25.93 

26.40 

68.  50 

108 

109 

82.  20 

123.  30 

126. 30 

357 

361 

138.  30 

288.  80 

26.41 

26.94 

69.  60 

110 

113 

83.  60 

125.  40 

127. 40 

362 

365 

138.90 

292.00 

26.95 

27.46 

70.  70 

114 

118 

84.90 

127.  40 

128.  40 

366 

370 

140.00 

296.  00 

27.47 

28.00 

71.  70 

119 

122 

86. 10 

129.  20 

129.50 

371 

375 

141.20 

298.  00 

28.  01 

28.68 

72.  80 

123 

127 

86.70 

130. 10 

130.60 

376 

379 

142.  40 

299.  60 

28.69 

29.25 

73.  90 

128 

132 

88.00 

132.00 

131.  70 

380 

384 

142.90 

301.  60 

29.26 

29.  68 

74.  90 

133 

136 

89.20 

133.  80 

132.  70 

385 

389 

143.  40 

303.  60 

29.69 

30.  36 

76.  00 

137 

141 

90.  50 

135.  80 

133. 80 

390 

393 

144.  60 

305.  20 

30.37 

30.92 

77. 10 

142 

146 

91.  80 

137.  70 

134.  90 

394 

398 

145.  70 

307.  20 

30.93 

31.  36 

78.  20 

147 

150 

92.30 

138.  50 

135.90 

399 

403 

146.  80 

309.  20 

31.37 

32.00 

79.  20 

151 

155 

93.  50 

140.  30 

137.00 

404 

407 

147.  20 

310. 80 

32.01 

32.  60 

80.  30 

156 

160 

94.80 

142.  20 

138.00 

408 

412 

147.  70 

312.  80 

32.61 

33.20 

81.  40 

161 

164 

96. 10 

144.  20 

139.  00 

413 

417 

148.  80 

314.  80 

33.21 

33.88 

82.  40 

165 

169 

97.  30 

146.00 

140.00 

418 

421 

149.  80 

316. 40 

33.89 

34.50 

83.  50 

170 

174 

97.  70 

146.  60 

141. 00 

422 

426 

150.  90 

318.  40 

34.  51 

35.00 

84.  60 

175 

178 

99.00 

148.  50 

142.00 

427 

431 

151.  20 

320.  40 

35.01 

35. 80 

85.  60 

179 

183 

100.20 

150. 30 

143.00 

432 

436 

151.60 

322.  40 

35. 81 

36.40 

86.  70 

184 

188 

101.  50 

152.  30 

144.00 

437 

440 

152.  70 

324.  00 

36.41 

37.08 

87.80 

189 

193 

102.  80 

154.40 

145.00 

441 

445 

153.  70 

326.00 

37.09 

37.60 

88.90 

194 

197 

103. 20 

159.60 

146.00 

446 

450 

154.  80 

328.00 

37.61 

38.20 

89.  90 

198 

202 

104.30 

161.  60 

147.00 

451 

454 

155. 10 

327.  60 

38.21 

39. 12 

91.00 

203 

207 

105.  60 

165.  60 

148.00 

455 

459 

155.  40 

331.60 

39. 13 

39.68 

92. 10 

208 

211 

106.  90 

168.80 

149.00 

460 

464 

156.  50 

333.  60 

39.69 

40.33 

93. 10 

212 

216 

108.00 

172. 80 

150.00 

465 

468 

157.  50 

335.  20 

40.34 

41. 12 

94.20 

217 

221 

108. 40 

176.  80 

151.00 

469 

473 

158.  60 

337.  20 

41. 13 

41.76 

95.  30 

222 

225 

109.60 

180.00 

152.00 

474 

478 

158.  90 

339.  20 

41.77 

42.44 

96.30 

226 

230 

110.  80 

184.00 

153.00 

479 

482 

159.  20 

340.80 

42.45 

43. 20 

97.  40 

231 

235 

112. 10 

188.00 

154.00 

483 

487 

160. 20 

342.  80 

43. 21 

43.76 

98.  50 

236 

239 

113.30 

191.  20 

165.00 

488 

492 

161.20 

344.80 

43.  77 

44.44 

99.  60 

240 

244 

113.60 

195. 20 

156.00 

493 

496 

162.  30 

346.40 

44.45 

44.88 

100.60 

245 

249 

114.  70 

199.20 

157.00 

497 

601 

162.  50 

348.  40 

44.89 

45.60 

101.  70 

250 

253 

116.00 

202.  40 

158.00 

502 

506 

162. 80 

350.40 

102.  80 

254 

258 

117.20 

206.40 

159.00 

507 

610 

163.80 

352.00 

103. 80 

259 

263 

118.  40 

210.  40 

160.00 

511 

515 

164.  80 

354.00 

104.  90 

264 

267 

118.60 

213.  60 

161.00 

516 

620 

165.  90 

356.00 

106.00 

268 

272 

119. 80 

217.60 

162.00 

521 

524 

166. 10 

357.  60 

107.00 

273 

277 

121.00 

221.60 

163.00 

525 

529 

166.  30 

359.  60 

108. 10 

278 

281 

122.20 

224.80 

164.00 

530 

534 

167.  30 

361.  60 

109.  20 

282 

286 

123.  40 

228. 80 

165.00 

535 

638 

168.30 

363.  20 

110.30 

287 

291 

123.60 

232. 80 

166.00 

539 

543 

169.  40 

365.  20 

111.30 

292 

295 

124.70 

236.00 

167.00 

544 

548 

169.  50 

367. 20 

112. 40 

296 

300 

125. 90 

240.  00 

168.00 

649 

550 

169.  70 

368.  00.' 

113.  50 

301 

305 

127.  20 

244.00 

"(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  the  month  following 
the  month  in  which  this  section  is  enacted." 

H.R.  6950  (Amendment  No.  139) 
Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Prouty  to  H.R.  6950,  an  act  to  restore  the 
Investment  credit  and  the  allowance  of 
accelerated  depreciation  in  the  case  of  cer- 
tain real  property 

On  page  4,  after  line  6,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 


"Sec.  5.  (a)(1)(A)  The  heading  to  section 
228  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"  'BENEFITS  AT  AGE   65   FOR  CERTAIN 
UNINSURED  INDIVIDUALS' 

"(B)  Section  228  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

"'Sec.  228.  (a)  Every  individual  who — 

"'(1)  has  attained  age  65, 

"'(2)  (A)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon 
filing  application  therefor,  be  entitled  to 
monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223, 
or  (B)  is  entitled,  or  would  upon  filing  ap- 
plication therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly 


benefits  under  such  section  202  or  223  which 
is  smaller  than  the  amount  shown  by  the 
first  figure  in  column  IV  of  the  table  in  sec- 
tion 215(a), 

"'(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States 
(as  defined  in  section  210(i),  and  (A)  is 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or  (B)  an 
alien  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  resi- 
dence who  has  resided  in  the  United  States 
(as  so  defined)  continuously  during  the  5 
years  immediately  preceding  the  month  in 
which  he  files  application  under  this  section. 

"'(4)  has  filed  application  for  benefits 
under  this  section. 
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shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  sec- 
tion for  each  month  beginning  with  the  first 
month  after  September  1967  in  which  he 
becomes  so  entitled  to  such  benefits  and 
ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  month 
in  which  he  dies.  No  application  under  this 
section  which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more 
than  3  months  before  the  first  month  in 
which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted 
as  an  application  for  purposes  of  this  section. 
"  'Benefit  Amount 

"  '(b)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  an  in- 
dividual is  entitled  under  this  section  for 
any  month  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
whichever  is  the  larger:  (1)  zero,  or  (2)  the 
amount  determined  by  subtracting  from  an 
amount  equal  to  80  percent  of  the  amount 
shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column  IV  of 
the  table  in  section  215(a)  an  amount  equal 
to  the  amount  of  the  monthly  benefit  to 
which  such  individual  is  entitled  under  sec- 
tion 202  or  223.  For  the  purpose  of  the  pre- 
ceding sentence,  the  amount  of  the  monthly 
benefit  to  which  an  individual  is  entitled 
under  section  202  means  the  amount  to 
which  he  is  entitled  after  any  reduction  in 
such  amount  made  by  reason  of  the  provi- 
sions of  subsection  (q)  of  such  section. 
"  'Deductions  in  Benefit  Amounts 

"'(c)(1)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  section,  payments  of 
amounts  as  benefits  provided  by  this  section 
shall  not  be  made  to  an  individual  other- 
wise entitled  thereto  if,  and  to  the  extent, 
that  the  making  of  any  such  payment  would 
result  in  such  individual  receiving,  for  any 
calendar  year,  income  in  excess  of  $2,840  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  is  married  and 
is  liying  with  or  providing  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  support  of  a  spouse  who  is  not 
entitled  to  benefits  under  this  section,  or 
$1,840  in  the  case  of  any  other  individual. 
For  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence, 
the  term  "income"  means  income  from  any 
and  all  sources  (including  monthly  benefit 
payments  under  this  title) . 

"  '(2)  Deductions,  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine,  shall  be  made  from  any  payment 
or  payments  to  which  an  individual  is  en- 
titled under  this  section  so  as  to  carry  out 
the  limitation  set  forth  in  paragraph  ( 1 ) . 

"  'Suspension  When  Individual  Is  Residing 
Outside  United  States 

"  '(d)  The  benefit  to  which  any  individual 
is  entitled  under  this  section  for  any  month 
shall  not  be  paid  if,  during  such  month, 
such  individual  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
United  States  (as  defined  in  section  210(i)). 
"  'Treatment  as  Monthly  Insurance  Benefits 

"'(e)  For  purposes  of  subsections  (t)  and 
(u)  of  section  202,  and  of  section  1840,  a 
monthly  benefit  under  this  section  shall  be 
treated  as  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able under  section  202.' 

"(C)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  sec- 
tion 228  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in 
effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  section, 
shall  remain  in  force  with  respect  to  any 
individual  for  any  month  if  such  individual — 

"(1)  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  this  section,  but  would  not  be 
entitled,  for  such  month,  to  a  benefit  under 
such  section,  as  in  effect  after  enactment 
of  this  section,  or 

"(2)  if  the  amount  of  such  individual's 
benefit  under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  this  section,  would  (after 
all  reductions  provided  in  such  section)  be 
larger  than  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to 
which  he  is  entitled  under  such  section,  as  In 
effect  after  enactment  of  this  section. 
"Increase  in  Benefits  for  the  Transitionally 
Insured 

"(b)(1)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
227(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Is  amended 
by  striking  out  'be  $35  and  the  amount  of  the 


wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his  wife  shall,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  section  202 
(b),  be  $17.50'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'be  an  amount  equal  to  80  percent  of  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a)  and  the 
amount  of  the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his 
wife  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  202(b),  be  an  amount  equal  to  37y2 
percent  of  the  amount  shown  by  such  first 
figure'. 

"(2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  227 
(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 'The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance 
benefit  for  each  month  shall,  notwithstand- 
ing the  provisions  of  section  202(e)  (and  sec- 
tion 202  (m) ) ,  be  equal  to  37 y2  percent  of  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a) .' 

"(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  effective  in  the  case  of  monthly 
payments  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  for  months  after  September  1967. 
"Appropriation  Authorization 

"(c)  In  addition  to  all  other  sums  author- 
ized under  any  other  provisions  of  law  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Fed- 
eral Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out 
of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  to  each  of  the  aforementioned 
Funds,  for  the  fiscal  year  in  which  this  sec- 
tion is  enacted,  and  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
place  each  of  such  Funds  in  the  same  finan- 
cial position  as  that  which  it  would  have 
been  in  if  this  section  had  not  been  enacted. 
"Medicare  Benefits  Extended 

"(d)  (1)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 103  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"'(a)  Anyone  who — 

"  '  ( 1 )  has  attained  the  age  of  65, 

"'(2)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application 
for  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  sec- 
tion 202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would 
not  be,  entitled  to  hospital  insurance  bene- 
fits under  section  226  of  such  Act,  and  is  not 
certifiable  as  a  qualified  railroad  retirement 
beneficiary  under  section  21  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937, 

"'(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States 
(as  defined  in  section  210(i)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act),  and  is  (A)  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  or  (B)  an  alien  lawfully  ad- 
mitted for  permanent  residence  who  has  re- 
sided in  the  United.  States  (as  so  defined) 
continuously  during  the  5  years  immediately 
preceding  the  month  in  which  he  files  appli- 
cation under  this  section,  and 

"'(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this 
section  in  such  manner  and  in  accordance 
with  such  other  requirements  as  may  be 
prescribed  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary, 
shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this 
section)  be  deemed,  solely  for  purposes  of 
section  226  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  be 
entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
such  section  202  for  each  month,  beginning 
with  the  first  month  in  which  he  meets  the 
requirements  of  this  subsection  and  end- 
ing with  the  month  in  which  he  becomes 
(or  upon  filing  application  for  monthly  in- 
surance benefits  under  such  section  202  of 
such  Act  would  become)  entitled  to  hospital 
insurance  benefits  under  such  section  226  or 
becomes  certifiable  as  a  qualified  railroad  re- 
tirement beneficiary.  An  individual  who 
would  have  met  the  preceding  requirements 
of  this  subsection  in  any  month  had  he 
filed  application  under  paragraph  (4)  hereof 
before  the  end  of  such  month  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  met  such  requirements  in 
such  month  if  he  files  such  application  be- 
fore the  end  of  the  twelfth  month  following 
such  month.  No  application  under  this  sec- 
tion which  is  filed  by  an  individuals  more 
than  3  months  before  the  first  month  in 
which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted 


as  an  application  for  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

"'(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  to  any  individual  who — 

" '  ( 1 )  is,  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
month  in  which  he  meets  the  requirements 
of  subsection  (a),  a  member  of  any  orga- 
nization referred  to  in  section  210(a)  (17)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  or 

"'(2)  has,  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
month,  been  convicted  of  any  offense  listed 
in  section  202 (u)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.' 

"(2)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tion (1)  shall  be  effective  on  and  after  the 
first  day  of  the  month  after  the  month  in 
which  this  section  is  enacted." 

Amendment  to  H.R.  6950 
Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Protjtt  to  H.R.  6950,  an  act  to  restore  the 
investment  credit  and  the  allowance  of  ac- 
celerated depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain 
real  property 

On  page  4,  after  line  6,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

"Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec. 
tion  103  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"'(a)  Anyone  who — 

"  '(1)   has  attained  the  age  of  65, 

"  '(2)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application  for 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section 
202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would  not  be, 
entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under 
section  226  of  such  Act,  and  is  not  certifiable 
as  a  qualified  railroad  retirement  beneficiary 
under  section  21  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1937, 

"'(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States 
(as  defined  in  section  210 (i)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act) ,  and  is  (A)  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  (B)  an  alien  lawfully  ad- 
mitted for  permanent  residence  who  has 
resided  in  the  United  States  (as  so  defined) 
continuously  during  the  5  years  immediately 
preceding  the  month  in  which  he  files  appli- 
cation under  this  section,  and 

"'(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this 
section  in  such  manner  and  in  accordance 
with  such  other  requirements  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed in  regulations  of  the  Secretary, 
shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  deemed,  solely  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 226  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  be 
entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
such  section  202  for  each  month,  beginning 
with  the  first  month  in  which  he  meets  the 
requirements  of  this  subsection  and  ending 
with  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  (or 
upon  filing  application  for  monthly  insur- 
ance benefits  under  such  section  202  of  such 
Act  would  become)  entitled  to  hospital  in- 
surance benefits  under  such  section  226  or 
becomes  certifiable  as  a  qualified  railroad  re- 
tirement beneficiary.  An  individual  who 
would  ha\ie  met  the  preceding  requirements 
of  this  subsection  in  any  month  had  he  filed 
application  under  paragraph  (4)  hereof  be- 
fore the  end  of  such  month  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  met  such  requirements  in  such 
month  if  he  files  such  application  before 
the  end  of  the  twelfth  month  following  such 
month.  No  application  under  this  section 
which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more  than  3 
months  before  the  first  month  in  which  he 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (1), 
(2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted  as  an  appli- 
cation for  purposes  of  this  section. 

"'(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  to  any  individual  who — 

"  '(1)  is,  at  the  beginning  of  the  Prst  month 
in  which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (a) ,  a  member  of  any  organization  re- 
ferred to  in  section  210  (a)  (17)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  or 

"  '(2)  has.  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
month,  been  convicted  of  any  offense  listed 
in  section  202 (u)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.' 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  on  and  after  the  first 
day  of  the  month  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted." 
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H.R.  6950  (Amendment  No.  142) 
Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
Mr.  Pkoutt  to  H.R.  6950,  an  act  to  restore  the 
Investment  credit  and  the  allowance  of  ac- 
celerated depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain 
real  property. 

On  page  4,  after  line  6,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

"Sec.  5.  (a)  (1)  (A)  The  heading  to  section 
228  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"  'BENEFITS  AT  AGE  65  FOR  CERTAIN  UNINSURED 
INDIVIDUALS" 

"(B)  Section  228  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"'Sec.  228.    (a)    Every  individual  who — 

"  '  ( 1)  has  attained  age  65, 

"'(2)  (A)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon 
filing  application  therefor,  be  entitled  to 
monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223, 
or  (B)  is  entitled,  or  would  upon  filing  ap- 
plication therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  under  such  section  202  or  223  which 
is  smaller  than  the  amount  shown  by  the 
first  figure  in  column  IV  of  the  table  in  sec- 
tion 215  (a) , 

"'(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States 
(as  defined  in  section  210 (i)  ) ,  and  (A)  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  or  (B)  an  alien 
lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence 
who  has  resided  in  the  United  States  (as  so 
defined)  continuously  during  the  5  years  im- 
mediately preceding  the  month  in  which  he 
files  application  under  this  section, 

"'(4)  has  filed  application  for  benefits 
under  this  section, 

shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  sec- 
tion for  each  month  beginning  with  the  first 
month  after  September  1967  in  which  he  be- 
comes so  entitled  to  such  benefits  and  end- 
ing with  the  month  preceding  the  month  in 
which  he  dies.  No  application  under  this  sec- 
tion which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more 
than  3  months  before  the  first  month  in 
which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted 
as  an  application  for  purposes  of  this  section. 
"  'Benefit  amount 
"  '(b)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  an 
Individual  is  entitled  under  this  section  for 
any  month  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
whichever  is  the  larger:  (1)  zero,  or  (2)  the 
amount  determined  by  subtracting  from  an 
amount  equal  to  80  percent  of  the  amount 
shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column  IV  of 
the  table  in  section  215(a)  an  amount  equal 
to  the  amount  of  the  monthly  benefit  to 


which  such  individual  is  entitled  under  sec- 
tion 202  or  223.  For  the  purpose  of  the  pre- 
ceding sentence,  the  amount  of  the  monthly 
benefit  to  which  an  individual  is  entitled 
under  section  202  means  the  amount  to 
which  he  is  entitled  after  any  reduction  in 
such  amount  made  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
visions of  subsection  (q)  of  such  section. 

"  'Deductions  in  benefit  amounts 

"'(c)(1)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  section,  payments  of 
amounts  as  benefits  provided  by  this  section 
shall  not  be  made  to  an  individual  otherwise 
entitled  thereto  if,  and  to  the  extent,  that 
the  making  of  any  such  payment  would  re- 
sult in  such  individual  receiving,  for  any 
calendar  year,  income  in  excess  of  $2,840  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  is  married  and 
is  living  with  or  providing  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  support  of  a  spouse  who  is  not 
entitled  to  benefits  under  this  section,  or 
$1,840  in  the  case  of  any  other  individual. 
For  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence, 
the  term  "income"  means  income  from  any 
and  all  sources  (including  monthly  benefit 
payments  under  this  title) . 

"'(2)  Deductions,  in  such  amounts  and 
at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine,  shall  be  made  from  any  payment 
or  payments  to  which  an  individual  is  en- 
titled under  this  section  so  as  to  carry  out 
the  limitation  set  forth  in  paragraph  (1). 
"  'Suspension  when  individual  is  residing 
outside  United  States 

"  '(d)  The  benefit  to  which  any  individual 
is  entitled  under  this  section  for  any  month 
shall  not  be  paid  if,  during  such  month,  such 
individual  is  not  a  resident  of  the  United 
States  (as  defined  in  section  210(i) ). 
"  'Treatment  as  monthly  insurance  benefits 

"'(e)  For  purposes  of  subsections  (t)  and 
(ui  of  section  202,  and  of  section  1840,  a 
monthly  benefit  under  this  section  shall  be 
treated  as  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able under  section  202.' 

"(C)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  sec- 
tion 228  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in 
effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  section, 
shall  remain  in  force  with  respect  to  any 
individual  for  any  month  if  such  individ- 
ual— 

"(1)  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  this  section,  but  would  not  be 
entitled,  for  such  month,  to  a  benefit  under 
such  section,  as  in  effect  after  enactment 
of  this  section,  or 


"(2)  if  the  amount  of  such  individual's 
benefit  under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  this  section,  would 
(after  all  reductions  provided  in  such  sec- 
tion) be  larger  than  the  amount  of  the 
benefit  to  which  he  is  entitled  under  such 
section,  as  in  effect  after  enactment  of  this 
section. 

"Increase  in  benefits  for  the  transitionally 
insured 

"(b)  (1)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
227(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'be  $35  and  the  amount  of 
the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his  wife  shall, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
202 lb) ,  be  $17.50'  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of 'be  an  amount  equal  to  80  percent  of 
the  amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in 
column  IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a) 
and  the  amount  of  the  wife's  insurance  bene- 
fit of  his  wife  shall,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  202(b),  be  an  amount 
equal  to  37'/2  percent  of  the  amount  shown 
by  such  first  figure'. 

"(2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  227(b) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
'The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance  bene- 
fit for  each  month  shall,  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  section  202(e)  (and  section 
202(m)),  be  equal  to  37V2  percent  of  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a).' 

"(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  effective  in  the  case  of  monthly 
payments  under  title  EC  of  the  Social  Secur- 
ity Act  for  months  after  September  1967. 
"Appropriation  authorization 

"(c)  In  addition  to  all  other  sums  author- 
ized under  any  other  provisions  of  law  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated, out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  each  of  the 
aforementioned  Funds,  for  the  fiscal  year 
in  which  this  section  is  enacted,  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  place  each  of  such  Funds  in 
the  same  financial  position  as  that  which  it 
would  have  been  in  if  this  section  had  not 
been  enacted. 

"hfonthly  benefit  increases 

"(d)(1)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
table  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing : 


TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  TAMIL Y  BENEFITS 


"T 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
Act,  as  modified) 

n 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under 
1965  Act) 

m 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

rv 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

n 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

m 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is— 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is— 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
sec.  203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 
shall  be — 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is— 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(e))  is- 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is— 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
•maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
sec.  203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 
shall  be — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more 
than— 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more 
than — 

$44.00 

$67 

$70.00 

$105.00 

$25.93 

$26.40 

$68.50 

$108 

$109 

$82.20 

$123.  30 

58.00 

$91 

92 

70.00 

105.00 

26.41 

26.94 

69.60 

110 

113 

83.  60 

125.40 

59.00 

93 

94 

70.80 

106.20 

26.95 

27.46 

70.70 

114 

118 

84.90 

127.40 

$23.08 

60.00 

95 

96 

72.00 

,108.06 

27.47 

28.00 

71.70 

119 

122 

86.10 

129.20 

$23.09 

23.44 

61.00 

97 

97 

73.20 

109.80 

28.  01 

28.  68 

72.80 

123 

127 

86.70 

130.10 

23.45 

23.76 

62.10 

98 

99 

74.60 

11L90 

28.  69 

29.25 

73.90 

128 

132 

88.00 

132.00 

23.77 

24.20 

63.20 

100 

101 

75.90 

113.90 

29.26 

29.  68 

74.90 

133 

136 

89.20 

133.80 

24.21 

24.  60 

64.20 

102 

102 

77. 10 

115.  70 

29.  69 

30.36 

7a  00 

137 

141 

9a  50 

135.80 

24.61 

25.00 

65.30 

103 

104 

78.40 

117.  60 

30.37 

30.92 

77. 10 

142 

146 

91.80 

137.70 

25.01 

25.48 

66.40 

105 

106 

79.  70 

,  119.  60 

30.93 

31.36 

78.20 

147 

150 

92.30 

138.50 

25.49 

25.92 

67.50 

107 

107 

81.00 

121.  50 

31.37 

32.00 

79.20 

151 

155 

93.50 

140.30 
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"  'TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS— Continued 


-  1 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

in 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

rv 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

m 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

rv 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is — 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is— 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
sec.  203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 
shall  be — 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
sec.  203(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 
shall  be — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — ■ 

At  least— 

But  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

$32. 01 

$32.  oU 

C  on  QO 

$156 

$160 

flrio  oft 
$98.  80 

$142.  20 

$126. 30 

$357 

$361 

tf>l  OO  Oft 

$138. 30 

$288. 80 

32.  61 

33.  20 

81.  40 

161 

164 

96. 10 

144.  20 

127.  40 

382 

365 

138.  90 

292.  00 

33.  21 

33.  88 

82.  40 

165 

169 

97.  30 

146.  00 

128.  40 

366 

370 

140.  00 

296.  00 

33. 89 

34.  50 

83.  50 

170 

174 

97.  70 

146.  60 

129.  50 

371 

375 

141.  20 

298.  00 

34.  51 

35.  00 

84.  60 

175 

178 

99.  00 

148.  50 

130.  60 

376 

379 

142.  40 

299.  60 

35.  01 

35.  80 

85.  60 

179 

183 

100.  20 

150.  30 

131.  70 

380 

384 

142. 90 

301.  60 

35.  81 

36.  40 

86.  70 

184 

188 

101.  50 

152.  30 

132.  70 

385 

389 

143.  40 

303.  60 

36.  41 

37.  08 

87.  80 

189 

193 

102.  80 

154.  40 

133.  80 

390 

393 

144.  60 

305.  20 

37.  09 

37.  60 

88.  90 

194 

197 

103.  20 

159.  60 

134.  90 

394 

398 

145.  70 

307.  20 

37.  61 

38.  20 

89.  90 

198 

202 

104.  30 

161.  60 

135.  90 

399 

403 

146.  80 

309.  20 

38.  21 

39: 12 

91.  00 

203 

207 

105.  60 

165.  60 

137.  00 

404 

407 

147.  20 

310.  80 

39. 13 

39.  68 

92.  10 

208 

211 

106.  90 

168.  80 

138.  00 

408 

412 

147.  70 

312.  80 

39.  69 

40.  33 

93. 10 

212 

216 

108.  00 

172.  80 

139.  00 

413 

417 

148.  80 

314.  80 

40.  34 

41. 12 

94.  20 

217 

221 

108.  40 

176.  80 

140.  00 

418 

421 

149. 80 

316. 40 

41. 13 

41.  76 

95.  30 

222 

225 

109.  60 

180.  00 

141.  00 

422 

426 

150. 90 

318. 40 

41.  77 

42.44 

96.  30 

226 

230 

110.  80 

184.  00 

142.  00 

427 

431 

151.  20 

320.  40 

42  45 

43.  20 

231 

235 

112. 10 

188.  00 

143.  00 

432 

436 

151.  60 

322.  40 

43^21 

43.  76 

no'  crt 

236 

239 

113.  30 

191.  20 

144.  00 

437 

440 

152.  70 

324.  00 

43.  77 

44.44 

240 

244 

113.  60 

195.  20 

145.  00 

441 

445 

153.  70 

326.  00 

44.  45 

44.88 

inn  fin 

245 

249 

114.  70 

199.  20 

146.  00 

446 

450 

154. 80 

OOO  ftft 

328.  00 

44.89 

45.60 

ini  70 

250 

253 

116.  00 

202.  40 

147.  00 

451 

454 

155. 10 

327.  60 

1 09  «o 

254 

258 

117.  20 

206.  40 

148.  00 

455 

459 

155. 40 

331.  60 

ino"  on 

luo.  80 

259 

263 

118.  40 

210.  40 

149.  00 

460 

464 

156.  50 

333. 60 

264 

267 

118.  60 

213.  60 

150.  00 

465 

468 

157. 60 

335. 20 

lOu.  00 

268 

272 

119. 80 

217.  60 

151.  00 

469 

473 

158.  60 

337. 20 

ins  ?o 

273 

277 

121.  00 

221.  60 

152.  00 

474 

478 

158. 90 

OOft  Oft 

oo9.  20 

rrr*  ^J: 

278 

281 

122.  20 

224.  80 

153.  00 

479 

482 

159. 20 

340. 80 

loy.  2U 

282 

286 

123.  40 

228. 80 

154.  00 

483 

487 

160.  20 

342. 80 

110. 30 

287 

291 

123.  60 

232. 80 

155.  00 

488 

492 

161. 20 

344.  80 

}\h 

292 

295 

124.  70 

236.  00 

156.  00 

493 

496 

162. 30 

346.  40 

112.  40 

296 

300 

125.  90 

240.  nil 

157.  00 

497 

501 

162.  50 

348.  40 

113.  50 

301 

305 

127. 20 

244.00 

158.00 

502 

506 

162. 80 

350.40 

114. 50 

306 

309 

128.  33 

247. 20 

159.00 

507 

510 

163.  80 

352.  00 

115.60 

310 

314 

128.  40 

251.20 

160.00 

511 

515 

164. 80 

354.00 

116.  70 

315 

319 

129.  60 

255. 20 

161.  00 

516 

520 

165.  90 

356.00 

117.  70 

320 

323 

130.  70 

258.  40 

162.00 

521 

524 

166. 10 

357.60 

118.  80 

324 

328 

131.90 

262.  40 

163.00 

525 

529 

166.  30 

359.60 

119.  90 

329 

333 

133. 10 

266.  40 

164.00 

530 

534 

167.  30 

361.60 

121.  00 

334 

337 

133.  20 

269  60 

165.00 

535 

538 

168.30 

363. 20 

122.00 

338 

342 

134.  20 

273.  60 

166.00 

539 

543 

169.40 

365.20 

123.10 

343 

347 

135.  50 

277.  60 

167.00 

544 

548 

169.  50 

367.  20 

124.  20 

348 

351 

136.  70 

2SO  so 

168.00 

549 

550 

169.  70 

368. 00." 

125.  20 

352 

356 

137. 80 

284.80 

"(2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(1)  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  the  month  following 
the  month  in  which  this  subsection  is  en- 
acted." 

H.R.  6950  (Amendment  No.  143) 
Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Prouty  to  H.R.  6950,  an  act  to  restore  the 
investment  credit  and  the  allowance  of 
accelerated  depreciation  in  the  case  of  cer- 
tain real  property 

On  page  4,  after  line  6,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

"Sec.  5.  (a)  (1)  (A)  The  heading  to  section 
228  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"  'BENEFITS  AT  AGE  65  FOR  CERTAIN  UNINSURED 
INDIVIDUALS' 

"(B)  Section  228  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"  'Sec.  228.  (a)  Every  individual  who — 

"  '  ( 1 )  has  attained  age  65, 

"  '(2)  (A)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon  filing 
application  therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  or  223,  or  (B)  is 
entitled,  or  would  upon  filing  application 
therefor,  be  entitled  to  monthly  benefits 
under  such  section  202  or  223  which  is 
smaller  than  the  amount  shown  by  the  first 
figure  In  column  IV  of  the  table  In  section 
215(a), 


"'(3)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States 
(as  defined  in  section  210(i)),  and  (A)  is 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or  (B)  an  alien 
lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence 
who  has  resided  in  the  United  States  (as  so 
defined)  continuously  during  the  5  years 
immediately  preceding  the  month  in  which 
he  files  application  under  this  section, 

"  '(4)  has  filed  application  for  benefits  un- 
der this  section, 

shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this 
section  for  each  month  beginning  with  the 
first  month  after  September  1967  in  which 
he  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  benefits  and 
ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  month 
in  which  he  dies.  No  application  under  this 
section  which  is  filed  by  an  individual  more 
than  3  months  before  the  first  month  in 
which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  shall  be  accepted 
as  an  application  for  purposes  of  this  section. 
"Benefit  amount 
"  '(b)  The  benefit  amount  to  which  an  in- 
dividual is  entitled  under  this  section  for 
any  month  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
whichever  is  the  larger:  (i)  zero,  or  (2)  the 
amount  determined  by  subtracting  from  an 
amount  equal  to  80  percent  of  the  amount 
shown  by  the  first  figure  In  column  IV  of 
the  table  in  section  215(a)  an  amount  equal 
to  the  amount  of  the  monthly  benefit  to 
which  such  Individual  is  entitled  under  sec- 


tion 202  or  223.  For  the  purpose  of  the  pre- 
ceding sentence,  the  amount  of  the  monthly 
benefit  to  which  an  individual  is  entitled  un- 
der section  202  means  the  amount  to  which 
he  is  entitled  after  any  reduction  in  such 
amount  made  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (q)  of  such  section. 

"  'Deductions  in  benefit  amounts 

"'(c)(1)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  section,  payments  of 
amounts  as  benefits  provided  by  this  section 
shall  not  be  made  to  an  individual  other- 
wise entitled  thereto  if,  and  to  the  extent, 
that  the  making  of  any  such  payment  would 
result  in  such  individual  receiving,  for  any 
calendar  year,  income  in  excess  of  $2,840  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  is  married  and 
is  living  with  or  providing  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  support  of  a  spouse  who  is  not 
entitled  to  benefits  under  this  section,  or 
$1,840  in  the  case  of  any  other  individual. 
For  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence, 
the  term  'income'  means  income  from  any 
and  all  sources  (including  monthly  benefit 
payments  under  this  title) . 

"  '(2)  Deductions,  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine,  shall  be  made  from  any  payment 
or  payments  to  which  an  individual  is  en- 
titled under  this  section  so  as  to  carry  out 
the  limitation  set  forth  in  paragraph  (1). 
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"  'Suspension  when  individual  is  residing 
outside  United  States 

"  '(d)  The  benefit  to  which  any  individual 
is  entitled  under  this  section  for  any  month 
shall  not  be  paid  if,  during  such  month, 
such  individual  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
United  States  (as  defined  in  section  210(i) ). 
"  'Treatment  as  monthly  insurance  benefits 

"  '(e)  For  purposes  of  subsections  (t)  and 
(u)  of  section  202,  and  of  section  1840,  a 
monthly  benefit  under  this  section  shall  be 
treated  as  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able under  section  202.' 

"(C)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  sec- 
tion 228  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in 
effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  section, 
shall  remain  in  force  with  respect  to  any 
individual  for  any  month  if  such  individual — 

"(1)  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  this  section,  but  would  not 
be  entitled,  for  such  month,  to  a  benefit 
under  such  section,  as  in  effect  after  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  or 

"(2)  if  the  amount  of  such  individual's 
benefit  under  such  section,  as  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  this  section,  would 
(after  all  reductions  provided  in  such  sec- 
tion) be  larger  than  the  amount  of  the  bene- 
fit to  which  he  is  entitled  under  such 
section,  as  in  effect  after  enactment  of  this 
section. 

"Increase  in  benefits  for  the  transitionally 
insured 

"(b)(1)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
227(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'be  $35  and  the  amount  of 
the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his  wife  shall, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
202(b) ,  be  $17.50'  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of 'be  an  amount  equal  to  80  percent  of  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a)  and  the 
amount  of  the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his 
wife  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  202(b),  be  an  amount  equal  to  37y2 
percent  of  the  amount  shown  by  such  first 
figure'. 

"(2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  227(b) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
'The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance  bene- 
fit for  each  month  shall,  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  section  202(e)  (and  section 
202 (m)),  be  equal  to  37 V2  percent  of  the 
amount  shown  by  the  first  figure  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a) .' 

"(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  effective  in  the  case  of  monthly 
payments  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  for  months  after  September  1967. 
"Appropriation  authorisation 

"(c)  In  addition  to  all  other  sums  author- 
ized under  any  other  provisions  of  law  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Fed- 
eral Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out 
of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  to  each  of  the  aforementioned 
Funds,  for  the  fiscal  year  in  which  this  sec- 
tion is  enacted,  and  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  place  each  of  such  Funds  in  the  same 
financial  position  as  that  which  it  would 
have  been  in  if  this  section  had  not  been  en- 
acted." 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  com- 
ment on  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967. 

First,  I  should  like  to  say  that  I  think 
my  colleagues  on  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee and  the  committee  staff  deserve  to  be 
commended  for  their  work  on  this  bill, 
and  in  particular,  Chairman  Long  de- 
serves recognition  for  directing  the  de- 
tailed and  comprehensive  study  given 
this  legislation. 


While  reviewing  this  legislation,  I  have 
attempted  to  keep  in  mind  both  the  needs 
of  our  senior  citizens  and  the  young  tax- 
payers. Spiral  inflation  has  pushed  the 
cost  of  living  up  to  a  point  where  many 
of  our  retirees  are  forced  to  live  in  pov- 
erty or  subpoverty  conditions.  These  peo- 
ple obviously  deserve  our  consideration 
and  help.  At  the  same  time  it  is  very  im- 
portant that  we  do  not  overburden  the 
young  with  a  large  tax  increase.  With 
both  of  these  factors  in  mind,  and  after 
reviewing  the  financial  condition  of  the 
social  security  program,  I  have  con- 
cluded that  the  committee  bill  which 
retains  the  4.4-percent  tax  rate  and 
raises  benefits  an  average  of  15  percent, 
provides  the  best  alternative  while  main- 
taining the  actuarial  soundness  of  the 
social  security  program. 

I  am  happy  that  I  was  able  to  add  cer- 
tain provisions  to  this  bill  that  are,  I 
feel,  much  needed  additions  to  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and  I  would  like  to  make  a 
few  brief  comments  on  my  amendments. 

One  such  amendment  added  a  provi- 
sion to  the  House  bill  which  would  per- 
mit medicare  payment  for  services  re- 
ceived in  certain  nonparticipating  hos- 
pitals. At  present,  payments  can  be  made 
to  participating  hospitals  and,  in  an 
emergency  case,  to  a  nonparticipating 
hospital  which  meets  certain  standards 
only  if  the  hospital  agrees  to  accept  the 
reasonable  costs  as  full  payment  for  the 
services  rendered. 

For  a  temporary  period,  almost  all  of 
which  has  already  expired,  my  amend- 
ment would  permit  direct  reimburse- 
ment to  be  made  to  an  individual  who 
has  furnished  hospital  services  during 
the  period  in  a  nonparticipating  hospital. 
This  coverage  would  not  extend  to  ad- 
missions after  1967.  Payment  would  be 
limited  to  80  percent  of  the  hospital  an- 
cillary charges  and  60  percent  of  the 
room  and  board  charges,  for  up  to  20 
days  in  each  spell  of  illness — subject  to 
the  $40  deductible  and  other  statutory 
limitations  of  payment  in  present  law — 
if  the  hospital  did  not  formally  partici- 
pate in  medicare  before  January  1,  1969. 
If  it  did  participate  in  medicare  before 
that  date  and  if  it  applied  its  utilization 
review  plan  to  the  services  it  provided 
before  its  regular  participation  started, 
the  full  90  days  of  coverage  could  be  pro- 
vided. Thus,  there  would  be  an  incentive 
for  presently  nonparticipating  hospitals 
to  participate  because  participation  is  a 
condition  for  coverage. 

A  similar  provision  would  apply  be- 
ginning January  1,  1968,  but  only  as  an 
alternative  to  present  coverage  of  emer- 
gency care.  Hospitals  could  apply  for 
payment  for  a  period  of  up  to  90  days 
under  present  law  provisions,  or  if  the 
hospital  did  not  apply,  the  patient  could 
obtain  payment  on  the  basis  of  60  per- 
cent of  room  and  board  charges  and  80 
percent  of  ancillary  service  charges  un- 
der the  new  provision. 

A  second  amendment  that  was  added 
to  this  bill  is  designed  to  increase  the 
purchasing  power  of  persons  receiving 
old-age  assistance.  This  provision  re- 
quires States  to  adjust  their  standards 
of  need  and  maximum  payment  provi- 
sions to  guarantee  that  old-age  assist- 
ance recipients,  both  those  eligible  for 
social  security  benefits  and  those  who 


are  not,  will  receive,  on  the  average,  an 
increase  in  total  income  equal  to  $7.50  a 
month.  This  will  not  cost  the  State  any 
additional  money. 

A  third  amendment  added  a  provi- 
sion to  the  House  bill  modifying  the  so- 
cial security  coverage  provisions  apply- 
ing to  State  and  local  government  em- 
ployees who  are  compensated  solely  on  a 
fee  basis,  such  as  constables  and  justices 
of  the  peace.  Under  present  law,  fee- 
basis  employees,  like  other  State  and 
local  government  employees,  may  be 
covered  only  under  a  State  coverage 
agreement.  Under  the  provision  ap- 
proved by  the  committee,  in  the  case  of 
employees  who  are  compensated  solely 
on  a  fee  basis,  fees  received  after  1967 
which  are  not  covered  under  a  State 
agreement  would  be  covered  under  the 
self-employment  provisions. 

A  fourth  amendment  granted  an  ad- 
ditional opportunity,  through  1969,  for 
election  of  social  security  coverage  by 
employees  of  States  and  localities  who 
did  not  elect  coverage  when  they  pre- 
viously had  the  opportunity  to  do  so 
under  the  provision  of  present  law  per- 
mitting specified  States  to  cover  only 
those  members  of  a  retirement  system 
who  desire  coverage. 

I  was  especially  pleased  that  the  com- 
mittee has  seen  fit  to  adopt  the  recom- 
mendations of  Commissioner  Sam  Cald- 
well, Georgia  Department  of  Labor, 
placing  the  new  work  incentive  program 
for  families  receiving  AFDC  payments 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Labor.  This  Department  has 
all  the  necessary  facilities  to  assist  these 
families  and  are  better  equipped  to  do 
the  job  than  welfare  departments. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  now  that 
the  Committee  on  Finance  has  reported 
out  the  social  security  improvements  bill, 
I  wish  to  extend  my  congratulations  to 
the  members  of  that  committee  for  a  job 
well  done.  The  committee  was  faced  with 
an  exacting  and  often  exasperating  task. 
There  were  vexing  questions  of  priori- 
ties and  fiscal  limitations.  But  by  and 
large  these  questions  were  resolved  by 
the  committee  in  an  equitable  and  wise 
manner. 

There  is,  however,  one  problem  area 
of  particular  importance  in  my  home 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  with  regard  to 
which  the  committee  bill  fails  to  make 
adequate  provision.  Pennsylvania,  I  am 
proud  to  say,  is  still  very  much  a  steel 
State,  and  as  a  result  the  problems  which 
are  experienced  by  workers  in  the  steel 
industry  because  of  unique  developments 
in  that  industry  are  of  very  great  con- 
cern to  me. 

One  of  the  more  serious  of  these  prob- 
lems arises  from  the  spread  of  automa- 
tion throughout  the  steel  industry,  and 
the  loss  of  jobs  through  plant  shutdowns. 
As  a  result  of  these  developments,  work- 
ers too  often  find  themselves  without 
jobs  at  age  50,  with  no  real  hope  to  get 
a  new  job,  and  with  no  chance  of  get- 
ting their  social  security  benefits. 

In  order  to  make  a  start  toward  cor- 
recting this  situation  I  cosponsored  an 
amendment  to  the  social  security  bill 
with  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Hartke]  .  Much  to  my  regret  the  com- 
mittee did  not  include  this  amendment 
in  the  bill. 
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In  view  of  the  committee's  action  on 
the  Hartke  amendment,  I  am  aware  that 
there  is  little  hope  that  the  Senate  can 
be  persuaded  to  provide  an  equitable 
solution  to  the  problem  this  year.  Never- 
theless I  would  like  to  take  this  occasion 
to  place  this  matter  on  the  agenda  for 
consideration  when  Congress  reconvenes 
next  year.  Although  the  prospects  at  the 
moment  are  not  bright,  I  am  confident 
that  ultimately  the  Congress  will  take 
action  to  remove  this  inequity  from  our 
social  security  law. 
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SOUP  KITCHENS  AND  BREAD  LINES 
MUST  NEVER  AGAIN  BE  TOLER- 
ATED: OUR  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
SYSTEM  MUST  BE  LIBERALIZED 
AND  EXPANDED 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
the  pending  bill,  H.R.  12080,  as  amended 
in  the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  is  a 
great  advance  in  social  legislation.  The 
11  members  of  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  who  signed  the  majority 
report  and  reported  the  bill,  as  amended, 
are  to  be  congratulated  for  the  real  and 
needful  public  service  they  have  per- 
formed for  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  more  than  32  years  ago, 
the  most  humane  and  advanced  social 
legislation  in  our  Nation's  history,  the 
Social  Security  Act,  was  enacted  into 
law.  The  man  who  proposed  this  legisla- 
tion and  whose  signature  placed  it  on  the 
statute  books  is  dead.  This  is  one  of  many 
imprints  that  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  left 
upon  the  pages  of  American  history 
which  will  endure  forever.  I  am  very 
happy  that  during  my  first  term  as  Con- 
gressman at  Large  from  Ohio,  I  voted  for 
and  spoke  in  favor  of  passage  of  the  first 
Social  Security  law. 

Since  pe  "sage  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  of  1935,  Congress  has  made  changes 
in  the  act  in  keeping  with  fast-changing 
times.  We  have  a  duty  to  further  ex- 
pand and  liberalize  this  program.  The 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  will 
help  assure  that  millions  of  Americans 
will  enjoy  a  measure  of  security  and  dig- 
nity in  their  old  age. 

It  is  a  happy  personal  recollection  that 
as  Congressman  at  Large  from  Ohio  and 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, I  helped  draft  our  present  liber- 
alized and  expanded  social  security  pro- 
igram.  Over  the  years  I  have  always 
supported  and  voted  for  liberalizing 
amendments.  I  consider  it  a  privilege  to 
vote  this  week  for  this  bill  as  reported  by 
a  majority  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance  and  for  some  amendments 
which  are  among  the  most  far-reaching 
improvements  to  our  social  security  in- 
surance program  since  its  enactment 
more  than  32  years  ago. 

When  the  Social  Security  Act  became 
law,  there  were  fewer  than  7  million 
Americans  65  years  or  older.  Today,  there 
are  more  than  19  million  men  and 
women  65  years  of  age  or  older.  By  1970 
there  will  be  more  than  20  million. 

The  majority  of  men  and  women 
beyond  65  years  old  have  inadequate 
incomes.  Most  do  not  receive  private 
pensions.  The  majority  cannot  afford 
proper  medical  care.  Many  are  ill- 
housed  and,  unfortunately,  too  many 
lack  means  to  obtain  proper  diet  and  are 
undernourished.  It  is  clear  that  social 


security  benefits  must  be  greatly  in- 
creased and  the  social  security  program 
greatly  expanded  if  we  are  to  meet 
present  needs  of  older  Americans. 

The  proposal  reported  by  the  Finance 
Committee  raises  average  benefits  for 
nearly  24  million  social  security  recip- 
ients— men,  women,  and  children — by 
15  percent  across  the  board.  It  increases 
the  monthly  minimum  benefit  from  $44 
to  $70.  The  optional  retirement  age  is 
lowered  from  62  to  60  at  reduced  benefits 
for  those  who  may  choose  to  retire  at 
this  earlier  age.  This  will  cause  760,000 
additional  Americans  to  be  eligible  for 
benefits  amounting  to  $524  million  dur- 
ing the  first  12  months  after  this  act  goes 
into  effect.  Benefits  have  been  liberalized 
for  disabled  widows  and  for  widows  of 
workers  covered  during  their  lifetime. 
This  proposal  eases  eligibility  require- 
ments for  payments  to  the  blind. 

Our  social  security  system,  which  is 
actually  the  old-age,  survivors,  disability, 
and  health  insurance  program,  is  an 
actuarially  sound  insurance  system.  The 
present  surplus  in  the  social  security 
and  disability  trust  funds  exceeds  $23 
billion.  Under  the  bill  as  amended  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  this  program 
will  continue  to  be  actuarially  sound 
without  imposing  unduly  heavy  premium 
payments  on  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  United  States  we 
have  gone  a  long  way  under  great  leader- 
ship since  those  dark  depression  days  of 
1931  and  1932,  when  a  high-placed 
Government  official  said,  "Relief  is  a 
local  problem." 

The  hope  we  all  cherish  is  an  old  age 
free  from  care  and  want.  To  that  end 
people  toil  patiently  and  live  closely, 
seeking  to  save  something  for  the  day 
when  they  can  earn  no  more.  As  age 
creeps  on,  there  is  a  constantly  declining 
capacity  to  earn,  until  at  65  many  find 
themselves  unemployable. 

There  was  no  more  pitiful  tragedy  than 
the  lot  of  the  worker  who  had  struggled 
all  his  life  to  gain  a  competence  and  who, 
at  65,  was  poverty  stricken  and  depend- 
ent upon  charity.  The  black  slave  knew 
no  such  tragedy  as  this.  It  was  a  tragedy 
reserved  for  the  free  worker  in  the 
greatest  nation  on  earth  in  an  era  which 
now  seems  remote  but  in  fact  was  as 
recent  as  the  late  1920's  and  early  1930's. 

Mr.  President,  back  in  1931,  in  my 
home  city  of  Cleveland,  and  in  cities 
throughout  the  country,  there  were 
bread  lines  and  soup  kitchens.  Unless  one 
lived  through  and  can  recall  the  terrible 
depression,  he  would  have  difficulty  in 
believing  the  conditions  that  existed  at 
that  time.  Banks  in  48  States  were  closed. 
Many  had  failed  and  the  savings  of  mil- 
lions of  citizens  were  wiped  away.  In  the 
final  months  of  the  administration  of 
President  Herbert  Hoover,  the  entire 
financial  structure  of  the  United  States 
had  collapsed.  Never  at  any  time  since 
the  Federal  troops  streamed  back  into 
Washington  in  panic  in  July  1861,  after 
the  Battle  of  Bull  Run,  or  Manassas,  in 
the  War  Between  the  States,  was  our 
Nation  so  imperiled. 

Farmers  were  not  making  enough 
money  to  pay  their  taxes  and  the  inter- 
est on  their  mortgages.  Groups  of  farm- 
ers gathered  on  courthouse  steps  threat- 
ening to  hang  judges,  demonstrating 
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against  foreclosures  of  farms,  and  inter- 
fering with  the  orderly  processes  of  the 
law.  At  that  time,  14  million  worthy  and 
industrious  men  and  women  walked 
city  streets  jobless.  This  represented  26 
percent  of  the  Nation's  workingmen  and 
workingwomen,  eager  to  be  gainfully  em- 
ployed but  denied  any  employment  what- 
ever. Time  and  events  have  proved  that 
since  the  enactment  of  the  social  security 
law,  under  which  checks  totaling  more 
than  $20  billion  in  social  security  bene- 
fits were  paid  last  year  to  almost  23  mil- 
lion beneficiaries,  there  has  been  and  is 
no  possibility  of  a  cruel  •depression  such 
as  was  experienced  commencing  in  1930. 

Where  would  the  American  people 
have  been  without  that  law?  Think  of 
the  distressful  situation  of  our  country 
during  those  three  recession  periods  of 
the  Eisenhower  administration.  Where 
would  they  have  been  except  for  social 
security  and  the  payments  that  came  in 
every  month  to  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
social  security  system?  Those  recessions 
would  have  become  great,  deep  and  sor- 
rowful depressions.  No  one  today  seri- 
ously questions  the  need  for  our  social 
security  system  or  its  importance  in  pro- 
moting economic  and  social  stability. 

Americans  now  know  that  private 
charities,  bread  lines  and  soup  kitchens 
must  never  again  be  the  answer  of  Ameri- 
can intelligence  and  sense  of  justice  to 
the  problems  of  unemployment  and  in- 
digent old  age. 

Mr.  President,  at  present  social  secu- 
rity recipients  may  not  earn  more  than 
$1,500  per  year  without  suffering  deduc- 
tions from  their  social  security  benefits. 
The  present  limitation  imposes  a  cruel 
financial  burden  on  people  still  able  to 
work  after  65  and  denies  them  a  right 
which  they  have  earned  by  their  own 
contributions  into  the  social  security 
fund.  It  is  reasonable  to  look  forward  to 
dramatic  new  breakthroughs  in  the 
search  for  cures  for  cancer  and  heart 
disease  that  will  push  higher  and  higher 
the  life  expectancy  of  Americans.  Men 
and  women  of  65  and  70  and  75  will — 
and  many  now  do — have  the  ability  to 
participate  in  gainful  employment  after 
retirement. 

It  is  unfair  to  bar  these  men  and  wo- 
men from  receiving  social  security  retire- 
ment payments  for  which  they  have  paid 
premiums  during  their  more  active  years. 
This  can  be  remedied  at  no  cost  whatso- 
ever to  taxpayers  by  increasing  the  earn- 
ings limitation. 

In  four  successive  Congresses  I  intro- 
duced legislation  to  increase  the  earnings 
limitation  for  social  security  recipients. 
I  was  very  glad  that  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  has  recommended  that  the 
earnings  limitation  be  increased  from 
$1,500  to  $1,680  in  1968,  and  $2,000  an- 
nually thereafter,  with  no  reduction  in 
social  security  benefits.  I  am  hopeful  that 
in  the  future  the  earnings  limitation 
will  be  increased  even  further  and  finally 
removed  altogether. 

Social  security  payments  totaling  more 
than  $90  million  are  now  delivered  each 
month  to  1,250,000,  Ohio  men,  women, 
and  children.  With  the  enactment 
of  the  pending  bill,  this  amount  will  be 
increased  to  more  than  $105  million. 
Soon,  24  million  Americans — children, 


men,  and  women — will  receive  social 
security  checks  amounting  to  $2  billion, 
or  more,  each  month. 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate  our  col- 
leagues who  serve  on  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  for  their  outstand- 
ing work.  The  Nation  is  indebted  to  them 
for  the  social  security  bill  they  have  re- 
ported to  the  Senate  and  which  we  are 
considering  today.  It  will  truly  be  a  great 
day  in  our  Nation's  history  when  the  So- 
cial Security  Amendments  of  1967  are 
enacted  into  law. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OP  1967 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  un- 
finished business  be  laid  before  the  Sen- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  an  increase  in  bene- 
fits under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system,  to  provide 
benefits  for  additional  categories  of  in- 
dividuals, to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill  ?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I  aslc 
unanimous  consent  that  from  now  until 
disposition  of  consideration  of  my 
amendment  No.  440  to  H.R.  12080,  Glen 
Marcus,  of  the  Library  of  Congress,  be 
permitted  to  be  in  the  Chamber  to  ad- 
vise me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ERVTN.  Mr.  President,  under  ex- 
isting law,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  does  not  have  au- 
thority to  pay  the  counsel  fee  out  of  the 
recovery  of  an  award  to  a  claimant. 

I  introduced  a  bill,  S.  1860,  to  provide 
that  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  could  withhold  from  recov- 
ery of  benefits  where  the  benefits  had 
been  denied  for  counsel's  fees  paid  direct 
to  counsel  rather  than  to  the  claimant 
whichever  is  the  smallest  of  the  follow- 
ing sums: 

First,  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  past 
due  benefits,  or  such  fee  as  the  Secretary 
might  fix,  or  the  amount  of  the  fee 
agreed  upon  between  the  claimant  and 
attorney  as  a  fee  for  the  attorney's  serv- 
ices. 

This  is  comparable  to  the  allowances 
made  where  the  attorney  goes  into  court 
and  sustains  a  claim.  This  is  to  cover 
cases  where  the  claim  is  denied  and  the 
attorney  sustains  the  claim  in  adminis- 
trative proceedings. 

Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  on  November  14,  1967,  and 
sent  me  a  copy  of  it,  stating  that  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wei- 
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fare  has  no  objection  to  the  enactment 
of  S.  1860. 

Accordingly,  I  have  incorporated  the 
provisions  of  S.  1860  into  this  amend- 
ment which  I  now  send  to  the  desk  and 
ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER..  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  On 
page  224,  between  lines  14  and  15,  insert 
the  following: 

attorney's  fees  for  claimants 

Sec.  176.  Section  206(a)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  is  amended  by  inserting,  im- 
mediately before  the  last  sentence  thereof, 
the  following  new  sentences:  "Whenever  the 
Secretary,  in  any  claim  before  him  for  bene- 
fits under  this  title,  makes  a  determination 
favorable  to  the  claimant,  he  shall,  if  the 
claimant  was  represented  by  an  attorney  in 
connection  with  such  claim,  fix  (in  accord- 
ance with  the  regulations  prescribed  pur- 
suant to  the  preceding  sentence)  a  reasona- 
ble fee  to  compensate  such  attorney  for  the 
services  performed  by  him  in  connection 
with  such  claim.  If  as  a  result  of  such  de- 
termination, such  claimant  is  entitled  to 
past-due  benefits  under  this  title,  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  not  withstanding  section  205  (i) , 
certify  for  payment  (out  of  such  past-due 
benefits)  to  such  attorney  an  amount  equal 
to  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller: 
(A)  25  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  of 
such  past-due  benefits,  (B)  the  amount  of 
the  attorney's  fee  so  fixed,  or  (C)  the  amount 
agreed  upon  between  the  claimant  and  such 
attorney  as  the  fee  for  such  attorney's 
services." 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  to  have  a  copy  of  the 
letter  written  by  Mr.  Cohen  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee  printed 
In  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Department   of   Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance, 
VS.  Senate, 
Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Mb.  Chairman:  This  letter  is  in  re- 
sponse to  your  request  of  May  27,  1967,  for 
a  report  on  S.  1860.  a  bill  "To  amend  title 
II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  establish  a 
procedure  whereby  attorneys  representing 
successful  claimants  for  benefits  thereunder 
may  be  paid  reasonable  fees  for  their  services 
out  of  the  past-due  benefits  to  which  such 
claimants  are  entitled." 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  has  no  objection  to  enactment  of 
S.  1860. 

The  bUl  would  permit  the  Secretary,  when 
he  determines  an  individual  to  be  entitled  to 
social  security  benefits  and  that  individual 
was  represented  by  an  attorney  in  proceed- 
ings before  the  Secretary,  to  deduct  from  the 
claimant's  past-due  benefits  and  pay  directly 
to  the  attorney  the  smaller  of  the  following : 
(A)  25  percent  of  the  past-due  benefits;  (B) 
the  amount  of  the  attorney's  fee  fixed  pur- 
suant to  the  regulations  implementing  sec- 
tion 206(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act;  or 
(C)  the  amount  agreed  upon  by  the  claim- 
ant and  the  attorney. 

The  bill's  provision  for  certifying  the  fee 
amount  for  direct  payment  to  the  attorney 
is  comparable  to  that  in  section  206(b)  of 
the  Act,  which  relates  to  fees  for  services  be- 
fore Federal  courts.  Added  by  PX.  89-97 
(July  30,  1965),  section  206(b)  provides  that 
a  court  may  aUow,  as  part  of  a  favorable 
Judgment,  a  reasonable  attorney  fee,  not  in 
excess  of  "25  percent  of  the  past-due  bene- 
fits to  which  the  claimant  is  entitled  by 


reason  of  such  judgment",  and  this  amount 
may  be  withheld  from  the  claimant's  past- 
due  benefits  and  paid  directly  to  the  attor- 
ney. When  a  favorable  court  decision  is 
effectuated,  25  percent  of  the  claimant's 
past-due  benefit's  is  automatically  with- 
held, and  the  remaining  15  percent  released 
to  the  claimant. 

If  the  court  allows  no  fee  or  the  court 
allows  less  than  the  25  percent  maximum, 
appropriate  payment  is  made  to  the  claim- 
ant. If  S.  186C  were  enacted,  similar  pro- 
cedures could  be  established  to  withhold  the 
maximum  amount  which  could  be  paid  di- 
rectly to  the  attorney,  with  any  amount  In 
excess  of  the  attorney  fee  subsequently  fixed 
to  be  released  to  the  claimant. 

Time  has  not  permitted  us  to  clear  this 
report  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  ac- 
cordance with  standard  procedure. 
Sincerely, 

Wilbur  J.  Cohen, 

Under  Secretary . 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  state  that  I  have  consulted  with 
the  ranking  minority  member  on  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  and  he  says  he  has  no 
objection  to  this  amendment. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  chairman  if  he 
does  not  look  with  favor  upon  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin]  has  discussed  his  amendment 
with  a  number  of  us  serving  on  the  com- 
mittee, and  we  see  nothing  wrong  with 
it.  Insofar  as  I  can  determine,  it  is  a 
meritorious  amendment  and  I  would  be 
pleased  to  accept  it.  It  will  go  to  con- 
ference between  the  Senate  and  the 
House.  I  would  certainly  think  that  the 
amendment  should  be  agreed  to,  in  view 
of  the  fact  we  can  find  nothing  wrong 
with  it.  I  propose  to  vote  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  440 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  440  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate.- 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mon- 
toya,  is  as  follows : 

On  page  164,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert 
the  foUowing: 

"COVERAGE  OF  CERTAIN  DRUG  EXPENSES  UNDER 
PART  B  OF  TITLE  XVm  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
ACT 

"Sec.  149c.  (a)  Section  1832(a)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  is  amended  (1)  by  striking 
out  'and'  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (1) ,  (2)  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  and' 
and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
foUowing  new  paragraph: 

"  '(3)  entitlement  to  be  paid  for  allowable 
expenses  (as  defined  in  section  1845(a)(2), 
or,  if  lower,  actual  expenses,  incurred  by  him 
for  the  purchase  of  qualified  drugs  (as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (a)  (1)  of  such  section).' 


"(b)  Section  1833(a)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed (1)  by  inserting  'or  qualified  drugs'  after 
"incurs  expenses  for  services',  (2)  by  striking 
out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2) 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  and',  and 
(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"  '(3)  in  the  case  of  expenses  covered  un- 
der section  1832(a)(3) — 100  per  centum  of 
such  expenses.' 

"(c)  Section  1833(b)  of  such  Act  (as 
amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this 
Act)  is  further  amended — 

"(1)  by  inserting  '(insofar  as  subsection 
(a)  relates  to  expenses  incurred  with  respect 
to  services  referred  to  in  paragraphs  (1)  and 
(2)  thereof)'  after  'Before  applying  subsec- 
tion (a) '; 

"(2)  by  redesignating  clauses  (1)  and  (2) 
as  clauses  (A)  and  (B),  respectively;  and 

"(3)  by  inserting  '(1)'  immediately  after 
'(b) ',  and 

"(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph  (2)  : 

"'(2)  Before  applying  subsection  (a)  (in- 
sofar as  subsection  (a)  relates  to  expenses 
incurred  with  respect  to  qualified  drugs,  as 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  thereof)  with 
respect  to  expenses  incurred  by  an  individual 
during  any  calendar  year,  the  total  amount 
of  the  expenses  incurred  by  such  individual 
during  such  year  (which  would,  except  for 
this  subsection,  constitute  incurred  expenses 
from  which  benefits  under  subsection  (a)  are 
determinable)  shall  be  reduced  by  a  deduct- 
ible of  $25;  except  that  (A)  the  amount  of 
the  deductible  for  such  calendar  year  as  so 
determined  shall  first  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  any  expenses  incurred  by  such 
individual  in  the  last  three  months  of  the 
preceding  calendar  year,  and  (B)  for  pur- 
poses of  determining  amounts  to  be  counted 
toward  meeting  the  $25  deductible  imposed 
by  this  paragraph,  the  actual  expenses  in- 
curred by  an  individual  with  respect  to  qual- 
ified drugs  shall  be  used  instead  of  the  al- 
lowable expenses  (as  established  pursuant  to 
section  1845) .' 

"(d)  Part  B  of  title  XVLTI  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sections : 

"  'ALLOWABLE   EXPENSES    FOR    QUALIFIED  DRUGS 

"  'Sec.  1845.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this 
part — 

"'(1)  The  term  "qualified  drug"  means  a 
drug  or  biological  which  is  included  among 
the  items  approved  by  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee (established  pursuant  to  section  1846 
(a)). 

"  '(2)  The  term  "aUowable  expense"  when 
used  in  connection  with  any  quantity  of  a 
qualified  drug,  means  the  amount  estab- 
lished with  regard  to  such  quantity  of  such 
drug  by  the  Formulary  Committee  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary. 

"'(b)  Amounts  to  which  an  individual  is 
entitled  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 1832(a)  (3)  shaU  be  paid  directly  to 
such  individual.  No  individual  shall  be  paid 
any  amount  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of 
section  1832(a)  (3)  prior  to  the  presentation 
by  him  (or  by  another  on  his  behalf)  of 
documentary  or  other  proof  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  establishing  his  entitlement 
thereto. 

"'(c)  The  benefits  provided  by  reason  of 
section  1832(a)  (3)  may  be  paid  by  the  Sec- 
retary or  the  Secretary  may  utilize  the  service 
of  carriers  for  the  administration  of  such 
benefits  under  contracts  entered  into  between 
the  Secretary  and  such  carriers  for  such  pur- 
pose. To  the  extent  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary to  be  appropriate,  the  provisions  relat- 
ing to  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to 
section  1842  sh«UI  be  applicable  to  contracts 
entered  into  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

"  'FORMULARY  COMMITTEE 

"  'Sec.  1846.  (a)  There  is  hereby  estab- 
lished a  Formulary  Committee  to  consist  of 
the  Surgeon  General  of  the  Public  Health 
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Service,  the  Commissioner  of  the  Pood  and 
Drug  Administration,  and  the  Director  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

"  '(b)  (1)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  For- 
mulary Committee,  with  the  advice  and  as- 
sistance of  the  Formulary  advisory  group 
(established  pursuant  to  section  1847),  to — 

"'(A)  determine  which  drugs  and  biolog- 
icals  shall  constitute  qualified  drugs  for 
purposes  of  the  benefits  provided  under  sec- 
tion 1832(a) ;  and 

"  '(B)  determine,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  the  allowable  expense,  for  purposes 
of  such  benefits,  of  the  various  quantities  of 
any  drug  determined  by  the  Committee  to 
constitute  a  qualified  drug;  and 

"'(C)  publish  and  disseminate  at  least 
once  each  calendar  year  among  individuals 
insured  under  this  part,  physicians,  phar- 
macists, and  other  interested  persons,  in  ac~ 
cordance  with  directives  of  the  Secretary,  an 
alphabetical  list  naming  each  drug  or  bio- 
logical by  its  established  name  as  defined  in 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act, 
as  amended,  and  by  each  other  name  by 
which  it  is  commonly  known,  which  is  a 
qualified  drug,  together  with  the  allowable 
expense  of  various  quantities  thereof,  and  if 
any  such  drug  or  biological  is  known  by  a 
trade  name,  the  established  name  shall  also 
appear  with  such  trade  name. 

"'(2)  (A)  Any  drug  or  biological  included 
on  the  list  of  qualified  drugs  shall,  if  listed 
by  established  name,  also  be  listed  by  its 
trade  name  or  names,  if  any. 

"  '(B)  Drugs  and  biologicals  shall  be  deter- 
mined to  be  qualified  drugs  if  they  can 
legally  be  obtained  by  the  user  only  pursuant 
to  a  prescription  of  a  lawful  prescriber;  ex- 
cept that  the  Formularly  Committee  may  in- 
clude certain  drugs  and  biologicals  not  re- 
quiring such  a  prescription  if  it  determines 
such  drugs  or  biologicals  to  be  of  a  lifesaving 
nature. 

"  '(C)  In  the  interest  of  orderly,  economi- 
cal, and  equitable  administration  of  the 
benefits  provided  under  section  1832(a)(3), 
the  Formulary  Committee  may,  by  regula- 
tion, provide  that  a  drug  or  biological  other- 
wise regarded  as  being  a  qualified  drug  shall 
not  be  so  regarded  when  prescribed  in  un- 
usual quantities. 

"  '(3)  In  determniing  the  allowable  expense 
for  any  quantity  of  any  qualified  drug,  the 
Formulary  Committee  shall  be  guided  by  the 
acquisition  cost  to  the  ultimate  dispenser 
(generally,  community  pharmacists)  for  the 
quantities  most  frequently  prescribed  plus  a 
reasonable  professional  fee  for  dispensing  to 
the  patient  the  prescription  or  other  author- 
ized lifesaving  drugs,  or  biologicals  not  re- 
quiring a  prescription,  with  a  view  to  deter- 
mining with  respect  to  each  qualified  drug  a 
schedule  of  prices  for  various  quantities 
thereof.  In  any  case  in  which  a  drug  or  bio- 
logical is  available  by  established  name  as 
defined  in  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act,  as  amended,  and  one  or  more  trade 
names  any  one  of  which  is  different  from 
such  established  name,  the  cost  of  such  drug 
or  biological,  for  purposes  of  the  preceding 
sentence,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  lowest 
cost  of  such  drug,  however  named,  which  is 
of  a  quality  acceptable  to  the  Formulary 
Committee.  Whenever  the  lowest  cost  (to 
the  ultimate  dispensers  thereof)  of  a  particu- 
lar drug  or  biological  differs  in  the  various 
regions  of  the  United  States,  the  Formulary 
Committee  shall  establish,  for  the  various 
regions  of  the  United  States,  separate  sched- 
ules of  allowable  expense  with  respect  to  such 
drug  or  biological  so  as  to  reflect  the  lowest 
cost  at  which  such  drug  or  biological  is  gen- 
erally available  to  the  ultimate  dispensers 
thereof  in  each  such  region. 

"  'ADVISORY   GROUP   TO   FORMULARY  COMMITTEE 

"  'Sec.  1847.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  assist- 
ing the  Formulary  Committee  to  carry  out 
its  duties  and  functions,  the  Secretary  shall 
appoint  an  advisory  group  to  the  Formulary 
Committee  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred 


to  as  the  "advisory  group".  The  advisory 
group  shall  consist  of  seven  members  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Secretary.  From  time  to 
time,  the  Secretary  shall  designate  one  of 
the  members  of  the  advisory  group  to  serve 
as  chairman  thereof.  The  members  shall  be 
so  selected  that  each  represents  one  or  more 
of  the  following  national  organizations:  an 
organization  of  physicians,  an  organization 
of  manufacturers  of  drugs,  an  organization 
of  pharmacists,  an  organization  of  persons 
concerned  with  public  health,  an  organiza- 
tion of  hospital  pharmacists,  an  organization 
of  colleges  of  medicine,  an  organization  of 
colleges  of  pharmacy,  and  an  organization 
of  consumers.  Each  member  shall  hold  office 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  except  that  any 
member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which 
his  predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  ap- 
pointed for  the  remainder  of  such  term,  and 
except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  six  of  the 
members  first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as 
designated  by  the  Secretary  at  the  time  of 
appointment,  two  at  the  end  of  the  first  year, 
and  two  at  the  end  of  the  second  year,  and 
two  at  the  end  of  the  third  year,  after  the 
date  of  appointment.  A  member  shall  not  be 
eligible- to  serve  continuously  for  more  than 
two  terms. 

"'(b)  Members  of  the  advisory  group, 
while  attending  meetings  or  conferences 
thereof  or  otherwise  serving  on  business  of 
the  advisory  group,  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive compensation  at  rates  to  be  fixed  by 
the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $75  per  day, 
including  traveltime,  and  while  so  serving 
away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 
business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
authorized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  for  persons  in  the  Government 
service  employed  intermittently. 

"  '(c)  The  advisory  group  is  authorized  to 
engage  such  technical  assistance  as  may  be 
required  to  carry  out  its  functions,  and  the 
Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make  available 
to  the  advisory  group  such  secretarial, 
clerical,  and  other  assistance  and  such 
pertinent  data  obtained  and  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare as  the  advisory  group  may  require  to 
carry  out  its  functions.' 

"(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  become  effective  on  July  1,  1969." 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  designed  to  fill  a  critical 
gap  in  the  coverage  afforded  millions  of 
older  Americans  under  the  medicare 
program.  Under  the  present  program, 
the  aged  do  not  have  any  protection 
against  the  costs  of  prescription  medi- 
cines, costs  which  represent  a  heavy  fi- 
nancial burden  upon  the  limited,  fixed 
income  resources  of  older  people. 

The  amendment  would  establish  a  new 
prescription  drug  benefit  under  the  vol- 
untary supplementary  insurance  pro- 
gram of  medicare.  In  many  respects,  this 
amendment  is  similar  to  an  amendment 
which  the  Senate  adopted  in  October  of 
last  year,  but  which  we  were  unable  to 
carry  through  conference  into  enact- 
ment. Under  the  amendment,  which  I 
am  pleased  to  note  has  27  cosponsors, 
the  medicare  beneficiary  who  is  enrolled 
in  the  voluntary  program  would  be  en- 
titled to  benefits  toward  the  costs  of  pre- 
scription medicines  after  meeting  an  an- 
nual $25  drug  deductible.  The  purpose 
of  this  deductible  is  to  assure  that  those 
who  need  help  most  in  meeting  prescrip- 
tion drug  expenses  benefit  from  the  pro- 
gram. 

The  amount  of  benefits  payable  would 
vary  on  a  drug-by-drug  basis.  Under 
some  private  drug  plans,  beneficiaries 


are  normally  reimbursed  a  fixed  per- 
centage of  total  prescription  charges  for 
covered  drugs.  Under  my  amendment, 
the  program's  financial  liability  would  be 
based  upon  an  amount  equal  to  the  low- 
est wholesale  or  acquisition  cost  of  a 
covered  drug  plus  an  allowance  repre- 
senting the  value  of  the  services  neces- 
sary to  fill  the  prescription  for  the  par- 
ticular drug. 

Under  the  amendment,  benefit  pay- 
ments would  be  made  directly  to  the 
beneficiary  after  he  submitted  bills 
which  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  de- 
ductible. The  claim  for  reimbursement 
would  be  made  in  the  same  manner  as 
claims  for  other  expenses  are  made  under 
the  supplementary,  or  part  B  program. 
In  no  way  does  the  amendment  interfere 
with  the  right  of  the  physician  to  pre- 
scribe in  any  manner  he  sees  fit,  nor 
does  it  restrict  in  any  way  the  choice  of 
medicines  he  wishes  to  prescribe  for  his 
older  patients.  The  amendment  actually 
assumes  that  the  physician  will  continue 
to  prescribe  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
has  in  the  past.  The  amendment  also  in 
no  way  interferes  with  any  pricing  poli- 
cies employed  by  pharmacists  filling 
prescriptions  for  medicare  beneficiaries. 
Pharmacists  continue  to  fill  prescriptions 
in  their  usual  manner  and  render  their 
customary  charges  for  these  prescrip- 
tions as  they  now  do  for  medicare  bene- 
ficiaries. The  amendment  proposes  only 
to  help  the  elderly  finance  part  of  the 
costs  of  these  prescriptions  by  providing 
an  allowance  toward  the  amount  of  the 
actual  charges. 

There  is  clear  need  to  provide  some 
relief  for  older  people  who  incur  large 
drug  expenses.  The  National  Health  Sur- 
vey has  reported  that  persons  aged  65 
and  over  acquire  prescription  medicines 
nearly  three  times  more  frequently  than 
do  persons  under  the  age  of  65.  The  aver- 
age cost  of  each  of  these  prescriptions 
was  $4.  In  contrast,  persons  under  age 
65  acquired  prescribed  medicines  at  the 
rate  of  four  prescriptions  per  person  per 
year,  and  at  an  average  prescription  cost 
of  $3.50  per  prescription.  The  aged,' 
therefore,  not  only  acquire  more  pre- 
scribed medicines,  but  also  pay  more  for 
each  prescription  than  their  younger 
counterparts. 

A'  look  at  annual  drug  expenditures 
among  the  aged  tells  the  real  story  about 
£ie  financial  burden  they  must  bear. 
During  fiscal  1965,  older  people  on  the 
average  spent  over  $50  annually  for 
medicines  of  all  kinds.  This  was  nearly 
three  times  the  amount,  on  the  average, 
spent  by  younger  persons  for  all  medi- 
cines. The  disparity  in  expenditures  be- 
tween young  and  old  becomes  even  more 
severe  when  we  look  at  the  portion  spent 
for  prescribed  drugs.  The  aged  spent  an 
average  of  $41  annually — 3.3  times  the 
expenditures  for  prescribed  drugs  for 
those  under  age  65.  Expenditures  for 
prescribed  medicines  also  rise  sharply 
with  the  presence  of  chronic  conditions 
or  impairments  and  with  the  limitations 
which  arise  from  these  conditions  and 
impairments.  Since  nearly  80  percent  of 
persons  aged  65  and  over  suffer  from  at 
least  one  or  more  chronic  conditions,  the 
requirements  for  life-sustaining  and 
life-giving  drugs  among  the  aged  are 
particularly  important.  It  is  estimated 
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that  three  million  older  Americans  spend 
more  than  $100  a  year  for  drugs  and 
medicines,  and  600,000  have  drug  bills 
exceeding  $250  each  year.  Can  there  be 
any  doubt,  then,  Mr.  President,  that 
many  older  people  need  help  with  drug 
expenses,  and  that  they  need  this  help 
now? 

As  Senators  know,  medicare  is  de- 
signed primarily  to  cover  the  costs  of 
short-term  institutional  care  provided  in 
connection  with  periods  of  acute  illness. 
The  costs  of  medicines  requiring  the  or- 
der of  a  physician  which  are  provided 
to  inpatient  beneficiaries  are  paid  for 
under  the  hospital  insurance  program, 
their  costs  being  included  as  part  of  the 
facilties'  charges  for  services.  But  there 
is  no  provision  to  cover  the  costs  of  drugs 
prescribed  for  outpatient  beneficiaries, 
the  very  drugs  which  help  to  keep  these 
people  ambulatory  and  away  from  more 
expensive  forms  of  institutional  care. 
This  omission  is  an  unfortunate  and 
costly  oversight. 

It  was  pointed  out  to  the  Senate  early 
in  1965,  when  the  medicare  program  was 
still  under  consideration  by  this  body, 
that  the  costs  of  prescription  medicines 
were  not  covered  under  the  House-passed 
bill.  In  the  medicare  bill  which  we  passed 
later  in  1965,  the  Senate  adopted  an 
amendment  calling  for  a  study  of  the 
drug  purchase  problems  of  the  aged  and 
a  review  of  ways  in  which  the  cost  of 
prescription  drugs  could  be  included 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance program.  Although  the  provision 
calling  for  the  study  was  deleted  from  the 
bill  by  conference  action,  we  were  assured 
that  HEW  and  its  many  advisory  groups 
would  review  the  need  for  additional 
benefits  under  medicare,  including  drugs, 
as  part  of  their  overall  responsibility  to 
carry  on  studies  of  all  the  programs 
authorized  under  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Last  year,  the  Committee  on  Finance 
reported  and  the  Senate  unanimously 
adopted  an  amendment  to  include  a  drug 
benefit  under  the  supplementary  insur- 
ance program.  The  committee,  in  its 
report,  stated  that  the  amendment  repre- 
sented a  "reasoned  and  economic  ap- 
proach toward  meeting  a  genuine  need  of 
our  older  people."  The  Senate,  therefore, 
did  more  than  just  recognize  the  need; 
the  Senate  acted  on  behalf  of  millions 
of  older  people  to  do  something  about 
this  need. 

Regrettably,  the  amendment  did  not 
clear  the  conference  committee.  We  now 
have  an  opportunity,  in  this  bill,  to  sus- 
tain the  commitment  we  made  last  year. 
The  amendment  I  am  proposing  is,  for 
the  most  part,  identical  to  the  amend- 
ment which  we  passed  last  year. 

The  amendment  is  designed  to  meet 
part  of  the  costs  of  prescribed  medicines 
acquired  by  beneficiaries  enrolled  in  the 
voluntary  program.  The  amendment  does 
not  propose  to  subsidize  all  drug  costs 
of  the  aged,  since  there  are  many  older 
persons  who  can  manage  to  pay  their 
drug  bills  themselves.  The  bill  seeks  to 
help  those  with  catastrophic  expenses — 
those  who  need  assistance  most. 

There  seems  to  have  arisen  some  con- 
fusion about  the  provisions  in  the  amend- 
ment which  would  be  used  to  determine 
the  extent  of  the  program's  liability  for 


the  drug  expenses  of  the  aged.  To  clear 
up  any  questions,  I  would  like  to  briefly 
explain  how  these  provisions  would  be 
implemented. 

Under  the  amendment,  a  national 
formulary  would  review  the  range  of  pre- 
scription medicines  required  by  older 
people  for  purposes  of  diagnosis,  cure, 
treatment,  and  the  prevention  of  disease. 
Formularies  of  the  kind  the  amendment 
envisions  have  long  been  used  in  a  num- 
ber of  private  and  public  programs 
throughout  the  United  States,  so  that  we 
are  not  talking  about  a  new  and  untried 
concept.  Included  in  the  formulary, 
which  is  simply  a  listing  of  substances 
for  which  reimbursement  could  be  made, 
would  be  drugs  which  can  be  obtained 
only  upon  written  order  of  a  physician. 
The  actual  inclusion  of  a  drug  would  be 
left  to  the  professional  judgment  of  the 
formulary  committee  and  its  advisory 
group,  which  would  be  composed  of  rep- 
resentatives of  professional  health  or- 
ganizations, including  physicians,  com- 
munity and  hospital  pharmacists,  manu- 
facturers, public  health  officials,  colleges 
of  medicine  and  pharmacy,  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  general  public.  From 
among  the  entire  selection  of  drug  prod- 
ucts for  any  one  particular  drug,  the 
committee  would  identify  the  wholesale 
price  of  the  least  expensive  product  meet- 
ing an  acceptable  level  of  quality  as  a 
matter  of  professional  judgment.  This 
price,  together  with  an  amount  repre- 
senting the  value  of  the  services  in  pre- 
paring a  prescription  for  this  drug,  then 
becomes  the  "allowance"  frhich  the  pro- 
gram would  pay  to  the  beneficiary. 

Under  this  procedure,  the  physician 
is  free  to  prescribe  any  drug  he  believes 
necessary  for  the  proper  treatment  of 
his  patient.  This  decision  is  a  medical 
decision  and  can  only  be  the  responsibil- 
ity of  the  physician.  My  amendment  sup- 
ports this  concept  that  the  physician, 
and  only  the  physician,  can  make  these 
judgments.  Regardless  of  what  the  phy- 
sician prescribes,  insofar  as  the  drug  or 
its  name  are  concerned — it  makes  no 
difference — the  program  will  pay  for 
a  portion  of  the  actual  charge  for  a 
particular  prescription  on  the  basis  of 
the  allowances  provided  under  the  for- 
mulary. The  pharmacist  will  fill  the  pre- 
scription just  as  he  now  does  and  charge 
what  he  usually  charges.  The  patient 
pays  the  charge  just  as  he  now  does, 
and  then  makes  application  for  partial 
reimbursement  of  the  charges  to  the 
amount  allowed  under  the  program. 
Only  where  the  actual  charges  equal  the 
allowance,  can  the  beneficiary  expect 
100  percent  reimbursement.  If  the  phy- 
sician prescribes  a  drug  not  included  in 
the  formulary,  no  reimbursement  can 
be  made  to  the  patient.  But,  if  the  physi- 
cian believes  that  such  a  drug  is  impor- 
tant to  the  treatment  of  his  patient,  he 
Is  completely  free  to  write  such  a  pre- 
scription. It  is  expected,  however,  that 
the  formulary  committee  would  include 
most  of  the  kinds  of  drugs  which  the 
aged  frequently  require  in  their  care. 

Under  present  law,  Mr.  President,  re- 
gardless of  the  manner  in  which  any 
prescription  is  written  for  a  medicare 
beneficiary,  the  patient  can  look  forward 
to  absolutely  no  assistance  in  financing 


his  drug  costs.  Under  my  amendment,  the 
beneficiary  can  at  least  expect  to  receive 
some  help  in  meeting  the  high  costs  of 
prescription  medicines,  particularly 
when  they  constitute  an  inordinantly 
high  part  of  their  total  health  care  bill. 
Since  the  allowance  system  is  so 
structured  as  to  provide  benefits  directly 
to  the  beneficiary  only,  the  pharmacist 
is  in  no  way  harmed  financially;  the  doc- 
tor's professional  judgment  is  likewise 
secured. 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the 
amendment  is  July  1,  1969.  Since  we  are 
all  aware  of  the  need  to  control  Federal 
expenditures  at  this  time,  I  might  point 
out  that  no  appropriations  would  be  re- 
quired to  finance  this  benefit  until  fiscal 
year  1970.  The  mid-1969  effective  date 
of  the  amendment  also  would  provide 
the  executive  branch  with  ample  time 
to  work  out  any  administrative  prob- 
lems they  foresee  at  this  time.  And  even 
if  circumstances  are  such  that  not  all 
solutions  can  be  found  by  that  time — 
more  time,  by  the  way,  Mr.  President, 
than  was  needed  to  tool  up  for  the  im- 
mensely more  complex  medicare  pro- 
gram itself — enactment  of  the  amend- 
ment now  would  leave  us  in  the  position 
to  provide  this  vitally  needed  benefit  at 
the  earliest  possible  moment.  At  the  pre- 
sent time,  I  estimate  the  cost  of  providing 
this  much  needed  benefit  to  result  in  an 
increase  in  the  monthly  insurance  pre- 
mium of  about  50  cents  for  each  bene- 
ficiary who  is  enrolled  in  the  voluntary 
program.  This  amount,  of  course,  would 
be  matched  out  of  funds  from  the  general 
revenue,  as  are  the  other  benefits  pro- 
vided in  the  part  B,  or  voluntary,  pro- 
gram. I  am  certain  the  Nation's  millions 
of  older  people  would  welcome  the  op- 
portunity to  insure  themselves  against 
catastrophic  drug  expenses  with  this 
modest  increase  in  premiums. 

Like  the  amendment  for  which  the 
Senate  voted  last  year,  this  amendment, 
I  believe,  offers  a  "reasoned  and  eco- 
nomic approach  toward  meeting  a  gen- 
uine need  of  our  older  people." 

I  urge  that  the  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
not  a  sufficient  second. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
in  order  to  save  time,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered 
on  the  pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  yeas  and 
nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, the  committee  considered  this 
amendment  and  rejected  it,  largely  be- 
cause its  costs  are  somewhat  prohibitive. 

This  is  an  entirely  new  program.  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  amend- 
ment, as  offered,  carries  no  method  of 
financing.  The  latest  estimate  on  the 
amendment  as  written,  which  we  re- 
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ceived  just  today,  is  that  it  would  cost 
$690  million  annually. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  will  suspend  until 
order  is  restored.  The  Senate  will  be  in 
order. 

The  Senator  may  proceed. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
amendment,  as  has  been  described,  pro- 
poses to  initiate  an  entirely  new  pro- 
gram under  the  medicare  section  of  the 
bill  to  include  the  cost  of  prescription 
and  certain  nonprescription  drugs. 

The  chief  actuary  of  HEW  has  fur- 
nished an  estimate  that  the  first  year's 
cost  would  be  $690  million.  That  is  based 
upon  today's  current  prices  of  drugs. 
While  it  is  true  that  the  amendment 
would  not  be  fully  effective  until  1970, 
nevertheless,  once  initiated  it  would  be 
a  part  of  the  medicare  law. 

Part  B  medicare  payments  today  are 
costing  those  participating  $3  per  month. 
Secretary  Gardner  has  already  an- 
nounced publicly  that  due  to  the  in- 
creased cost  of  operating  the  medicare 
program  that  cost  will  increase  next 
year  to  at  least  $4  per  month,  or  an  in- 
crease of  33  Vb  percent.  If  this  amend- 
ment is  adopted  and  becomes  a  part  of 
the  medicare  program  it.  would  raise  the 
monthly  cost  of  each  participant  under 
that  program  by  an  additional  $1.60  per 
month.  The  total  cost  of  financing  the 
$690  million  would  be  $3.20  a  month  for 
each  participant,  of  which  the  Govern- 
ment would  pay  one-half.  But  if  the 
amendment  is  adopted  each  participant 
would  have  to  pay  $1.60  per  month  more 
than  he  is  presently  paying,  which  is  a 
60-percent  increase  in  the  cost  of  the 
medicare  program  as  compared  to  what 
he  is  paying  today. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  the  participants  are 
already  confronted  with  an  increase 
next  year  of  $1  per  month.  Can  they  af- 
ford this  additional  $1.60  per  month? 

Furthermore,  I  believe  that  this  is  a 
poor  time  to  consider  initiating  an  en- 
tirely new  program  and  that  we  should 
have  the  benefit  of  more  experience  with 
the  medicare  program  as  presently  con- 
stituted before  expanding  it. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  believe  an  examination 
of  the  amendment  would  show  that  it 
goes  far  beyond  reimbursing  medicare 
patients  for  the  cost  of  prescriptions. 

It  involves  Government  policing  and 
formulating  a  list  of  medicines  that  are 
acceptable.  It  involves  price  fixing  and  a 
number  of  issues  on  which  several  Sen- 
ate committees  have  been  working — I  be- 
lieve one  of  the  subcommittees  of  the 
Judiciary  Committee,  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Small  Business,  and  others. 

When  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  yields  the  floor,  it  will  be  my 
purpose  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  and  insist  that  we  have  a  live 
quorum  because  there  is  something  In- 
volved here  that  goes  far  beyond  the 
problem  of  paying  for  medicare  prescrip- 
tions and  the  considerations  to  be  taken 
into  account  which  go  far  beyond  what 
the  Senator  has  mentioned  and  concern 
the  cost. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct;  I  was  going  to  mention 
that  particular  point  later.  Those  points 
were  discussed  In  our  committee  and 
were  some  of  the  major  Items  which 
prompted  us  to  include  in  the  bill  a  pro- 
vision for  the  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  Department  to  make  a  study 
and  report  on  this  and  other  phases  of 
the  drug  proposal. 

We  should  have  the  benefit  of  that 
study  and  report  before  we  consider  the 
initiation  of  an  entirely  new  program  on 
top  of  other  programs,  a  program  which 
is  estimated  to  cost  a  minimum  of  $690 
million  a  year  and  one  which  would  raise 
the  cost  to  all  of  those  participating  in 
the  medicare  program  today  by  at  least 
60  percent. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  the  time  to  ini- 
tiate a  new  program  with  the  informa- 
tion we  have  available. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
rejected. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har- 
ris in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 


The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names : 
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Aiken 

Hansen 

Montoya 

Allott 

Harris 

Morse 

Anderson 

Hart 

Morton 

Baker 

Hartke 

Moss 

Bartlett 

Hatfield 

Mundt 

Bayh 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Nelson 

Bible 

Hill 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Holland 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hollings 

Pell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Inouye 

Proxmire 

Case 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Clark 

Javits 

Ribicoff 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Russell 

Curtis 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Smith 

Dirksen 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Spong 

Dominick 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Lausche 

Symington 

Ellender 

Long,  La. 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Tydings 

Fannin 

Mansfield 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fong 

McCarthy 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Mclntyre 

Young,  Ohio 

Griffin 

Metcalf 

Gruening 

Miller 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc- 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  McGovern]  ,  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 


Brooke],  the  Senator  from  California 
Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Percy],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  because  of  death  in 
family. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  (No.  440)  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  amend- 
ment No.  440  involves,  really,  two  ques- 
tions. One  is:  Shall  we  add  the  cost  of 
prescriptions  to  the  medicare  program? 
The  other  is :  If  that  is  done,  how  shall  it 
be  done? 

For  the  moment,  I  wish  to  address  my- 
self to  the  manner  in  which  the  amend- 
ment would  provide  that  medicare  pa- 
tients under  part  B  could  get  their  pre- 
scriptions paid  for. 

I  suggest  to  Senators  now  in  the 
Chamber  that  they  turn  to  page  4  of 
amendment  No.  440,  beginning  on  line  5: 

ALLOWABLE     EXPENSES     FOR     QUALIFIED  DRUGS 

Sec.  1845.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  part — 
(1)  The  term  "qualified  drug"  means  a 
drug  or  biological  which  is  included  among 
the  items  approved  by  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee (established  pursuant  to  section 
1846(a) ). 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  would 
call  for  an  OP  A  setup.  This  would  be 
price  control.  This  would  be  prescribing 
medicines  for  patients  by  bureaucrats. 

Reading  on,  we  find  that  if  the  patient 
is  to  be  reimbursed,  the  prescription  must 
be  listed  by  the  Formulary  Committee 
which  publishes  a  list  once  a  year. 

Reading  on  from  line  11,  page  4: 

(2)  The  term  "allowable  expense"  when 
used  in  connection  with  any  quantity  of  a 
qualified  drug,  means  the  amount  estab- 
lished with  regard  to  such  quantity  of  such 
drug  by  the  Formulary  Committee  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary. 

The  Formulary  Committee  and  the 
Secretary,  or,  in  other  words,  the 
bureaucrats,  will  decide  how  many 
spoonfuls  of  medicine  shall  be  taken.  The 
language  refers  to  the  quantity. 

It  would  be  so  much  simpler,  if  it 
should  be  the  will  of  the  Senate  to  add 
prescription  drugs  to  the  program,  it 
should  be  done  by  simply  including  the 
cost  of  prescriptions,  period. 

The  rental  on  a  wheelchair  is  pro- 
vided. Should  we  set  up  an  Office  of  Price 
Administration  to  control  wheelchair 
costs? 

This  is  the  back  door  approach  to  con- 
trol of  the  drug  industry,  which  threat 
has  been  around  Capitol  Hill  for  months 
and  years. 

The  medicare  patient  is  being  used  to 
bring  about  control  of  medicines,  their 
manufacture,  and  distribution. 

Reading  on: 

(b)  Amounts  to  which  an  individual  is  en- 
titled by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  section 
1832(a)(3)  shall  be  paid  directly  to  such 
individual.  No  individual  shall  be  paid  any 
amount  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 1832(a)  (3)  prior  to  the  presentation  by 
him  (or  by  another  on  his  behalf)  of  docu- 
mentary or  other  proof  satisfactory  to  the 
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Secretary  establishing  his  entitlement 
thereto. 

Skipping  over  to  page  5,  there  is  the 
machinery  to  be  created  to  reimburse  for 
a  medical  prescription: 

Section  1846(a)  There  is  hereby  estab- 
lished a  Formulary  Committee — - 

Where  are  we  going  to  house  such  a 
committee?  How  many  employees  will  it 
need?  The  committee  will  have  power  to 
say  what  drugs  shall  or  shall  not  be 
listed,  and  that  a  patient  cannot  be  re- 
imbursed unless  his  prescription  is  on 
that  list? 

FOBMtTLAEY  COMMITTEE 

Sec.  1346.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a 
Formulary  Committee  to  consist  of  the 
Surgeon  General  of  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice, the  Commissioner  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  and  the  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health. 

Mr.  President,  everyone  knows  that 
those  three  gentlemen  are  all  very  emi- 
nent and  well-qualified  persons,  but  they 
are  busy  men  and  they  will  not  perform 
this  service  personally.  Those  duties,  for 
which  they  will  be  charged  with  respon- 
sibility, will  be  performed  by  a  bureau 
which  they  will  have  to  create. 

Reading  on: 

(b)  (1)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Formu- 
lary Committee,  with  the  advice  and  assist- 
ance of  the  Formulary  advisory  group  (es- 
tablished pursuant  to  section  1847),  to — ■ 

How  much  will  that  cost? 
Here  is  their  power : 

(A)  determine  which  drugs  and  biologicals 
shall  constitute  qualified  drugs  for  purposes 
of  the  benefits  provided  under  section  1832 
(a) ;  and 

Mr.  President,  if  this  amendment  is 
agreed  to,  can  a  medicare  patient  who 
has  been  prescribed  a  new  drug  which 
has  come  out  since  the  bureaucrats  made 
their  list  public,  be  reimbursed  for  his 
prescription?  No;  he  cannot  be  reim- 
bursed for  it. 

All  this  machinery  is  not  necessary. 

Let  me  repeat,  that  if  it  is  the  will  of 
the  Senate  to  pay  for  prescription  drugs, 
let  us  do  it  without  subjecting  the  drug 
Industry  to  all  this  control. 

Let  me  say  at  this  point  that  I  am  not 
weeping  for  the  drug  industry.  I  am  in 
no  way  connected  with  it.  None  of  my 
family  or  none  of  those  with  whom  I  am 
Intimately  associated  are  connected  with 
the  industry.  I  have  one  interest,  and 
that  is  the  welfare  of  the  patient.  This  is 
the  backdoor  to  controlling  the  drug  in- 
dustry, which,  in  my  opinion — and  I  re- 
spect those  who  disagree  w'th  me — is  to 
retard  the  advance  of  it  in  this  country, 
and  it  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
patient. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER,  I  am  not  too 
familiar  with  this  subject,  because  I  am 
not  on  a  committee  that  has  anything 
to  do  with  it,  but  I  have  read  a  prospec- 
tus on  this  proposal.  In  addition  to  what 
I  think  are  the  very  serious  points,  which 
may  be  deficiencies  in  this  proposal,  that 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  pointed 
out,  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  has  an  opin- 
ion on  whether  or  not  the  enactment  of 
this  particular  bill  would  not  seriously 


impede,  if  not  almost  destroy,  independ- 
ent research  in  this  country  in  medicines 
and  in  drugs. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  will  adversely  affect 
it.   

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER,  In  other  words, 
it  will  turn  research  for  new  drugs  and 
new  medicines  in  this  country  almost 
entirely  over  to  the  tender  mercies  of  the 
bureaucrats? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  That  is  correct.  If  we 
once  establish  a  Formulary  Committee 
that  has  the  power  to  police  both  the 
type  of  drug  and. the  quantity  used  in 
medicare,  how  long  will  it  be  until  that 
system  is  extended  to  every  other  Gov- 
ernment program,  to  public  health  hos- 
pitals, and  veterans  hospitals?  The  next 
step  is  a  local  hospital  to  which  Fed- 
eral money  has  been  contributed.  Then 
we  will  have  the  situation  in  which  no 
one  can  prescribe  drugs  or  sell  or  dis- 
tribute them  to  this  particular  category 
of  patients — which  will  include  a  great 
portion  of  our  population — until  they 
are  approved  by  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  HTCKENLOOPER,  In  other  words, 
as  I  understand  one  of  the  points  the 
Senator  is  making,  it  is  that  if  some- 
one has  an  ailment  and  the  doctor  says, 
"Well,  there  is  a  new  drug  that  has  come 
on  the  market.  Nothing  so  far  that  we 
have  tried  do-es  you  any  good.  This  has 
some  potential.  Would  you  mind  if  we 
tried  this?"  that  person  cannot  get 
paid  for  it  because  the  bureau  has  not 
put  it  on  the  list? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  And  many  a 
person  has  been  cured  by  such  experi- 
mentation or  trial  as  that. 

Mr.  CURTTS.  That  is  right.  I  em- 
phasize that  this  is  the  back-door  ap- 
proach which  will  apply  to  medicare 
first;  but  once  the  principle  is  adopted, 
then  the  move  will  be  toward  a  formula 
that  will  apply  to  all  Government  pro- 
grams. 

Now,  I  am  reading  from  line  19,  page 
5,  of  the  amendment,  relating  to  the 
power  of  the  Formulary  Committee  to 
"determine,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  the  allowable  expense,  for 
purposes  of  such  benefits,  of  the  various 
quantities  of  any  drug  determined  by  the 
Committee  to  constitute  a  qualified 
drug." 

A  person  will  have  to  get  permission 
from  Washington  as  to  how  many  as- 
pirins a  medicare  patient  can  be  reim- 
bursed for.  Why  is  that  necessary?  If  the 
Senate  wants  to  pay  for  the  drug,  let  us 
take  the  less  expensive  way,  and  just  pay 
the  bill. 

If  the  object  of  this  amendment  is  to 
serve  patients  who  cannot  pay  for  their 
own  medicines,  why  do  they  include  all 
these  sections  of  control?  Has  our  coun- 
try become  great  because  of  controls? 
Have  we  made  great  advances  in  medi- 
cine because  of  freedom  or  because  of 
controls? 

Going  now  to  page  5,  line  23,  it  pro- 
vides that  the  Formulary  Commission 
shall  "publish  and  disseminate  at  least 
once  each  calendar  year  among  individ- 
uals insured  under  this  part,  physicians, 
pharmacists,  and  other  interested  per- 
sons, in  accordance  with  directives  of 
the  Secretary,  an  alphabetical  list  nam- 


ing each  drug  or  biological  by  its  estab- 
lished name  as  defined  in  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act." 

That  is  the  contest  between  trade 
names  and  generic  terms. 

Let  us  think  about  something  else. 
This  is  a  proposal  which  provides  that 
the  bureaucrats  shall  publish  a  catalog, 
and  they  must  distribute  it  to  everyone 
registered  under  medicare,  and  all  the 
pharmacists,  and  all  the  physicians,  and 
all  other  interested  persons. 

What  will  it  cost  to  publish  25  or 
30  million  lists  every  year?  What  will  it 
cost  the  Post  Office  Department  to  dis- 
tribute 25  million  lists  of  approved 
drugs? 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Mexico  would 
withdraw  that  part  of  his  amendment, 
which  is  not  necessary,  and  which  makes 
the  measure  more  costly.  And  I  still  per- 
sonally have  doubts  about  enlarging  the 
medicare  program  at  this  time.  It  is  just 
getting  started.  Our  elder  citizens  are 
paying  S3  a  month.  That  is  going  to  have 
to  be  raised  to  about  S4  a  month  without 
this  provision. 

We  have  a  system  which  provides 
medicare  benefits  for  everybody,  re- 
gardless of  income;  and  some  considera- 
tion should  be  given  to  that  fact,  in  light 
of  the  heavy  costs. 

I  said  a  moment  ago  that  my  only  con- 
cern in  this  drug  controversy  is  the  wel- 
fare of  the  patient.  While  I  have  no 
interest  whatever  in  any  drug  business, 
I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  interest  in 
many  people  who  are  very  dependent 
on  medicine.  I  have  endeavored  to  try 
to  find  out  what  is  the  right  answer  to 
the  question  involving  generic  terms  or 
trade  names. 

I  think  we  should  totally  disregard  the 
business  pressures  and  determine  just 
simply  what  is  best  for  the  patient.  I  be- 
lieve that  it  is  the  trade  name.  There 
are  many  things  that  go  .into  the  making 
a  good  medicine  besides  those  ingredi- 
ente  listed  in  the  generic  terms.  Would 
anyone  say  that  all  houses  that  have  the 
same  number  of  bricks  and  the  same 
number  of  board  feet  of  lumber  are 
equal  ?  Would  anyone  say  that  every  cake 
made  from  the  same  recipe  is  equal  with 
every  other  cake  that  follows  the  recipe? 
No.  Workmanship,  research,  testing, 
filler  ingredients,  care  in  packaging — 
many,  many  things  make  a  drug  superior 
to  another  drug  other  than  the  ingredi- 
ents that  are  disclosed  by  the  generic 
term.  I  have  secured  the  opinion  of, 
among  others,  family  doctors  who  have 
no  interest  in  any  drug  store,  any  drug 
or  manuf  acturing  company.  I  have  asked, 
"What  is  best  for  the  patient?" 

Every  time,  they  point  out  that  equally 
Important  with  the  ingredients  described 
in  generic  terms  are  all  of  these  other 
factors  of  care  in  manufacture,  time  in 
manufacture,  process,  filler  ingredients, 
research,  testing  along  the  way,  time  on 
the  shelf,  and  many  other  things.  And 
just  as  one  has  the  right  to  know  who 
made  an  article  that  he  buys  for  any 
other  purpose,  the  purchaser  should  have 
a  right  to  know  who  made  the  article  of 
medicine. 

That  is  what  is  involved  here.  It  is 
written  right  out  on  page  6:  They  shall 
list  it  "by  each  other  name  by  which  it 
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it  commonly  known,  which  is  a  qualified 
drug,  together  with  the  allowable  expense 
of  various  quantities  thereof." 

The  bureaucrats  are  not  only  going  to 
publish  a  list  of  the  drugs  that  can  be 
used,  but  the  quantity  and  the  price. 

Why  is  all  that  necessary?  Do  Senators 
realize  that  while  hospital  costs  have 
gone  up  68  percent  in  the  last  10  years, 
and  doctor  bills  and  dentist  bills  have 
gone  up  from  20  to  25  percent,  prescrip- 
tion drugs  have  gone  down  between  1 
and  2  percent,  over  the  last  10  years? 

Next,  beginning  on  page  6,  line  11: 

(2)  (A)  Any  drug  or  biological  included  on 
the  list  of  qualified  drugs  shall,  if  listed  by 
established  name,  also  be  listed  by  its  trade 
name  or  names,  if  any. 

(B)  Drugs  and  biologicals  shall  be  deter- 
mined to  be  qualified  drugs  if  they  can 
legally  be  obtained  by  the  user  only  pursuant 
to  a  prescription  of  a  lawful  prescriber;  ex- 
cept that  the  Formulary  Committee  may 
include  certain  drugs  and  biologicals  not  re- 
quiring such  a  prescription  If  it  determines 
such  drugs  or  biologicals  to  be  of  a  lifesaving 
nature. 

That  gives  the  Formulary  Committee 
the  right  to  write  a  prescription,  publish 
it,  and  distribute  it  to  25  million  people. 

The  Formulary  Committee  may,  by  regu- 
lation, provide  that  a  drug  or  biological 
otherwise  regarded  as  being  a  qualified  drug 
shall  not  be  so  regarded  when  prescribed 
in  unusual  quantities. 

Who  is  to  determine  whether  they  are 
unusual  quantities,  the  physician  in 
charge  of  the  case?  No.  He  has  to  look 
in  the  book  of  Government  regulations. 

(3)  In  determining  the  allowable  expense 
for  any  quantity  of  any  qualified  drug,  the 
Formulary  Committee  shall  be  guided  by  the 
acquisition  cost  to  the  ultimate  dispenser 
(generally,  community  pharmacists)  — 

If  that  is  not  price  control,  how  do  you 
establish  it? 

for  the  quantities  most  frequently  pre- 
scribed plus  a  reasonable  professional  fee 
for  dispensing  to  the  patient  the  prescrip- 
tion or  other  authorized  lifesaving  drugs, 
or  biologicals  not  requiring  a  prescription, 
with  a  view  to  determining  with  respect 
to  each  qualified  drug  a  schedule  of  prices 
for  various  quantities  thereof.  In  any  case 
in  which  a  drug  or  biological  is  available  by 
established  name  as  defined  in  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended — • 

In  other  words,  the  generic  term — 
and  one  or  more  trade  names  any  one  of 
which  is  different  from  such  established 
name,  the  cost  of  such  drug  or  biological,  for 
purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  lowest  cost  of  such  drug, 
however  named,  which  is  of  a  quality  ac- 
ceptable to  the  Formulary  Committee.  When- 
ever the  lowest  cost  (to  the  ultimate  dis- 
pensers thereof)  of  a  particular  drug  or 
biological  differs  in  the  various  regions  of  the 
United  States,  the  Formulary  Committee 
shall  establish,  for  the  various  regions  of  the 
United  States,  separate  schedules  of  allow- 
able expense  with  respect  to  such  drug  or 
biological — 

We  are  even  going  to  have  regional 
Offices  of  Price  Administration,  under 
this  provision — 

so  as  to  reflect  the  lowest  cost  at  which  such 
drug  or  biological  is  generally  available  to 
the  ultimate  dispensers  thereof  in  each  such 
region. 

Then  it  goes  on  and  sets  up  an  advisory 
to  this  newly  created  bureau. 


The  amendment  before  us  provides 
payment  of  prescriptions  for  all  includ- 
ing the  wealthy. 

Mr.  President,  in  these  days  when  we 
are  considering  an  enlarged  Social  Se- 
curity bill,  and  more  and  more  people 
are  becoming  dependent  upon  the  Gov- 
ernment— including  individuals  able  to 
pay  for  their  own  medical  care — it  is  in- 
teresting to  note  what  a  newspaper  edi- 
tor in  my  State  recently  said.  I  refer  to 
an  editorial  printed  in  the  Hastings, 
Nebr.,  Daily  Tribune,  entitled  "Snap  In 
Service." 

The  editorial  begins: 

A  researcher  whose  identity  has  some- 
how become  obscured  in  the  passing  of  time 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  nine  steps  occur 
in  the  collapse  of  a  free  society.  They  are: 

1.  From  chains  of  slavery  people  rise  to 
spiritual  faith. 

2.  From  spiritual  faith  they  generate  cour- 
age. 

3.  From  courage  they  forge  liberty. 

4.  From  liberty  comes  abundance. 

5.  From  abundance  arises  selfishness. 

6.  From  selfishness,  then,  to  complacency. 

7.  From  complacency  to  apathy. 

8.  From  apathy  people  degenerate  to  de- 
pendency. 

9.  And  from  dependency  back  again  to 
bondage. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  entire  editorial  to  which  I 
have  referred  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Snap  in  Service 
A  researcher  whose  identity  has  somehow 
become  obscured  .in  the  passing  of  time  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  nine  steps  occur  in  the 
collapse  of  a  free  society.  They  are: 

1.  From  chains  of  slavery  people  rise  to 
spiritual  faith. 

2.  From  spiritual  faith  they  generate 
courage. 

3.  From  courage  they  forge  liberty. 

4.  From  liberty  comes  abundance. 

5.  From  abundance  arises  selfishness. 

6.  From  selfishness,  then,  to  complacency. 

7.  From  complacency  to  apathy. 

8.  From  apathy  people  degenerate  to 
dependency. 

9.  And  from  dependency  back  again  to 
bondage. 

It  might  be  interesting,  and  vastly  helpful 
in  the  light  of  current  welfare  trends,  for 
each  of  us  to  estimate  which  of  those  nine 
steps  America  may  now  be  taking. 

It  might  be  even  more  helpful  if,  each  in 
our  own  way,  we  would  try  to  help  adjust 
the  nation's  stride  in  a  direction  that  assures 
a  free  society  in  perpetuity. 

And  perhaps  we  should  do  it  soon. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  again 
express  the  hope  that  the  mover  of  this 
amendment  will  reoffer  his  amendment 
for  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of  drugs 
with  all  of  these  sections  relating  to  con- 
trol of  the  drug  industry  deleted.  I  still 
would  not  support  it,  because  I  under- 
stood the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  to  say  it  would  cost  around 
$600  million. 

Perhaps  if  the  time  comes  when  it  is 
determined  that  the  cost  of  medical 
prescriptions  should  be  included,  some- 
one will  come  up  with  a  formula  whereby 
it  is  provided  only  for  those  people  who 
do  not  have  the  money  to  pay  for  their 
prescriptions.  That  is  not  provided  in  the 


amendment  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  All  participants  are  to 
have  their  medicines  paid  for. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  amendment  re- 
mains in  its  present  form,  it  will  be  my 
purpose  to  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment,  striking  out  section  1845 
and  all  remaining  sections  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  offering  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Not  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  wish  to  speak 
on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  do.  I  am  in  no  hurry. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
proceed  to  make  any  formal  statement, 
I  should  like  to  know  whether  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Mexico  considers  this  com- 
parison of  Senator  Long's  bill  (S.  2299) 
and  Senator  Montoya's  bill  (S.  17)  as  a 
complete  analysis  or  comparison  of  the 
two  bills. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  No;  not  at  all,  Mr. 
President. 

This  is  merely  a  capsule  digest  of  the 
identification  with  respect  to  both  bills. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Does  the  memorandums 
imply  that  the  formulary  aspect  of  the 
Montoya  bill  and  the  Long  bill  are  the 
same? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  What  does  it  do  with 
regard  to  formulary? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  purpose  of  my 
memorandums,  which  I  have  placed  on 
the  desk  of  each  Senator,  is  to  try  to 
point  out  the  objectives  of  my  bill  and  the 
objectives  of  the  Long  bill. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska has  been  discussing  the  formu- 
lary aspects  of  the  bill  for  about  a  half 
an  hour.  I  see  nothing  in  the  memoran- 
dums dealing  with  this  aspect  of  the 
problem  whatever.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator considers  it  unimportant. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  discussed  it  in  my 
statement.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
Senator  heard  my  statement  previously. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  heard  the  statement. 
I  just  wondered,  though,  because  this  is  a 
brief  comparison  of  them. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  intend  to  go  into 
it  in  rebuttal. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Does  the  Senator  want 
to  do  that  now? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  No.  I  would  like  to 
hear  what  the  Senator  has  to  say  first. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Basically,  as  far  as  the 
overall  purpose  is  concerned,  I  think  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  describes  a 
purpose  with  which  everyone  agrees,  and 
that  is  that  many  aged  people  have  big 
drug  bills.  This  is  nothing  new  to  me. 

I  introduced  a  bill  in  the  89th  Congress, 
first  session,  S.  1788.  This  was  the  Drug 
Stamp  Plan  Act  which  would  have  done 
substantially  the  same  thing  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  point  is  that  we  found  upon  study, 
that  some  complicated  features  are  in- 
volved, but  I  really  still  basically  favor  a 
program  to  determine  the  drug  bills  that 
aged  people  are  paying.  That  question 
certainly  presents  a  major  problem  in 
our  society  today.  As  we  all  know,  the 
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bills  are  higher  for  the  older  people.  The 
problem  needs  a  solution. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  I  was  the  au- 
thor of  an  amendment  which  dealt  basi- 
cally with  the  subject  which  concerns 
the  pending  amendment  and  by  the  Long 
amendment  also.  It  provided  for  a  com- 
plete study  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  Such  a  study 
already  had  begun,  but  as  the  result  of 
the  amendment,  the  bill  itself  requires 
by  law  that  a  complete  study  of  the  en- 
tire matter  should  be  made  by  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

It  is  not  an  open-ended  study.  It  re- 
quires a  complete  reporting  to  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  which  au- 
thorized this  legislation,  and  to  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  of  the  Senate  which 
has  jurisdiction.  The  reporting  date  on 
this  study  is  January  1,  1969. 

What,  in  effect  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  saying  is  that  the  study  is 
worthless  even  though  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in- 
sists that  it  is  well  worth  while  and  even 
though  Dr.  Goddard,  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administrator,  says  it  is  an  absolute 
necessity. 

The  study  would  be  completed  and  re- 
ported back  to  the  two  responsible  com- 
mittees 6  months  before  the  date  that 
the  bill  introduced  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  intends  to  take  effect. 

What  the  amendment  before  us  is  say- 
ing, in  effect,  that  in  this  category  we  do 
not  need  the  facts,  but  would  merely  go 
ahead  and  operate  on  the  basic  theme  of 
the  conclusions  which  we  deem  desirable. 

I  would  think,  after  the  study  is  com- 
pleted, if  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
wanted  a  program  that  would  be  worth 
while  for  these  people,  that  he  would  be 
willing  to  wait  until  those  who  have  the 
responsibility  for  administering  the  pro- 
grams come  forward  with  the  facts. 

I  am  not  one  who  is  adverse  to  pro- 
viding assistance  to  the  aged.  Quite  hon- 
estly, I  am  accused  of  going  too  far  in 
these  respects  by  some  of  my  colleagues — 
on  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  at 
least. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  inform  the  Senator  that  a 
study  was  ordered  pursuant  to  the  in- 
troduction of  a  bill  such  as  this  in  1965. 
A  study  was  then  ordered  in  1966. 

I  should  like  to  ask  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Indiana,  how  long  a  study 
we  must  endure  before  the  old  people  of 
this  Nation  have  prescription  drug  costs 
reimbursed. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  do  not  know 'how 
deeply  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
gone  into  this  matter.  I  have  gone  into 
it  in  depth.  I  have  looked  at  some  of  the 
problems  posed  by  the  study  itself,  prob- 
lems to  which  the  administrators  and 
experts  who  have  attempted  to  do  some- 
thing in  this  field  at  this  moment  can- 
not give  definitive  answers. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  wrong 
with  a  study  that  would  take  as  long  as 
the  bill  provides.  If  one  reads  the  hear- 
ings, he  will  find  that  the  Department 
itself  needs  some  time.  The  people  in- 
volved with  the  actual  determinations  as 


to  whether  a  drug  is  defective  or  safe 
have  said  in  public  hearings  that  they 
could  not  at  this  time  in  good  conscience 
go  to  the  American  people  and  approve 
a  program  such  as  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  advocates. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  the  purpose.  If 
the  Senator  wants  to  give  money  to  these 
people,  he  can  give  them  whatever 
amount  of  money  he  wants  to  if  Con- 
gress votes  to  pay  for  the  bills.  However, 
that  is  not  all  that  is  in  the  bill. 

I  might  be  inclined  to  support  the 
Senator  if  he  wants  to  provide  that.  I 
do  not  think  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, would  support  such  an  amend- 
ment, but  that  is  neither  here  nor  there. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  we  would 
have  to  pay  100  or  1,000  times  what  a 
product  ought  to  be  selling  for,  I  would 
be  against  taxpayers  paying  for  it.  If  we 
can  do  this  at  some  reasonable  cost,  I 
would  be  willing  to  vote  to  put  some  tax- 
payers' money  into  the  program. 

Where  the  Government  buys  drugs  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  or  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  it  does  not  permit  drug 
companies  to  charge  it  anywhere  from 
twice  as  much  to  100  times  as  much  as  a 
product  ought  to  sell  for. 

The  Government  pays  no  more  than  a 
reasonable  price. 

I  am  not  here  to  find  fault  with  the 
drug  companies  because  they  get  rich. 
That  is  the  whole  idea  of  going  into 
business,  as  I  understand  it. 

However,  if  we  are  going  to  pay  for 
something,  it  does  not  make  a  lot  of 
sense  to  me  that  we  should  pay  an 
exorbitant  price  for  it.  We  have  not  done 
this  in  other  programs  where  the  Federal 
Government  has  bought  drugs  up  to 
this  time. 

The  drug  companies  have  a  $4  billion 
industry,  and  they  spend  fortunes  put- 
ting their  representatives  in  every  agen- 
cy of  the  Government  that  buys  drugs 
and  honeycombing  them  with  people 
who  try  to  find  some  way  to  make  the 
Government  pay  10  times  what  it  ought 
to  pay  for  its  purchases. 

I  am  opposed  to  letting  them  ever  get 
started  charging  the  Government  10  or 
50  times  what  something  ought  to  be 
selling  for.  Frankly,  if  we  are  going  to 
let  them  sell  drugs  on  that  basis,  we  can- 
not afford  to  buy  the  drugs. 

The  taxpayers  cannot  afford  it.  If  the 
drugs  could  be  bought  a  reasonable 
price,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Montoya]  would  like  to  have  that  done. 
I  would  be  willing  to  vote  for  that.  But 
if  this  proposal  were  to  be  a  foot  In 
the  door  for  drug  companies  to  charge  40 
or  50  times  the  cost  of  production  for 
something  they  are  selling  to  Uncle  Sam, 
I  would  be  against  it. 

Two  large  drug  companies  are  located 
in  the  State  of  the  Senator  from  In- 
diana. I  do  not  blame  them  for  trying 
to  make  money  for  their  stockholders. 
But  Louisiana  does  not  have  any  drug 
companies.  I  am  trying  to  look  after 
the  poor  old  folks.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  forgive  me  when  I  try  to  look  after 
them. 


Mr.  HARTKE.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  realize  that  I  am  working  on  behalf 
of  the  poor  people  of  my  State  and  of 
his  State,  as  well.  I  was  the  author  of  a 
bill  which  provides  substantially  the 
same  as  the  proposal  we  are  considering. 
I  was  the  author  of  a  bill  which  was 
proposed  in  committee  to  provide  a  study 
in  depth.  But  I  think  I  have  put  my 
finger  on  a  very  sensitive  point,  because 
I  have  thrown  the  issue  into  focus.  There 
is  a  big  difference,  a  wide  gap.  between 
what  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  pro- 
poses and  what  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  proposes. 

There  is  a  difference  of  approach.  I 
can  understand  why  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  does  not  want  to  divide  the 
issue.  The  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  gone  to  great  lengths  to  do  one  of 
two  things:  Either  to  draw  a  sharp  dis- 
tinction between  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  and  his  own;  or 
he  has  attempted  to  draw  a  comparison 
to  show  that  they  are  alike.  But  they 
cannot  be  both  different  and  alike.  I 
gather  that  the  proposals  are  different. 
I  understand  why  they  are  different.  I 
understand  why  the  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana will  not  support  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  It  really  goes 
back  to  what  has  to  be  done  at  this  stage. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  differ- 
ence between  the  Montoya  amendment 
and  the  Long  amendment  was,  I  thought, 
fairly  clear.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  was  merely  trying  to  save  the  taxpay- 
ers $100  million  a  year  by  reducing  the 
amount  of  money  which  they  are  unnec- 
essarily paying  to  drug  companies  now. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  wants 
to  provide  drugs  that  the  people  are  not 
getting.  I  was  not  making  that  offer.  I 
was  trying  to  reduce  the  ridiculous  price 
the  Government  pays  for  drugs  under 
the  medicaid  program  as  it  is  now 
operated. 

I  am  aware  of  the  problem  that  con- 
fronts Senators  from  States  which  have 
drug  companies.  I  am  not  trying  to  harm 
them.  There  are  legitimate  interests  in 
my  State,  and  I  have  tried  to  represent 
them  properly.  But  on  this  issue,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  not  torn;  he 
does  not  have  a  mental  conflict  that  tor- 
tures his  conscience  between  the  drug 
manufacturers  on  one  hand  and  the 
poor  old  people  on  the  other. 

We  do  not  have  any  drug  manufac- 
turers in  Louisiana,  so  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  in  the  position  of  thinking 
about  the  matter  entirely  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  taxpayers  and  the  old  folks 
and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  druggists, 
who,  incidentally,  are  in  favor  of  it.  So, 
my  position  is  simple.  I  am  in  a  position 
to  advocate  what  is  good  for  the  old 
people,  good  for  the  taxpayers,  good  for 
the  druggists,  and  good  for  the  public  in- 
terest generally.  Inasmuch  as  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  no  drug  manufac- 
turers to  worry  about  in  his  State,  this  is 
an  ideal  proposal. 

The  only  people  at  all  angry  about  the 
position  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
takes  are  some  of  the  doctors;  and, 
frankly,  if  they  would  get  over  the  busi- 
ness of  taking  free  samples  and  having 
so  many  friends  among  the  drug  manu- 
facturers, they  would  find  that  this  is  not 
a  bad  deal  so  far  as  they  are  concerned. 
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I  must  say  that  this  $4  bDlion  industry 
has  done  a  pretty  good  job  of  trying  to 
persuade  some  doctors  that  they  have  an 
interest  in  making  some  poor,  old  person 
pay  100  times  what  he  should  be  paying 
for  prescription  drugs.  Over  a  period  of 
time,  I  believe  we  can  reach  an  under- 
standing about  that,  also;  because  we 
have  enough  good,  broadminded  doctors 
who,  when  they  see  the  matter  fairly 
presented,  will  understand  that,  in  the 
last  analysis,  this  might  be  good  for  them 
and  that,  if  not  good,  at  least  it  would  not 
harm  their  profession.  We  do  not  want 
to  harm  the  medical  profession. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  all  it  proposes 
is  that  we  see  which  quality  drug  meets 
proper  standards  at  the  lower  price,  and 
you  would  pay  that  amount.  The  doctor 
could  prescribe  anything  he  wishes.  He 
could  prescribe  a  different  brand,  a  dif- 
ferent name,  that  costs  four  or  five  times 
more.  But  all  you  would  pay  for  it  would 
be  what  you  think  the  drug  that  has  the 
right  quality  would  be  selling  at,  plus  a 
professional  fee  that  would  be  sufficient 
to  assure  the  druggist  that  he  would 
make  a  profit. 

To  do  otherwise,  to  pay  these  fantas- 
tic prices  for  the  drugs,  would  be  to  do 
something  that  is  not  done  by  any  intel- 
ligent hospital  administrator.  They  do 
not  buy  the  drugs  in  that  manner.  The 
Federal  Government  does  not  buy  drugs 
In  that  manner,  and  should  not  do  so. 
State  governments  try  to  find  methods 
of  protecting  themselves  from  paying 
such  exorbitant  prices.  City  governments 
try  to  find  ways  to  protect  themselves 
from  paying  such  exorbitant  prices,  if 
they  are  paying  for  the  drugs. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  would  be  a 
good  way  to  do  it.  If  you  are  going  to  do 
it  the  other  way,  I  would  be  opposed  to 
the  amendment,  for  a  different  reason. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  understand  that. 

The  fact  remains  that  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  proposes  and  what 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  proposes 
will  do  nothing  for  the  people  in  1968. 
It  will  do  nothing  for  the  people  even 
in  1969. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from  In- 
diana? What  will  a  study  do  for  these 
people  at  any  time? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  will  do  a  great  deal. 

If  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is 
really  sincere  and  wants  to  help  these 
people,  why  does  he  not  go  ahead  and 
join  with  the  study,  which  would  be  com- 
pleted by  January  1,  1969,  a  full  6 
months  before  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  intends  for  his  bill  to  go  into 
effect? 

What  the  Senator  is  attempting  to  do 
is  to  appeal  to  the  natural  inclination  in 
favor  of  alleviation  of  the  payment  of 
drug  bills.  But  what  good  is  that?  Is  it 
the  intention  to  put  it  into  effect  in  July 
1970? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  1969. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  A  full  6  months  after 
the  facts  from  the  study  will  have  been 
made  available. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has 
ever  been  accused  of  being  a  great  pro- 
tector of  any  special  interest;  nor  that 


the  Federal  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion ever  been  accused  of  being  a  great 
protector  of  any  special  interest.  Repre- 
sentatives of  both  these  agencies  testi- 
fied before  the  committee  that  they 
would  like  to  come  to  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, to  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee, and  to  Congress  on  January  1, 
1969,  and  tell  us  exactly  how  this  prob- 
lem can  be  met. 

They  have  some  pretty  big  problems. 
They  have  taken  over  a  complete  medi- 
care and  medicaid  program,  both  of 
which  have  big  problems.  They  have 
done  a  tremendous  job  of  administra- 
tion, in  my  opinion.  They  have  a  great 
deal  of  trouble  with  respect  to  hospital 
and  doctor  costs,  but  they  are  trying  to 
work  them  out  to  the  best  of  their  ability. 
Now  the  Senator  expects  them  to  do 
something  which  they,  themselves,  say 
they  cannot  do. 

I  do  not  have  to  come  in  with  a  lame 
heart  or  weak  feet.  My  1965  proposal 
was  before  this  body,  before  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  submitted  a  proposal, 
to  do  this  very  thing.  I  will  be  glad  to 
join  in  this  effort,  but  I  do  not  believe 
a  person  should  try  to  legislate  facts. 
The  facts  must  be  determined.  We  do 
not  have  a  legislative  study  committee. 
If  the  Senator  wants  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  do  it,  that  is  fine.  I  am  not 
opposed  to  a  study  of  the  facts.  But  I 
believe  we  should  operate  on  facts,  not 
on  emotions.  This  is  an  emotional 
amendment.  It  does  not  provide  for  any- 
thing for  which  the  bill  itself  does  not 
provide.  It  would  be  of  no  help,  and: 
in  fact,  it  may  be  a  detriment  to  many 
people. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
on  what  authority  he  comes  up  with  a 
proposal  of  50  cents  a  month. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  Senate  Finance 
Committee,  pursuant  to  inquiry  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  came  to  this  conclusion;  and  I 
understand  that  the  staff  of  the  com- 
mittee still  clings  to  this  actuarial  re- 
quirement. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  clings? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  read  from  page  80 
of  the  committee  report  on  the  Foreign 
Investors  Tax  Act  of  1966 : 

The  monthly  cost  of  providing  this  bene- 
fit is  estimated  at  50  cents  to  the  participant 
and  50  cents  to  the  Federal  Government.  The 
participant's  share  would  become  part  of  the 
regular  part  (b)  premium. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  now  has  In  his 
possession  a  letter  from  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  as 
to  the  actual  cost  involved.  Is  my  under- 
standing correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  will  have  the  letter  con- 
firming these  estimates.  I  talked  with 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  a  letter  will  be  here  in 
a  few  minutes  which  will  be  printed  in 
the  Record.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  letter  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  object.  I  am  willing  that  it  go  into  the 
Record,  but  I  am  not  willing  to  permit  a 
letter  that  has  not  yet  been  written  to  go 
into  the  Record. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will 
read  the  letter  when  it  arrives,  which 
should  be  within  10  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
need  not  read  it.  The  Senator  can  put 
it  in  when  it  is  here.  It  has  not  yet  been 
written. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  fig- 
ures which  I  have  quoted  as  furnished  by 
the  chief  actuary  of  HEW — the  same  es- 
timates which  have  been  furnished  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana — indicate 
that  the  proposed  amendment  would 
cost  $690  million  a  year.  The  present  par- 
ticipants in  the  part  (b)  program  are 
paying  $3  a  month  at  this  time  for  medi- 
care benefits.  Secretary  Gardner  has  al- 
ready announced  that  this  cost  will  go 
up  about  $1  in  January  1968,  to  $4.  The 
Department's  estimate  is  that  the  $690 
million  cost  under  this  amendment  would 
result  in  an  additional  cost  of  $3.20  per 
month,  one-half  of  which  would  be 
borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
one-half  by  the  beneficiary. 

If  this  amendment  is  adopted,  when  it 
becomes  operative  it  will  cost  every  par- 
ticipant in  the  medicare  program  an 
extra  $1.60  per  month,  which  will  be 
added  to  the  existing  $4  that  will  be  in 
effect  on  January  1.  So  it  would  bring  the 
total  cost  to  $5.60  per  month  for  each 
beneficiary  under  the  medicare  program, 
compared  with  $3  at  present. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  ask  to  have  the 
Department's  letter  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord later.  However,  these  figures  I  am 
quoting  were  furnished  officially  to  the 
committee.  I  understand  that  the  spon- 
sors of  the  amendment  have  an  estimate 
of  their  own.  I  do  not  question  the  right 
of  anyone  to  make  a  guess.  The  chief 
actuary,  Mr.  Myers,  furnished  these  fig- 
ures, they  were  also  furnished  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  they 
are  available  to  anyone  who  is  interested. 
That  is  the  same  source  from  which  ev- 
ery one  of  these  figures  in  the  commit- 
tee report  came.  The  actuaries  furnish 
all  of  the  figures  for  the  Committee  on 
Finance.  That  is  the  only  official  source 
we  have. 

Mr.  President,  so  many  wild  estimates 
are  being  thrown  around  about  the  cost 
of  this  program  that  I  thought  it  was 
better  to  have  an  official  statement  from 
the  actuary  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  and  that  state- 
ment will  be  placed  in  the  Record  today. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  have  the  floor.  I  shall 
yield  later.  First,  I  wish  to  ask  another 
question. 

Is  it  not  true  that  in  these  programs 
frequently  there  have  been  errors  on  the 
conservative  side? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  from  Del- 
aware sometimes  accuses  me  of  being 
perhaps  too  liberal  

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
are,  but  this  estimate  is  based  on  the 
cost  as  near  as  they  could  project  the 
cost.  Under  this  proposal  it  would  be 
operative  July  1,  1969,  but  it  would  not 
become  fully  effective  until  1970.  In  all 
fairness  it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
this  extra  cost  to  which  we  refer  is  for 
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a  full  year's  operation.  Nevertheless, 
once  we  initiate  this  program  it  Is  in 
the  law  and  all  of  those  who  are  taking 
part  in  medicare  would  either  have  to 
meet  this  extra  cost  or  drop  the  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  cost  would  be  about 
$67.20;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
is  correct,  compared  with  $36  per  month 
today. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  would  increase  the 
cost  to  the  person  from  $36  per  month 
today  to  $67.20  per  month. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  When 
this  becomes  operative. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  And  that  would  be  in 
1970. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  de- 
lighted that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Indiana  has  brought  up  the  figures 
from  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  as  to  the  estimated 
cost.  I  was  interested  in  the  figures  ad- 
vanced by  the  proponent  of  the  amend- 
ment to  the  extent  that  the  patient 
would  pay  one-half  and  the  Government 
would  pay  one -half,  or  50  cents  each, 
which  would  be  $1  a  month. 

If  that  is  the  correct  answer — and  I 
do  not  believe  it  is — it  would  mean  that 
the  average  cost  of  medicine  to  an  aged 
person  is  $12  a  year,  and  there  is  a  $25 
deductible  in  it.  Therefore,  by  the  fig- 
ures advanced  by  the  proponents — if 
they  are  correct,  and  I  am  sure  they  are 
intended  to  be  correct  but  I  believe  there 
is  an  error — this  could  be  done  for  $1  a 
month  and  there  is  a  $25  per  month  de- 
ductible, so  that  nobody  would  get 
anything. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  figure  which  I 
read  from  the  committee  report  was 
based  

Mr.  HARTKE.  Which  figure? 

Mr."  MONTOYA.  The  figure  of  50  cents 
as  being  the  requirement  for  each  par- 
ticipant under  the  program.  That  figure 
was  based  on  complete  coverage  of  drug 
costs  without  any  deductions. 

I  have  a  $25  deduction  in  my  proposal. 
With  respect  to  the  figure  that  has  been 
thrown  around  here,  that  the  title  B 
program  will  be  increased  from  $3  to  $4 
and  then,  eventually,  to  $60,  we  must 
discern  here  that  my  program  will  stand 
on  its  own  on  the  basis  of  the  initial 
premium  payment  of  50  cents  a  month; 
whereas  the  figure  that  has  been  thrown 
around  here  for  the  doctors'  care  and 
the  medical  plan  in  title  B  is  now  on  the 
statute  books. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  claiming  that  it  will  cost  50 
cents  a  month,  and  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  claims 
that  the  cost  will  be  $1.60  a  month. 
These  figures  are  in  direct  conflict. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  figure  I  used  is 
as  of  a  year  ago.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
voted  for  this  to  be  reported. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  voted  to  report  it. 
These  figures  come  from  Robert  Myers, 


of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  It  is  on  his  statement  that 
the  bill  is  presented  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  President,  this  demonstrates  to 
me  that  not  only  is  there  a  study  of  fac- 
tual matters  needed  to  determine  how 
to  handle  drugs,  but  information  as  to 
the  actual  cost  of  Senator  Montoya's 
amendment  is  also  needed.  This  conflict 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  demonstrates 
the  need  for  a  study  which  will  be  com- 
pleted 6  months  before  the  effective  date 
which  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
asks  for  in  his  proposal. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  am  not  convinced  by 
"the  figure  presented  here  by  the  Senator 
from  Indiana;  the  figure  of  $600  million 
as  the  cost.  In  a  survey  heretofore  made 
by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  it  was  estimated  that  the 
total  cost  of  drugs  for  people  over  the 
age  65  in  this  country  was  $716  million. 
There  is  a  $25  deductible. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Does  the  Senator  agree 
that  there  is  a  dispute? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes,  I  agree. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think  that  we  should  go  back  and  deter- 
mine the  facts? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  might  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  Indiana  that  there  is 
a  dispute  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is 
advisible  to  wait  for  another  study  after 
previous  studies  have  been  ordained  by 
the  conferences  and  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress, and  nothing  comes  of  them.  It  is 
about  time  that  the  old  people  of  this 
country  avail  themselves  of  the  legislative 
process  for  the  provision  of  free  prescrip- 
tion drugs  so  that  they  may  endure  in 
health. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  make  clear  that  I  am 
not  trying  to  say  who  is  right  or  wrong 
about  the  cost  estimate  of  this  program. 

However,  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
of  which  the  Senator  from  Indiana  is  a 
member  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  chairman,  has  always  accepted  and 
based  its  reports  on  figures  furnished  by 
the  Chief  Actuary,  Bob  Myers.  These 
were  the  figures  of  Bob  Myers  as  of 
today. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  is  one  reason  I  objected  to  that 
letter  being  placed  in  the  Record  when 
the  Senator  does  not  have  it. 

We  debated  an  amendment  similar  to 
the  one  the  Senator  is  offering  now,  and 
we  adopted  it  last  year.  That  amendment 
was  offered  by  former  Senator  Douglas, 
of  Illinois.  I  think  the  Senator  voted 
for  it.  I  know  I  did.  It  was  agreed  to. 
We  had  the  Foreign  Investors  Tax  Act 
before  us  at  that  time.  We  had  the  cost 
estimate  which  was  the  best  estimate  we 
could  arrive  at  at  that  time.  There  were 
two  things  in  that  Douglas  amendment 
to  cut  the  cost. 

I  want  to  compliment  that  $4  billion 
drug  industry.  I  have  never  seen  a  more 
adequate  lobbying  job  done  in  my  serv- 
ice in  the  Senate.  They  kept  our  hearing 
room  filled  with  lobbyists  even  when  we 


were  not  talking  about  drugs.  They  im- 
portuned me  and  others  about  this 
matter. 

They  wanted  this  study  and  this 
amendment.  Their  position  was  "Beat 
the  Long  amendment;  the  Long  amend- 
ment would  save  money ;  it  would  not  cost 
anything.  Please  beat  that  Long  amend- 
ment. If  there  is  any  way  on  earth  to 
beat  it,  beat  it,  because  it  would  take 
away  from  us  $100  million  of  the  ex- 
orbitant profits  we  plan  to  make  and 
are  not  making." 

They  would  be  happy  to  see  the  Mon- 
toya  amendment  agreed  to,  if  you  can 
put  a  couple  of  hundred  million  dollars 
in  exoribitant  profits  in  it  for  them.  But 
we  do  not  do  that  where  the  Govern- 
ment buys  medicine  elsewhere  and  we 
should  not  do  it  here. 

If  we  are  going  to  pay  for  it,  we  should 
get  it  for  a  reasonable  price. 

Mr.  President,  now  I  am  somewhat 
familiar  with  that  business  because  my 
father  was  once  a  patent  medicine  sales- 
man. He  sold  two  patent  medicines.  One 
was  named  "High  Foplarlorum"  and  the 
other  was  named  "Low  Poplarhirum." 
One  sold  for  $1  a  bottle  and  the  other 
for  50  cents  a  bottle.  It  was  the  same 
size  bottle. 

The  folks  always  bought  the  $1  bottle, 
not  because  there  was  much  difference 
between  the  two,  because  there  was  not 
much  difference.  The  only  difference  be- 
tween the  two  products  was  that  the 
High  Poplarlorum  was  made  from  the 
bark  that  had  been  skinned  down  the 
tree,  and  the  Low  Poplarhirum  was  made 
from  the  bark  that  had  been  skinned  up 
the  tree. 

All  we  are  saying  here  is  that  if  we  are 
going  to  pay  for  it  and  it  is  all  the  same 
thing,  why  not  buy  the  50-cent  bottle? 
That  is  what  we  are  contesting  here.  The 
savings  will  be  enormous,  unless  we  let 
the  drug  manufacturers  get  their  foot  in 
the  door.  One  pill  may  cost  one  penny  to 
manufacture  when  it  is  in  the  public  do- 
main. If  they  have  done  the  research  and 
have  a  private  patent  on  it,  it  is  all  right 
with  me  to  charge  more;  but  if  it  is  in  the 
public  domain,  everyone  is  privileged  to 
manufacture  it,  and  we  should  be  able  to 
buy  it  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Mr.  President,  the  so-called  cost  esti- 
mate is  obviously  wrong.  It  could  not  be 
right  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagination. 
It  was  not  prepared  by  Mr.  Myers.  It  was 
prepared  by  some  fellow  in  his  office  who 
is  well  known  to  the  staff  on  the  Finance 
Committee.  Our  people  know  more  about 
the  cost  estimate  than  this  fellow  does. 
He  cannot  correct  an  obvious  error  when 
it  is  pointed  out  to  him,  but  I  am  sure 
that  with  experience  he  will  learn. 

The  total  cost  of  drugs  last  year,  as 
stated  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Montoya]  was  $716  million.  That  is 
what  the  old  people  paid  even  when  they 
were  paying  100  times  what  the  medicine 
should  have  cost,  if  we  look  at  what  it 
is  really  worth  and  what  it  would  cost 
with  the  $25  deductible. 

As  suggested  by  the  Senator,  the  cost 
would  be  far  below  that.  It  would  be 
about  the  same  as  the  Douglas  amend- 
ment and  would  be  the  same  as  the  com- 
mittee felt,  after  studying  it  with  the 
best  advice  it  could  find,  that  the  cost 


S 16620 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  November  16,  1967 


would  be  about  50  cents  to  the  person 
taking  part  (b)  in  medicare  and  50  cents 
out  of  general  revenue. 

So  far  as  the  druggists  are  concerned, 
those  who  dispense  the  prescriptions, 
they  think  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  right  about  this.  They  also 
think  that  I  am  right  about  it.  They 
think  that  charging  fabulous  and  fan- 
tastically high  prices  for  drugs  on  their 
shelves,  when  they  have  the  same  thing 
for  a  fraction  of  that  price,  is  ridiculous. 
All  they  want  to  do  is  make  a  decent 
profit  out  of  the  stocks  of  drugs  on  their 
shelves  which  they  sell  across  the 
counter.  They  have  a  staff  to  work  on 
this  through  their  association.  Their  esti- 
mate is  about  the  same  as  the  Senator's 
cost  estimate  in  his  amendment.  It  was 
about  the  same  the  committee  deter- 
mined the  Douglas  amendment  would 
cost,  to  which  we  agreed  last  year. 

Thus,  when  the  Senator  gets  this  let- 
ter, whether  it  has  Mr.  Myers'  name  on 
it  or  not,  I  am  sure  he  would  not  make 
an  obvious  mistake  like  that  on  the  cost 
estimates.  We  will  send  it  out  and  have  it 
studied  and  we  will  advise  the  Senator 
what  it  would  cost.  But  I  think  it  will  be 
just  about  what  the  Senator's  estimate  is. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  have  the 
floor,  so  I  will  yield,  but  first  let  me  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me  at  this 
point.  I  see  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Nelson]  has  come  into  the  Cham- 
ber, and  he  knows  a  very  great  deal  about 
this  subject.  I  am  happy  to  see  him  on 
the  floor. 

I  am  sorry  to  have  trespassed  upon  the 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  not  trespassing  on  my  time. 
It  is  the  Senate's  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  have  just  received  the  letter  from 
Mr.  Myers,  which  I  wish  to  read  to  the 
Senate.  I  sent  a  copy  of  it  over  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  chairman 
of  the  Finance  Committee,  in  the  event 
he  does  not  already  have  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  not 
seen  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  let- 
ter is  dated  November  16  

Mr.  HARTKE.  That  is  today;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes;  that 
is  today.  It  is  from  Robert  J.  Myers,  and 
reads  as  follows: 

Memorandum 

November  16,  1967. 
From:  Robert  J.  Myers,  chief  actuary,  Social 

Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  drug  benefits  pro- 
posal by  Senator  Montoya. 

This  memorandum  will  present  a  summary 
cost  estimate  for  Amendment  No.  440  In- 
troduced by  Senator  Montoya,  which  would 
amend  H.B.  12080.  This  Amendment  would 
add  certain  drug  benefits  to  the  Supplemen- 
tary Medical  Insurance  program,  with  an 
annual  deductible  of  $25,  and  with  100% 
reimbursement  for  allowable  expenses  of 
drugs  in  excess  of  this  amount  (and  with  a 
carry-over  deductible  provision  from  one 
year  to  the  next) .  I  estimate  that  this 
Amendment  would  increase  the  cost  of  the 
program  by  $3.20  per  month  (i.e.  $1.60  pay- 
able by  the  enrollee,  and  $1.60  coming  from 
the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury) .  The  $3.20 
figure  Is  subdivided  Into  $2.85  for  benefit 
costs,  and  $.35  for  administrative-expense 
costs.  This  cost  estimate  Is  for  the  first  full 
year  of  operation  of  the  proposal — namely, 
the  period  July  1969  through  June  1970. 


On  the  basis  of  an  average  enrollment  of 
18  million  persons,  the  total  annual  cost  is 
estimated  at  $691  million,  of  which  half 
would  be  payable  from  the  General  Fund 
of  the  Treasury. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield  at  this 
point? 

Mr.  HARKTE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  who  has 
proposed  an  amendment  which  will  take 
effect  6  months  after  the  study  in  the 
bill  has  been  completed. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  answer  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  on  this  particular  point  

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This  is 
a  report  by  Mr.  Myers,  the  chief  actuary. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  am  going  to  answer 
him,  too.  This  letter  is  a  study  and  an 
opinion  made  by  Mr.  Myers  with  respect 
to  100-percent  reimbursement.  My  bill  is 
tuned  to  another  approach,  and  I  will 
give  the  Senate  an  example. 

Suppose  there  are  five  drugs  which 
will  accomplish  the  same  objective.  Sup- 
pose drug  A  costs  $1.20  and  that  drug  E, 
the  last  in  the  same  category,  costs  $20. 
There  are  situations  like  that.  Under 
the  evaluation  which  is  the  basis  for  this 
estimate,  Mr.  Myers  estimates  the  high 
value  of  the  drug,  not  the  low  value. 

Mr.  HARKTE.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  making  a  statement  or  an  as- 
sertion that  I  do  not  see  in  the  letter. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Let  me  read  from  the 

Mr.  HARKTE.  Very  well. 

Mr.  MONTOYA  (reading) : 

This  amendment  would  add  certain  drug 
benefits  to  the  Supplementary  Medical  In- 
surance program  with  an  annual  deductible 
of  $25,  and  with  100  percent  reimbursement 
for  allowable  expenses  of  drugs. 

My  amendment  does  not  contemplate 
100-percent  reimbursement;  it  con- 
templates reimbursement  only  for  such 
expense  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Formulary  Committee  to  be  a  reasonable 
claim  for  reimbursement  for  a  particular 
drug. 

Mr.  HARKTE.  The  Senator  may  con- 
tend that  the  actuary  did  not  under-' 
stand  his  amendment,  but  as  I  read  the 
letter — and  I  am  sure  the  letter  will 
speak  for  itself — it  is  speaking  about 
amendment  No.  440,  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon- 
toya]. Mr.  Myers  does  not  say  anything 
about  the  actual  cost  at  the  drugstore. 

I  think  this  demonstrates  quite  con- 
clusively that  there  is  a  dispute  as  to 
cost,  as  well  as  to  some  other  factors. 

Merely  so  that  there  will  not  be  any 
further  misunderstanding,  there  are 
some  other  facts  to  which  I  should  like 
to  return.  I  shall  read  them: 

This  is  further  borne  out,  this  high  cost  of 
drugs  for  such  persons,  in  the  same  calendar 
1963  report,  which  is  that  of  the  Division 
of  Program  Statistics  and  Analysis,  Bureau  of 
Family  Services,  in  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  under  date  of  May 
25,  1964. 

Before  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
becomes  too  excited,  these  figures  really 
back  up  the  type  of  approach  which  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  advocating. 
I  continue  to  read: 

There  a  combined  dollar  figure  is  given  for 
the  total  amount  of  payment  for  vendor 


medical  bills  in  five  types  of  public  assist- 
ance. There  the  total  of  $96,425,000  paid  for 
physicians'  services  was  almost  matched  by 
the  sum  of  $92,229,000  paid  for  prescribed 
drugs. 

Those  words  demonstrate  the  high  cost 
of  drugs.  They  are  from  my  statement 
at  the  time  I  introduced  the  Drug  Stamp 
Act  of  1965  in  support  of  my  own  basic 
approach,  which  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  also  seeking  to  achieve.  They 
appear  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
April  13,  1965,  at  page  7822. 

What  I  am  trying  to  tell  the  Senate, 
and  I  hope  the  Senate  will  understand 
it,  is  that  I  support  a  program  which  will 
provide  for  the  paying  of  drug  expenses, 
but  I  do  not  think  we  should  do  that 
without  first  determining  facts  which 
cannot  be  determined  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  I  really  concur  in  the  testimony 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  that  the  implementation  of 
this  type  of  approach  should  await  the 
completion  of  the  study  of  costs  of  drugs. 
That  is  what  I  propose. 

I  am  the  author  of  an  amendment 
which  is  now  a  part  of  the  pending  bill. 
It  was  approved  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance.  The  committee  rejected  the  ap- 
proach of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
and  rejected,  Incidentally,  the  approach 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  by  a  roll- 
call  vote  in  committee  to  continue  the 
present  study.  The  study  which  is  under- 
way is  being  conducted  at  this  time  in 
good  conscience  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  will 
be  completed  and  ready  for  a  report  by 
January  1,  1969,  6  full  months  before  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  even  intends 
that  his  amendment  should  take  effect. 

If  we  had  the  study  completed,  it  would 
enable  this  body  to  act  in  full  knowledge 
of  the  circumstances  and  the  facts,  not 
only  the  facts  with  regard  to  the  drugs, 
but  also  with  regard  to  the  costs,  in 
order  that  we  could  present  them  to  the 
Finance  Committee. 

This  is  nothing  new.  For  many  months 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives have  been  forums  for  what  Is  an 
increasingly  bitter  and  emotional  debate 
over  drug  quality  and  prices.  Those 
studies  and  hearings  are  going  on  at  the 
present  time  in  this  body,  not  only  in 
the  Finance  Committee,  but  in  other 
committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  stated — and  as 
often  denied — that  as  simple  an  expedi- 
ent as  prescribing  or  buying  drugs  by 
their  generic  names  would  produce 
major  savings  for  Federal  and  State 
health  and  welfare  agencies  and  for  in- 
dividual patients  everywhere,  with  no 
loss  in  therapeutic — that  is,  medical; — 
effectiveness  of  the  products  given  to 
patients. 

I  fear  that  we  are  getting  involved, 
not  in  questions  of  fact,  nor  in  questions 
of  debate  and  study  as  to  what  is  in- 
volved, but  in  an  emotional  discussion 
over  a  whole  series  of  complex  medical, 
social,  scientific,  economic,  and  related 
issues,  which  have  been  oversimplified. 
And  that  is  the  approach  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Mexico.  That  is  exactly 
what  the  Senator  from  Indiana  proposed 
in  his  drug  stamp  plan,  which  was  re- 
jected. I  am  not  complaining  about  that. 
I  am  not  complaining  of  the  fact  that 
I  introduced  an  overall  proposal,  as  to 
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which  it  was  demonstrated  that  more 
facts  needed  to  be  developed. 

All  of  us  are  fully  aware  of  the  im- 
portance of  the  supporting  role  in  the 
delivery  of  health  care  to  our  aged  peo- 
ple. I  was  no  newcomer  to  that.  I  helped 
draft  the  medicare  bill  in  1961.  I  have 
been  a  cosponsor  of  every  one  of  these 
measures.  I  was  not  hesitant  about  these 
proposals.  The  administration  proposed 
a  15-percent  increase  in  retirement  bene- 
fits and  a  $70  a  month  minimum,  and 
several  other  proposals.  If  we  had  had 
the  type  of  support  which  we  now  have 
on  an  emotional  basis,  perhaps  we  could 
have  given  the  elderly  people  what  they 
were  entitled  to,  and  have  given  them 
$100  per  month,  rather  than  $70.  I  pre- 
fer to  give  them  the  money  to  live  on. 
Give  the  20  million  or  more  aged  people 
$100,  which  would  take  them  out  of  the 
level  of  poverty  so  that  they  can  pay  for 
their  medicines. 

This  is  more  than  what  this  body  or 
the  other  body  wants  to  do.  The  House 
of  Representatives  wants  to  give  them 
only  $50  a  month. 

So  I  do  not  have  to  apologize  for  my 
actions  on  this  legislation. 

If  protecting  the  public  health  were 
not  reason  enough  for  us  to  act,  and  of 
course  it  is,  protecting  the  public  purse 
which  finances  the  Government's  ex- 
panding health  programs  requires  that 
these  lingering  issues  of  drug  quality  and 
costs  be  resolved  once  and  for  all,  and  as 
promptly  as  possible. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  there  are  two 
factors  involved,  not  just  that  of  cost,  but 
of  quality.  They  should  be  resolved  as 
quickly  as  possible.  That  is  what  the  bill 
intends  to  do.  It  intends  to  have  a  review 
of  this  matter  and  a  report  6  months 
before  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
could  even  have  his  present  amendment 
in  effect. 

But  dollars  and  cents,  Mr.  President, 
are  not  the  only  things  at  stake. 

Assuring  the  quality  of  patient  care 
must  remain  a  first  consideration.  This 
has  been  one  of  the  real,  agonizing  prob- 
lems that  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  has  had  in  put- 
ting the  medicare  program  into  effect. 
I  compliment  the  Department  for  work- 
ing out  a  very  sticky  situation  and  giv- 
ing priority  to  the  health  of  the  aged 
people. 

Our  Nation's  wise  public  policy  of  fos- 
tering progress  of  the  medical  and  re- 
lated sciences  for  every  man's  benefit 
must  also  be  maintained.  Only  after  care- 
ful consideration  of  all  factors  bearing 
on  these  crucial  aspects  can  we  really 
afford  to  get  down  to  dollars  and  cents. 

In  recognition  of  the  complexities  of 
these  issues,  Mr.  President,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  has  added  to  the 
House-passed  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  H.R.  12080,  a  provision 
which  was  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  directing  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  make 
a  comprehensive  investigation  of  the  ef- 
fects of  two  major  legislative  proposals 
in  the  field  of  health  and  welfare. 

These  legislative  proposals,  one  intro- 
duced by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
and  the  other  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  were: 


First,  a  bill  to  add  certain  prescribed 
drugs  to  the  supplementary  medicare  in- 
surance program  under  specific  quality 
and  cost  controls;  and,  second,  a  bill  to 
establish  Federal  standards  of  quality 
and  cost  for  drugs  provided  under  other 
health  and  welfare  sections  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  would  report  back  to  the 
Congress  with  his  findings  and  recom- 
mendations by  January  1,  1969. 

Consideration  would  be  specifically 
given  by  the  Secretary,  under  the  bill,  to 
the  following  factors : 

First.  Price  savings  which  might  ac- 
crue to  the  U.S.  Government  from  the 
enactment  of  such  legislation. 

Second.  Effects  upon  all  segments  of 
the  health  professions. 

Third.  Effects  upon  all  elements  of  the 
pharmaceutical  industry,  including  large 
and  small  manufacturers  of  drugs, 
wholesalers,  and  retailers  of  drugs. 

Fourth.  Such  other  medical,  economic, 
and  social  factors  as  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines to  be  material. 

During  hearings  on  these  proposals, 
testimony  was  presented  by  officials  of 
the  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  De- 
partment, including  the  Commissioner  of 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration.  Wit- 
nesses from  the  professions  of  medicine 
and  pharmacy,  and  from  the  pharma- 
ceutical industry  also  appeared. 

The  overwhelming  weight  of  this  testi- 
mony was  that  action  should  be  deferred 
by  Congress  pending  the  completion  of 
comprehensive  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  Department  studies  of  the  pro- 
fessional, economic,  social,  and  other  ef- 
fects of  the  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  have  been  following 
the  debate  and  the  dialog  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  with  some  interest.  I  won- 
der what  additional  facts  we  need  to 
know  that  a  great  many  American  peo- 
ple are  paying  exorbitant  prices  for  the 
cost  of  drugs,  particularly  to  our  elderly 
citizens. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  May  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Maryland  that  the  report  of 
the  HEW  demonstrates  that  there  are  12 
items,  which  are  complex  and  highly  con- 
troversial, on  which  they  have  not  been 
able  to  make  a  decision,  and  which  I  will 
read  in  a  few  moments. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  The  overall  problem  is 
universally  recognized,  as  between  the 
work  of  the  Antitrust  Subcommittee  and 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  that  this  is  one 
place  where  many  American  citizens  are 
really  taken  advantage  of. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  how  he  proposes  to  do 
this  any  faster  by  following  the  proce- 
duce  outlined  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  in  his  amendment  today,  other 
than  by  following  that  procedure  which 
is  outlined  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  In  the  first  place,  the 
activities  of  the  opposition  indicate  that 
if  the  amendment  were  adopted,  protec- 
tion would  accrue  to  the  American  citi- 
zens, particularly  the  elderly,  in  a  much 
more  rapid  fashion. 

Basically,  the  minute  the  drug  com- 


panies come  under  the  same  restrictions, 
the  minute  our  elderly  have  the  same 
protection  on  the  cost  of  drugs  outside  of 
a  hospital  that  they  now  have  in  it,  the 
protection  begins;  is  that  not  a  fact? , 

Mr.  HARTKE.  No,  that  does  not  corre- 
spond with  the  facts;  but  the  question  I 
asked  was,  How  would  he  accomplish  his 
goal  any  faster?  The  bill  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  would  not  go  into  effect 
next  year.  Read  it. 

I  recall  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  complained  about  the  letter  from 
Mr.  Myers,  of  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration. I  read  from  line  2,  under 
section  1832(a)  (3),  as  follows: 

100  percent  of  such  expenses. 

That  happens  to  be  in  the  Senator's 
bill,  in  case  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico failed  to  read  his  own  bill. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
further?  If  it  is  not  to  go  into  effect  next 
year,  why  the  big  opposition? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  There  is  not  going  to  be 
any  effect  at  all.  This  will  destroy  the 
effect  of  the  study  now  being  made  by  the 
Committee  on  Finance.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  not  want  the  study 
made? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  The  Senator  from 
Maryland,  quite  frankly,  would  like  to  see 
the  people  of  the  United  States  protected 
from  the  exorbitant  cost  of  drugs,  par- 
ticularly our  elderly  people. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  would,  too. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  think  the  amend- 
ment is  worthy  of  commendation,  and  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
and  hope  he  perseveres  in  this  fight. 

Goodness  knows,  the  people  of  the 
United  States  deserve  a  few  champions 
in  this  field,  and  I  am  glad  to  see  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  in  there  look- 
ing after  the  little  man  and  the  elderly 
man,  who  is  hit  hardest  by  these  costs.  I 
know  what  those  prices  are. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  from 
Maryland  is  quite  right  in  commending 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  because 
this  is  a  noble  purpose.  But  that  noble 
purpose  will  not  be  accomplished  as  fast 
nor  in  as  good  a  fashion  as  if  we  fol- 
lowed the  provisions  in  the  Senate  bill. 

But  I  am  not  competent  to  determine 
what  drugs  are  to  be  used,  and  do  not 
propose  to  try  to  tell  them  how  to  do  it. 
I  think  it  is  better  to  follow  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare study.  I  shall  detail  those  studies  in 
a  moment. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  As  the  Senator  knows, 
one  of  the  features  of  my  bill  is  to  estab- 
lish a  Formulary  Committee,  which  I 
think  is  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  When  would  that  Com- 
mittee be  established? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Immediately  after  the 
effective  date  of  the  section,  which 
would  be  July  1,  1969. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Let  me  

Mr.  MONTOYA.  May  I  go  further? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Well,  let  us  just  ■ 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  And  lay  my  premise 
for  the  question? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Well,  all  right. 
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Mr.  MONTOYA.  Under  some  of  the 
State  laws  or  practices,  there  have  been 
formulary  committees  established.  The 
Veterans'  Administration  has  a  formu- 
lary committee.  Walter  Reed  Hospital  op- 
erates under  a  formulary  committee  con- 
cept for  the  prescribing  of  drugs.  The 
Naval  Hospital  at  Bethesda  does  the 
same  thing.  Eighty  percent  of  the  hos- 
pitals in  this  country  operate  under  a 
formulary  committee. 

The  basis  and  reason  for  the  Formu- 
lary Committee  is  to  try  to  prevent  the 
gouging  of  innocent  people,  and  to  en- 
able the  doctors  to  have  guidelines  that 
they  can  depend  on. 

I  state  an  example:  In  studying  the 
need  for  formulary  recommendations,  we 
found  glaring  discrepancies  in  costs  for 
the  same  drugs.  Take  the  drug  named 
methyltestosterone,  a  male  hormone;  in 
the  classification  of  drugs  in  this  particu- 
lar category,  the  cost  for  one  form  of 
that  drug  is  $1.17  for  25  milligram  tablets. 
The  highest  cost  for  the  same  drug  in 
the  same  quantity  is  $20.40;  a  discrep- 
ancy of  almost  $19  for  the  same  drug, 
but  manufactured  by  different  manu- 
facturers. 

Let  me  go  into  another  comparison. 
On  pentaerithrithol  tetranitrate,  for  10 
milligram  tables,  the  minimum  price  is 
25  cents,  but  another  company  charges 
$2.50.  For  the  same  drug  prescribed  in  a 
different  dosage,  20  milligram  tablets  in- 
stead of  10,  the  cost  is  28  cents  by  one 
manufacture,  and  $3.75  by  another  man- 
ufacturer, for  the  same  quality  drug  in 
the  same  quantity. 

That  is  what  the  Formulary  Commit- 
tee concept  is  trying  to  focus  on:  The 
discrepancy  between  charges  by  differ- 
ent manufacturers  for  the  same  drug,  of 
the  same  quality. 

I  believe  that  the  formulary  concept 
is  something  Congress  should  look  into. 
I  think  that  my  amendment  would  es- 
tablish this  concept  and  approach  across 
the  medical  landscape  of  this  country. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Formulary  Committee  approach  is 
right  or  not.  I  am  not  going  to  try  to 
make  that  judgment.  I  am  not  against 
cutting  down  costs  of  drugs  where  ex- 
cessive. 

I  am  no  Johnny-come-lately  in  this 
field  myself.  My  bill  was  introduced  in 
1965.  But  if  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
thinks  something  great  is  going  to  hap- 
pen, I  call  to  his  attention  that  what 
this  does  is  delay  the  very  study  he  wants 
until  July  21,  1969,  but  if  you  follow  the 
bill  Itself,  you  will  have  the  study  com- 
pleted by  January  1,  1969,  the  effective 
date  of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

I  cannot  even  begin  to  understand  all 
the  things  on  page  5,  all  the  things  on 
page  6,  or  all  the  things  on  page  7  which 
deal  with  the  complaints  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  as  to  the  drug 
industry.  I  am  not  talking  about  that.  I 
am  talking  about  getting  an  effective 
bill. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Is  the  Senator  aware 
of  the  efforts  that  have  been  made  by 
leaders  of  the  Senate,  over  the  years,  dat- 


ing back  to  the  time  of  the  late  distin- 
guished Senator  Kefauver  from  Ten- 
nessee, to  get  some  sort  of  exposure  on 
the  exorbitant  costs  of  drugs  before  the 
American  people,  the  .efforts  made  to  get 
the  inquiry  taken  up  in  the  Antitrust 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  and  the  tremendous  lobbying 
efforts  brought,  time  and  again,  to  beat 
it  down? 

Is  the  Senator  aware  of  the  tremend- 
ous lobbying  efforts  now  being  made  to 
beat  down  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico?  Does  the  Senator 
think  there  will  be  any  less  efforts  next 
year,  or  2  years  from  now,  if  they  are 
successful  in  beating  down  this  measure 
again  now? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  makes  a 
highly  emotional  speech,  and  tries  to 
talk  about  things  which  have  nothing 
to  do  with  what  I  am  talking  about.  The 
Senator  ignores  the  fact  that  section  1846 
of  the  proposed  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Mexico  will  not  go  into 
effect  until  July  1969. 1  ask  him,  regard- 
less of  whether  any  effort  is  being  made — 
I  am  not  saying  whether  it  is  or  is  not  

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Does  the  Senator  deny 
it? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
the  floor.  The  Senator  from  Maryland 
ought  to  first  read  and  find  out  that  all 
the  same  arguments  that  could  be  made 
against  this  proposition  can  be  made 
just  as  well  July  1,  1969,  6  months  after 
the  completion  of  the  study  provided  for 
in  this  bill.  He  does  a  great  disservice  if 
he  is  really  interested  in  helping  people, 
and  he  does  a  great  disservice  to  the 
elderly,  by  attempting  to  put  off  this  type 
of  study  until  July  1969. 1  suggest  he  read 
the  bill.  The  bill  provides  that  this  study 
begin  on  January  1,  1969. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  I  do 
not  see  why  the  Senator  does  not  join 
me,  if  he  believes  what  he  says. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Yes;  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  amendment  is  not  offered  as 
a  substitute  for  the  study  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  wants.  The  Senator  can 
have  his  cake  and  eat  it,  too,  as  far  as 
the  sponsors  of  the  amendment  are  con- 
cerned. But  we  think  we  know  what  this 
study  is  all  about.  We  think  the  drug 
companies  are  urging  it. 

I  think  their  purpose  is,  hopefully,  that 
in  the  next  election  they  may  be  able  to 
defeat  a  few  of  us  who  are  running  for 
office,  some  of  us  who  want  to  protect 
the  old  people  from  paying  high  drug 
prices.  They  think  that,  after  they  get 
through  with  that  effort,  we  certainly 
will  not  be  able  to  legislate  on  the  subject, 
and  they  will  still  be  able  to  require  the 
old  folks  to  pay  the  high  prices. 

If  the  Senator  wants  to  help  the  old 
people  get  drugs  at  a  reasonable  price, 
it  would  be  better  to  try  to  do  this  when 
the  legislators  are  here  who  want  to  do 
so.  It  would  not  be  wise  to  wait  until  after 
the  next  election  when  the  drug  people 
will  perhaps  succeed  In  getting  some 
people  elected  so  that  they  may  be  sure 
that  the  drugs  will  not  be  purchased 
unless  they  are  purchased  on  their  terms. 


That  Is  what  the  drug  people  want  to 
use  this  study  for.  They  think  that  per- 
haps the  91st  Congress  might  be  more 
favorable  to  the  drug  manufacturers  or, 
on  the  other  side  of  the  coin,  less  fav- 
orable to  the  old  people  than  the  90th 
Congress. 

That  is  basically,  I  suspect,  why  the 
drug  companies  prefer  that  a  study  be 
made,  and  nothing  more.  But  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Mexico  prefers  that  we 
have  the  study  and  also  act  so  that  the 
people  can  have  the  drugs,  and  rather 
than  paying  a  high  price  for  the  drugs, 
the  people  would  pay  50  cents  a  month 
each. 

That  is  what  we  are  talking  about, 
getting  drugs  for  a  reasonable  price.  The 
old  people  would  pay  half  the  cost  and 
the  Government  would  pay  half  the  cost. 
And  if  we  have  to  buy  High  Poplarlorum, 
it  would  be  bought  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

We  can  pay  high  tributes  to  some  of 
the  fine  manufacturers  who  produce 
good  drugs.  But  the  executives  get  all  on 
earth  that  the  traffic  can  possibly  bear 
and  they  find  ways  to  keep  from  com- 
peting with  their  neighbors  for  the  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

The  committee  bill  would  order  studies 
to  be  made,  and  in  fact  work  on  certain 
aspects  of  this  project  is  well  under- 
way. 

I  shall  give  a  quotation  concerning 
what  Congress  has  been  told  about  this 
very  thing.- 1  do  not  know  whether  I  am 
as  well  informed  as  is  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  on  all  of  these  facts.  However, 
these  words  are  important. 

On  January  23,  1967,  in  his  message 
on  older  Americans,  the  President  noted 
that — 

Medicare  does  not  cover  prescription  drugs 
for  a  patient  outside  the  hospital. 

He  told  the  Congress: 

We  recognize  that  many  practical  difficul- 
ties remain  unresolved  concerning  the  cost 
and  quality  of  such  drugs.  This  matter  de- 
serves prompt  attention.  I  am  directing  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  undertake  immediately  a  comprehensive 
study  of  the  problems  of  including  the  cost 
of  prescription  drugs  under  Medicare, 

Those  are  the  words  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  on  January  23,  1967, 
less  than  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  the  Senator 
prepared  to  say  that  the  President  is 
right  about  everything  he  says? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  have  just  called  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  the  President 
did  say  that.  Let  me  say  that  I  have  some 
difference  of  opinion  with  the  President 
on  some  matters. 

Subsequently,  however,  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  es- 
tablished a  special  departmental  task 
force  on  prescription  drugs.  The  Secre- 
tary directed  the  task  force  "to  measure 
the  value  of  possible  solutions  not  only 
In  terms  of  dollars  to  be  saved,  but  in  the 
quality  of  health  care  to  be  delivered." 
The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  In  my  opinion,  should  be  ap- 
plauded, Mr.  President,  for  expressing 
the  task  force's  mandate  in  these  terms. 

The  committee  bill  would  broaden  the 
area  to  be  studied  by  the  Department 
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of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
extend  the  completion  date  to  January 
1,  1969 — 6  months  before  the  effective 
date  or  the  beginning  of  the  study  of 
the  formulary  concept,  which  is  not  uni- 
versally approved. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  even  at 
Walter  Reed,  if  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  familiar  with  that  institution, 
the  formulary  committees  are  only  ad- 
visory under  the  bill  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  They  are  not 
mandatory. 

I  do  not  pretend  to  know  which  is 
right.  However,  during  the  hearings  on 
this  legislation,  compelling  testimony  was 
given  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Ed- 
ucation, and  Welfare  and  by  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  among  others, 
that  urged  Congress  to  await  the  re- 
sults of  departmental  studies  before  it 
acted  on  these  proposals. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  in  effect  says  that  we  will  make 
a  predetermination  of  what  the  facts  are 
now  and  then  put  this  procedure  into 
effect  6  months  after  possibly  contrary 
conclusions  are  found  by  the  HEW  study. 

Would  it  not  be  remarkable  if  we  fol- 
lowed the  suggestion  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  and  then  found  from  the 
study  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  that  they  completely 
contradict  the  as3umptions  made  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

The  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
Secretary  stated  that  he  would  be  "ex- 
tremely reluctant"  to  see  any  action 
taken  by  Congress  before  his  Depart- 
ment's task  force  study  is  completed. 

I  do  like  Secretary  Gardner,  and  he  is 
very  highly  esteemed.  I  think  he  is  an 
extremely  dedicated  and  competent  pub- 
lic servant.  His  assistant,  Mr.  Wilbur 
Cohen,  is  very  dedicated  also. 

To  say  that  these  people  are  not  in- 
terested in  doing  what  is  right  for  the 
aged  would  cast  aspersions  on  them 
which  would  not  be  warranted. 

When  the  department  has  completed 
its  study,  the  Secretary  testified,  it  would 
be  perfectly  prepared  to  move  ahead. 
And  so  would  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

I  would  hope  at  that  time  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  join  with  us  in 
moving  rapidly  to  approach  the  matter 
on  the  basis  of  the  facts  established  by 
the  study. 

The  Secretary  then  went  ahead  and 
declared: 

But  we  want  to  be  sure  that  before  we 
undertake  price-setting  that  affects  55.000 
pharmacists,  and"  before  we  undertake  the 
very  serious  business  of  quality  control,  we 
could  come  to  you  with  a  confident  state- 
ment that  we  can  do  it,  that  we  know  we 
are  going  to  do  it,  and  so  forth.  That  is  the 
only  point. 

I  think  that  is  a  point  well  taken,  in- 
deed. I  think  it  is  a  point  in  which,  I 
am  confident  the  Senate  will  concur,  just 
as  the  Committee  on  Finance  did  con- 
cur in  that  recommendation. 

I  am  sorry  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  is  not  present. 
I  want  to  document  some  of  the  factual 
material  that  he  has  either  overlooked 
or  forgotten. 


Let  me  briefly  summarize  some  of  the 
uncertainties  which  caused  the  admin- 
istration to  conclude  that  a  careful  study 
should  be  completed  before  Congress 
acts  on  these  legislative  proposals. 

The  Secreatry  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  in  a 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
pointed  out  that  the  task  force,  though 
engaged  primarily  with  the  question  of 
including  outpatient  prescription  drugs 
in  the  medicare  program,  also  had  to 
concern  itself  with  areas  affected  by 
these  acts,  and  specifically  by  S.  2299, 
the  proposed  Quality  and  Cost  Control 
Standards  for  Drugs  Act. 

This  study  will  produce  in  organized 
form,  for  the  first  time  anywhere  or  any 
place,  the  facts  that  the  administration 
and  the  Congress  sorely  need  in  order 
to  act  responsibly  on  these  matters  of 
such  grave  concern. 

Here  are  some  of  the  subjects  that  the 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Secre- 
tary reported  are  being  examined  by  his 
task  force  on  prescription  drugs: 

Analysis  is  being  made  of  the  eco- 
nomic and  health  needs  of  those  over  65, 
in  an  effort  to  design  programs  which 
will  provide  maximum  help  to  those  who 
need  it,  without  dissipating  Federal  funds 
on  those  who  do  not  require  such  assist- 
ance. 

Data  from  National,  State,  and  local 
surveys  of  the  elderly  are  being  analyzed 
to  provide  a  basis  for  predicting  costs 
of  a  Federal  program,  and  to  determine 
potential  savings  which  might  be  pro- 
duced if  reimbursement  were  provided 
only  for  the  low-cost  generics  where  such 
drugs  are  available.  New  surveys  have 
been  initiated  by  the  task  force  to  solve 
problems  created  by  substantial  incon- 
sistencies in  the  available  survey  data. 

Analyses  have  been  undertaken  to  de- 
termine the  relative  advantages  and  dis- 
advantages to  the  drug  industry,  to 
pharmacies,  and  to  the  Government  of 
such  reimbursement  techniques  as  first, 
acquisition  cost  plus  percentage  fee; 
second,  acquisition  cost  plus  professional 
fee;  third,  acquisition  cost  plus  "rea- 
sonable" fee;  fourth,  "reasonable  price"; 
fifth  reimbursement  to  the  pharmacist; 
sixth,  reimbursement  to  the  patient;  and, 
seventh,  joint  reimbursement. 

Faced  with  the  possibility  of  process- 
ing, auditing,  paying,  and  conducting 
utilization  reviews  on  an  estimated  250,- 
000,000  individual  prescription  bills  per 
year,  the  task  force  is  proceeding  with 
research,  design,  development,  and  field 
testing  of  electronic  and  other  data  proc- 
essing systems. 

As  an  essential  phase  in  the  develop- 
ment of  such  a  system,  or  any  other  sys- 
tem involving  accounting  procedures  as 
well  as  adverse  reaction  reporting  for 
any  large-scale  Federal  prescription 
drug  program,  the  task  force  is  investi- 
gating a  .uniform  nomenclature  and 
coding  system  which  can  be  utilized  by 
all  hospitals,  pharmacists,  manufac- 
turers, insurance  companies  and  other 
third-party  institutions,  and  Govern- 
ment agencies.  I  am  sure  both  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  approve  of  this  approach.  I 
grant  that  they  have  made  these  con- 


clusions, but -the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  has  riot. 

Faced  with  the  serious  possibility  of 
coping  with  accidental  or  deliberate 
abuse  of  a  program,  the  Task  Force  is 
initiating  the  design  and  testing  of  ap- 
propriate utilization  review  methods. 
These  are  not  in  the  formulary  system. 
Most  of  these  factors  are  not  considered. 
This  is  a  broad,  comprehensive  ap- 
proach which  is  recommended,  and  I  be- 
lieve it  is  a  worthwhile  program.  It  indi- 
cates the  depth  to  which  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
has  gone  in  making  this  intensified 
study. 

Intensive  studies  are  being  conducted 
on  the  relative  advantages  and  disad- 
vantages of  a  wide  variety  of  formularies 
now  being  used  by  Federal  and  State 
agencies,  hospitals,  insurance  companies, 
and  others,  in  order  to  determine  their 
effects  on  cost,  rational  drug  therapy, 
the  interference  with  the  professional 
prerogatives  of  physicians,  and  possible 
incentives  to  irrational  diagnosis,  irra- 
tional prescription,  and  other  abuses. 

Investigations  are  underway  on  the 
relative  advantages  and  disadvantages 
of  a  variety  of  distribution  systems,  in- 
cluding community  pharmacies,  mail- 
order pharmacies,  central  or  controlled 
pharmacies,  Government  or  State  stores, 
physician  dispensing,  and  outpatient 
hospital  dispensing. 

Studies  are  being  conducted  of  widely 
differing  prescription  drug  programs  now 
being  operated  by  State  welfare  pro- 
grams, labor  unions,  cooperatives,  health 
insurance  companies,  group  health  plans, 
special  drug  insurance  companies,  and 
other  groups.  Similar  studies  are  being 
made  on  selected  programs  in  other 
countries. 

Investigations  are  underway  to  pro- 
vide an  objective  basis  for  settling  the 
problem  of  clinical  equivalency  of  gen- 
eric counterparts,  to  identify  those  drugs 
for  which  a  significant  lack  of  clinical 
equivalency  appears  to  be  most  probable 
and  to  represent  a  significant  hazard  to 
health,  and  to  establish  suitable  protocols 
for  necessary  clinical  testing.  Prelimi- 
nary clinical  trials  of  selected  ■  generic 
counterpart  drugs  which  most  urgently 
require  study  are  being  initiated  by  the 
Public  Health  Service  and  Food  and 
Drug  Administration. 

Through  PHS  and  FDA,  the  task  force 
is  studying  a  variety  of  proposed  pro- 
cedures to  improve  the  quality  of  all 
drugs,  including  improved  plant  inspec- 
tion, increased  batch  testing,  increased 
testing  of  market  samples,  establishment 
of  approved  formulation  procedures, 
establishment  of  self- certification  pro- 
cedures, and  the  modification  of  existing 
laboratory  test  specifications. 

The  task  force  is  considering  possible 
methods  to  solve  the  problem  of  single- 
source  drugs,  still  under  patent,  which 
may  be  available  only  at  excessive  cost. 

Mr.  President,  with  so  many  crucial  is- 
sues unresolved,  is  it  any  wonder  that  the 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Depart- 
ment and  the  administration  are  reluc- 
tant to  see  legislation  passed  by  Congress 
before  completion  of  these  important 
studies? 
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I  point  out  again  to  the  Senate  that 
even  if  the  proposed  amendment  were 
adopted,  we  would  be  adopting  a  pro- 
cedure and  a  system  which  can  be  clari- 
fied by  the  bill  itself  6  months  before 
the  amendment  would  even  begin  to 
operate  in  any  field,  including  the  es- 
tablisment  of  the  studies  as  prescribed 
under  the  formularies  approach  begin- 
ning on  page  3  of  the  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  the  text  of  this  brief  HEW 
status  report  on  the  task  force  on  pre- 
scription drugs  be  printed  in  its  entirety 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  status 
report  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 
The  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare, 
Washington,  September  1,  1967. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  pleased  to  have 
this  opportunity  of  submitting  to  you  this 
status  report  on  the  Task  Force  on  Prescrip- 
tion Drugs,  which  was  appointed  on  June  1, 
1967,  and  directed  to  present  its  final  report 
to  me  in  twelve  months. 

Its  mission  is  primarily  a  study  of  the  pos- 
sible inclusion  of  outpatient  prescription 
drugs  in  the  Medicare  program.  Many  of  its 
activities,  however,  touch  areas  which  are 
also  concerned  in  your  proposed  bill  S.  2299, 
the  "Quality  and  Cost  Control  Standards  for 
Drugs  Act." 

As  of  August  23,  the  Task  Force  has  not 
made  any  formal  recommendations  to  me. 
The  Task  Force  members  and  members  of 
its  staff  have  been  undertaking  intensive  in- 
vestigations in  a  number  of  significant  fields. 

1.  A  careful  analysis  is  being  made  of  the 
economic  and  health  needs  of  those  over  the 
age  of  65,  in  an  effort  to  design  programs 
which  will  provide  maximum  help  to  those 
who  need  it  most  seriously,  without  dissi- 
pating Federal  funds  on  those  who  do  not 
require  such  assistance. 

2.  Existing  data  from  national.  State,  and 
local  surveys  of  the  elderly  are  being  ana- 
lyzed to  provide  a  basis  for  predicting  costs 
of  a  Federal  program,  and  to  determine  po- 
tential savings  which  might  be  produced  if 
such  a  mechanism  as  reimbursement  were 
provided  only  for  the  low-cost  generics  where 
such  drugs  are  available.  New  surveys  have 
been  initiated  by  the  Task  Force  to  solve 
problems  created  by  substantial  inconsist- 
encies in  the  available  survey  data. 

3.  Comparative  analyses  have  been  under- 
taken to  determine  the  relative  advantages 
and  disadvantages  to  the  drug  industry,  to 
pharmacies,  and  to  the  Government  of  such 
reimbursement  techniques  as  (a)  acquisition 
cost  plus  percentage  fee,  (b)  acquisition  cost 
plus  professional  fee,  (c)  acquisition  cost 
plus  "reasonable"  fee,  (d)  "reasonable  price," 
(e)  reimbursement  to  the  pharmacist,  (/) 
reimbursement  to  the  patient,  and  (£f)  joint 
reimbursement. 

4.  Conferences  between  the  Task  Force 
and  representatives  of  such  agencies  as  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  the  Veterans  Ad- 
ministration are  being  conducted  in  an  effort 
to  determine  how  prescription  drug  acquisi- 
tion and  quality  control  policies  utilized  by 
such  agencies  could  be  adopted  for  a  Medi- 
care program. 

5.  Faced  with  the  possibility  of  processing, 
auditing,  paying,  and  conducting  utilization 
reviews  on  an  estimated  250,000,000  individ- 
ual prescription  bills  per  year,  the  Task 
Force  Is  now  investigating  the  essential  re- 
search, design,  development,  and  field  testing 
of  appropriate  electronic  and  other  data 
processing  systems. 


6.  As  an  essential  phase  in  the  develop- 
ment of  such  a  system,  or  any  other  system 
involving  accounting  procedures  as  well  as 
adverse  reaction  reporting  for  any  large- 
scale  Federal  prescription  drug  program,  the 
Task  Force  is  now  investigating  a  uniform 
nomenclature  and  coding  system  which  can 
be  effectively  utilized  by  all  hospitals,  phar- 
macists, manufacturers,  insurance  com- 
panies and  other  third-party  institutions, 
and  governmental  agencies. 

7.  Faced  with  the  serious  possibility  of 
coping  with  accidental  or  deliberate  abuse  of 
a  program,  the  Task  Force  is  initiating  the 
design  and  testing  of  appropriate  utilization 
review  methods. 

8.  Intensive  studies  are  being  conducted 
on  the  relative  advantages  and  disadvan- 
tages of  a  wide  variety  of  formularies  now 
being  used  by  Federal  and  State  agencies, 
hospitals,  Insurance  companies,  and  others, 
in  order  to  determine  their  effects  on  cost, 
rational  drug  therapy,  the  interference  with 
the  professional  prerogatives  of  physicians, 
and  possible  incentives  to  irrational  diag- 
nosis, irrational  prescription,  and  other 
abuses. 

9.  Investigations  are  underway  on  the  rela- 
tive advantages  and  disadvantages  of  a  va- 
riety of  distribution  systems,  including  com- 
munity pharmacies,  mail-order  pharmacies, 
"central"  or  "controlled"  pharmacies,  gov- 
ernment or  "State"  stores,  physician  dis- 
pensing, and  outpatient  hospital  dispensing. 

10.  Studies  are  being  conducted  on  the 
relative  advantages  and  disadvantages  of 
such  devices  as  deductibles,  coinsurance, 
copay,  dollar  limitations,  quantity  limita- 
tions, added  premiums,  and  control  of  re- 
bates to  limit  costs  and  minimize  abuse. 

11.  Studies  are  being  conducted  op  the 
relative  advantages,  disadvantages,  and  costs 
of  widely  differing  prescription  drug  pro- 
grams now  being  operated  by  a  number  of 
State  welfare  programs,  labor  unions,  co- 
operatives, health  insurance  companies, 
group  health  plans,  special  drug  insurance 
companies,  and  other  groups  throughout  the 
United  States.  Similar  studies  are  being 
made  on  selected  programs  in  other  coun- 
tries having  experience  with  one  or  more 
features  proposed  for  an  American  program. 

12.  Investigations  are  underway  to  provide 
an  objective  basis  for  settling  the  problem 
of  clinical  equivalency  of  generic  counter- 
parts, to  identify  those  drugs  for  which  a 
significant  lack  of  clinical  equivalency  ap- 
pears to  be  most  probable  and  to  represent 
a  significant  hazard  to  health,  and  to  estab- 
lish suitable  protocols  for  necessary  clinical 
testing.  Preliminary  clinical  trials  of  selected 
generic  counterpart  drugs  which  most  ur- 
gently require  study  are  being  initiated  by 
the  Public  Health  Service  and  Food  and  Drug 
Administration. 

13.  Through  PHS  and  FDA,  the  Task  Force 
Is  studying  a  variety  of  proposed  procedures 
to  improve  the  quality  of  all  drugs,  includ- 
ing improved  plant  inspection,  increased 
batch  testing,  increased  testing  of  market 
samples,  establishment  of  approved  formu- 
lation procedures,  establishment  of  self- 
certification  procedures,  and  the  modifica- 
tion of  existing  laboratory  test  specifications. 

14.  The  Task  Force  is  considering  possible 
methods  to  solve  the  problem  of  single- 
source  drugs,  still  under  patent,  which  may 
be  available  only  at  excessive  cost. 

In  carrying  out  their  mission,  members  of 
the  Task  Force  and  its  staff  are  consulting 
with  many  highly  qualified  members  of  the 
scientific  and  medical  communities,  as  well 
as  with  representatives  of  major  consumer, 
union,  pharmacy,  brand-name  manufactur- 
ing, generic  manufacturing,  medical  and 
other  interested  groups.  Equally  valuable 
assistance  is  being  provided  by  representa- 
tives of  many  State  agencies  and  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  the  Veterans  Adminis- 
tration, the  Department  of  Justice,  and  other 
Federal  agencies. 


Enclosed  is  the  memorandum  you  re- 
quested me  to  sumit  on  "policy  and  Pro- 
cedural Problems  Under  S.  2299  Which  Re- 
quire Further  Examination." 

I  must  tell  you  that  after  reviewing  with 
members  of  the  Task  Force  the  formidable 
difficulties  involved  in  this  matter,  I  would 
be  extremely  reluctant  to  see  any  action 
taken  before  the  Task  Force  study  is 
completed. 

Sincerely, 

John  W.  Gardner, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  also  sup- 
plied to  our  committee  a  brief  staff  report 
on  policy  and  procedural  problems  with 
respect  to  the  proposed  Quality  and  Cost 
Control  Standards  for  Drugs  Act. 

HEW  staff  explorations  relating  to 
this  proposal  produced  many  thought- 
provoking  comments.  Let  me  summarize 
a  few  of  them : 

Under  this  measure,  reasonable  charges 
for  prescription  drugs  would  have  to  be 
established,  and  this  would  be  a  pro- 
tracted and  complex  undertaking,  the 
staff  report  says.  Even  under  the  bill 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
instead  of  doing  it  under  the  study  pro- 
posed here,  he  would  in  effect  wipe  this 
study  out  and  delay  until  July  1,  1969,  all 
the  beginnings  of  such  a  study,  while  the 
study  could  be  completed  6  months  be- 
fore the  bill  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  would  be  operative. 

After  25  years  of  discussion  of  this 
subject,  the  elements  to  be  included  and 
excluded  remain  in  controversy,  this  re- 
port declares. 

Let  me  read  a  few  more  paragraphs 
from  the  HEW  staff  analysis: 

Cost  ranges  for  drugs  would  be  based  on 
current  market  practices,  with  all  the  com- 
plexities of  quantity  discounts,  hospital 
discounts,  rebates,  geographical  differences  in 
price,  determination  of  prices  which  vary 
'significantly'  from  others,  and  the  need  to 
consider  claims  of  'distinct  therapeutic  ad- 
vantages' for  certain  products — ratesetting 
in  a  novel  field  presenting  novel  problems. 

Setting  criteria  to  govern  professional  fees 
would  have  to  take  into  account  not  only 
'costs  of  overhead,  professional  services,  and 
a  fair  profit'  mentioned  in  the  bill,  but  also 
such  variables  as  volume  of  business  done, 
drugstore  as  compared  to  hospital  pharmacy 
operation,  independent  as  against  chain 
stores,  extent  of  late  hour  and  weekend 
operation,  and  many  other  factors. 

These  statements  come  from  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare, in  their  staff  report. 

Establishment  of  both  acquisition  costs 
and  professional  fees  would  require  consul- 
tation with  the  many  interested  groups, 
with  State  agencies,  and  with  accountants 
and  other  advisers. 

Under  the  system  provided  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  all  these  pro- 
cedures would  have  to  be  delayed  until 
July  1,  1969,  when  we  could  well  have 
them  6  months  earlier,  if  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  would  be  content  to 
go  along  with  an  established  procedure 
which  the  administration  itself  recom- 
mends: 

The  difficulty  of  arriving  at  acceptable 
criteria  would  be  greater  If,  as  is  understood 
to  be  the  case,  the  concept  that  profes- 
sional fees  should  be  determined  by  the 
Federal  Government  is  opposed  by  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Retail  Druggists. 


November  16,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16625 


All  these  things  are  left  undecided  in 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  at  this  time. 

It  is  problematical  whether  the  States 
would  be  either  willing  or  able,  as  contem- 
plated by  the  bill,  to  undertake  under  the 
Federal  criteria  the  actual  fixing  of  profes- 
sional fees  in  the  infinitely  varied  situations 
that  would  exist  within  each  State.  This  is 
a  matter  which  requires  exploration  with  the 
States. 

Once  the  cost  and  reimbursement  pat- 
terns were  worked  out,  the  program  would 
require  not  only  dealing  with  55,000  com- 
munity pharmacies,  7,000  hospital  pharma- 
cies, and  more  than  12,000  skilled  nursing 
homes,  but  also  dealing  indirectly  with 
about  200,000  prescribing  physicians. 

And  this  comes  from  the  staff  com- 
mittee's report. 

Discussing  economic  factors  relating 
to  manufacturers  and  retailers,  the  HEW 
staff  report  ma-de  several  other  impor- 
tant points: 

First.  Establishment  of  a  "reasonable 
cost  range,"  rather  than  a  maximum  re- 
imbursable price,  may  in  effect  establish 
a  floor  for  prices,  and  in  some  cases  raise 
the  cost  of  a  drug. 

Second.  "Using  an  approved  cost — or 
cost  range — of  drug  acquisition  provides 
no  incentive  for  the  pharmacy  to  pur- 
chase at  the  lowest  possible  cost.  While 
acquisition  cost  plus  markup  may  en- 
courage the  pharmacist  to  dispense  the 
highest  cost  drug,  the  acquisition  cost 
plus  fixed  fee  does  not  encourage  the 
pharmacist  to  buy  at  lower  prices. 

Third.  The  exclusion  of  competitive 
therapeutically  duplicative  drugs  may 
tend  to  eliminate  competition  among 
manufacturers. 

Fourth.  The  advantage  to  a  manufac- 
turer of  having  his  drug  in  the  For- 
mulary, while  possibly  equally  good  drugs 
are  excluded,  provides  an  economic  ad- 
vantage not  related  either  to  quality  or 
to  the  marketplace. 

Additionally,  the  HEW  report  points 
'out,  Federal  setting  of  a  basis  of  pay- 
ment for  outpatient  drugs  raises  the 
question  whether  there  should  be  similar 
Federal  control  of  prices  making  up  oth- 
er major  expenditures,  such  as  those 
for  physicians'  services;  that  is,  na- 
tionally prescribed  criteria  for  State  fee 
schedules. 

I  do  not  believe  we  have  yet  reached 
the  point,  Mr.  President,  where  Congress 
is  ready  to  establish  Federal  controls 
over  fees  charged  by  the  health  profes- 
sions. 

I,  for  one,  oppose  any  such  fixing  of 
physicians'  fees.  But  the  HEW  staff  re- 
port properly  raises  the  question — if  we 
are  to  fix  payments  for  one  factor  in 
medical  costs,  what  about  the  others? 
Once  we  have  fixed  a  fee  for  pharma- 
cists, why  should  we  not  do  the  same  for 
physicians,  nurses,  and  even  hospitals? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Is  not  the  report 
which  the  Senator  is  reading  from  di- 
rected toward  the  Long  bill  and  not  the 
Montoya  bill? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  is  directed  at  both 
of  them. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Does  it  so  specifically 
state? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  comments  on  S.  17 
arid  S.  2299.  I  think  S.  17  Is  the  bill  of 


the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  We  have  concluded 
that  it  does,  then.  The  fact  is  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  does  require 
in  hfc  bill  a  Federal  formulary  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  And  that  is  the  point  to 
which  I  am  directing  attention  at  this 
time,  and  I  am  commenting  on  the  state- 
ment of  HEW.  I  compliment  them  on 
their  thoroughness  and  their  interest  in 
the  welfare  of  the  aged.  They  are  inter- 
ested on  an  objective  basis.  I  share  their 
objectivity  in  trying  to  help  these  people 
in  a  field  which,  as  I  said  before,  pre- 
dates that  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico. I  congratulate  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  upon  being  concerned,  but  it  is 
my  position  that  his  bill  does  not  do  what 
he  wants  done. 

Here  is  what  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  said: 

The  therapeutic  equivalency  of  generic 
counterparts  has  not  been  established  in  all 
cases.  In  some  instances  agreement  on  "dis- 
tinct, demonstrated  therapeutic  character- 
istics not  otherwise  available"  will  be  diffi- 
cult if  not  impossible  to  achieve. 

Then  they  went  on  with  another  state- 
ment: 

The  goal  of  minimizing  the  use  of  "thera- 
peutically duplicative"  drugs  may  be  de- 
sirable, but  an  objective,  noncontroversial 
method  of  determining  which  drugs  [are] 
therapeutically  duplicative  has  not  been  de- 
veloped. The  implications  of  this  provision 
with  respect  to  effects  on  quality  of  care,  re- 
search, and  competition  need  further  study. 

That  is  why  I  say  that  this  is  an  emo- 
tional appeal.  It  is  an  emotional  appeal 
when,  in  effect,  all  that  we  are  doing  is 
delaying  a  scientific  approach  to  the 
problem  by  postponing  it  an  additional 
6  months  beyond  the  date  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  if  it  were  voted  for. 

The  definition  of  "qualified  drug"  includes 
only  those  drugs  listed  in  the  Formulary  of 
the  United  States  or  in  a  hospital  formulary 
which  are  "prescribed  or  furnished  in  such 
quantities  and  under  such  conditions  as  are 
necessary  to  meet  requirements  established 
by  the  Formulary  Committee  under  regula- 
tions designed  to  assure  the  orderly,  efficient, 
and  proper  use  of  drugs."  This  means  that 
the*  Formulary  Committee  should  provide 
conditions  of  use  of  drugs  with  both  thera- 
peutic effect  and  cost  of  medication  in  mind. 
It  could  limit  the  use,  for  example,  of  high 
cost  drug  specialties  in  situations  in  which 
less  costly  drugs  of  the  same  class  were  the 
drugs  of  first  choice,  and  in  this  way  bring 
down  the  cost  to  the  Federal  program.  But 
in  doing  this  it  would  give  the  Committee 
the  responsibility  for  regulating  what  types 
of  drugs  could  be  prescribed  in  what  clinical 
situations,  in  what  amounts,  in  what  total 
quantities,  and  over  how  long  a  period. 

Mr.  MONTOYA  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Under  my  bill  there 
would  be  no  restriction  as  to  what  drugs 
could  be  prescribed  for  reimbursement. 
The  formulary  committee  would  list  all 
drugs  which  were  of  equal  quality  In  a 
certain  category  and  the  physician  would 
be  free  to  prescribe  any  drug  in  that 
category.  There  is  no  cost  prescribed 
for  reimbursement  purposes. 


Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  fully  aware  of 
that. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  In  the  formulary 
committee. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  understand.  However, 
the  committee  will  have  to  make  these 
determinations  before  making  the  deter- 
mination of  what  the  charge  is  to  be. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  So  the  reimbursement 
of  the  person  is  based  on  this.  There- 
fore, the  formulary  committee  is  going 
to  be  the  doctor  and  not  the  doctor  him- 
self. 

This  is  the  difference  between  the 
Long  approach  and  the  Montoya  ap- 
proach. The  formulary  committee  rep- 
resents a  distinct  difference  in  emphasis. 
If  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  only 
wants  to  pay  bills  without  determining 
the  type  of  treatment,  that  Is  one  thing. 
I  might  be  inclined  to  give  him  limited 
support  along  that  line.  But  if  he  agrees 
to  that,  then  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  oppose  the  bill  and  I  understand 
why.  This  puts  it  in  sharp  focus.  It  dees 
not  make  any  difference  how  criteria  are 
established.  Once  the  formulary  commit- 
tee sets  forth  the  conditions  as  to  how 
the  physician  should  prescribe  this  drug 
and  this  quantity  for  this  disease,  that 
is  what  they  are  going  to  get  reimbursed 
for. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  would  not  put  it 
that  way.  This  is  the  way  it  would  work. 
The  formulary  committee  would  state 
certain  drugs  would  take  care  of  certain 
diseases. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Just  a  moment.  Let  me 
ask  this.  Would  it  say  how  many? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  How  many  what? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  How  many  pills? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  No. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Why  not? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  would  be  up  to 
the  physician. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  physician  might 
say  he  needs  100  but  the  committee  said 
it  should  be  50. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  They  would  not  do 
that. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Why  not? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  They  would  merely 
be  charged  with  the  responsibility  to 
categorize  what  drugs  are  of  a  quanti- 
tative quality  to  take  care  of  a  certain 
disease. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  There  are  different 
drugs.  How  do  you  make  the  deterrriina- 
tion?  You  say,  for  instance,  they  are  of 
an  equal  value.  Would  you  divide  the 
pill  in  half? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  No,  if  the  physician 
requires  10  grams  

Mr.  HARTKE.  Of  what? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Of  any  certain  medi- 
cine. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  not  a  physician. 
As  I  understand  it,  there  is  a  difference. 
They  could  be  equivalent. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  One  drug  manufac- 
turer has  tablets  containing  only  5 
grams;  he  would  just  double  the  pills  in 
order  to  arrive  at  the  required  amount, 
but  that  is  up  to  the  physician  and  not 
the  formulary  committee. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  formulary  commit- 
tee has  to  make  the  determination  ac- 
cording to  this  bill.  This  is  the  criticism 
and  the  questions  posed  by  the  staff  of 
the  committee,  which  I  want  to  keep  in 
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effect  and  which  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  in  effect,  would  say  is  unneces- 
sary. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  said  there 
is  nothing  involved  here  telling  a  drug 
company  what  they  have  to  charge  or 
do  not  have  to  charge,  or  telling  a  physi- 
cian what -he  must  prescribe  or  not  pre- 
scribe. I  am  not  talking  about  the  Long 
bill.  Let  us  talk  about  the  Montoya  bill. 

The  Montoya  bill,  I  understand,  pro- 
vides that  if  you  want  to  order  tetracy- 
cline— which  is  one  of  the  wonder  drugs 
which  kill  bacteria — if  you  want  to  order 
that  you  can  get  it  from  lots  of  people 
who  manufacture  it. 

I  am  looking  now  at  the  formulary  of 
the  State  of  Illinois — it  looks  as  if  it  has 
the  name  of  a  Democratic  Governor  on 
the  front,  Otto  Kerner.  Here  is  a  list  of 
Items  which  they  are  willing  to  pay  for. 
Here  it  says  tetracycline  prescribed  In 
500-milligram  capsules.  The  maximum 
amount  covered  is  24.  I  am  told  if  one 
were  to  take  that  much  it  would  kill 
every  bacterium  in  his  body.  I  am  told 
that  16  is  the  number  that  you  should 
take,  and  so  that  means  there  are  eight 
extra.  You  take  those  capsules  and  that 
is  all  you  would  need.  How  much  would  it 
cost  to  buy  that  many  capsules,  which  is 
about  what  the  doctor  would  prescribe, 
with  a  few  left  over? 

How  much  should  that  cost?  Five  cents 
apiece  is  the  most  this  formulary  would 
pay  for  them  under  any  circumstances 
because  someone  is  selling  it  for  2  cents. 
He  can  make  a  profit  or  allow  the  phar- 
macist his  $2  charge.  So  we  say  we  think 
that  24  of  them  times  5  cents — all 
right — that  is  about  $1.20 — let  the  phar- 
macist make  $2  as  his  professional  fee. 
So  it  is  $3.20.  That  is  what  the  Montoya 
amendment  says.  We  will  pay  $3.20.  So 
that  a  fellow  can  buy  tetracycline  any- 
where in  America,  assuming  a  manufac- 
turer makes  it  for  that  price,  so  that  he 
can  buy  it  at  that  price;  $3.20  for  the 
prescription,  $2  of  which  represents  the 
druggist's  cost  and  profit  factor. 

That  Is  a  small  price  compared  to 
what  the  drug  companies  would  like  to 
charge.  They  have  -  been  holding  that 
price  up  for  a  long  time.  They  had  a  50- 
cent  capsule  which  cost  them  about  one 
and  a  half  cents  to  manufacture.  I  have 
been  making  speeches  about  it,  and  the 
price  has  been  coming  down;  but  if  the 
drug  companies  had  their  way,  they 
would  charge  us  50  cents  a  capsule  for  it. 

So  there  are  40  capsules — 24  times 
40  is — what? — I  am  calculating  offhand 
here — $9.60  compared  to  $3.20  and  per- 
haps they  might  want  a  markup  on  top 
of  that. 

The  point  is,  if  we  are  going  to  pay 
$3.20,  the  $3.20  must  be  distributed  be- 
tween the  druggist,  and  the  drug  com- 
pany, and  perhaps  someone  else  who 
might  be  kept  In  the  picture. 

But  they  may  want  us  to  pay  10  times 
more  for  it.  That  is  what  it  can  be  bought 
for.  Here  is  what  can  happen:  If  a  doctor 
wants  to  buy  a  drug  from  Squibb,  Instead 
of  some  other  company,  because  he 
thinks  it  might  be  better — which  is  not 
necessarily  true,  because  drug  companies 


manufacture  drugs  of  about  the  same 
quality — but  let  the  doctor  order  from 
any  firm  he  wishes.  We  know,  as  a  prac- 
tical matter,  that  the  old  folks  will  catch 
onto.it,  that  they  can  buy  it  for  a  cer- 
tain price  when  the  doctor  insists  they 
pay  more  for  it.  They  talk  to  each  other 
about  it  and  realize  that  they  are  getting 
the  worst  of  it.  Word  gets  around,  and 
the  price  tends  to  come  down. 

Many  people  feel  that  Squibb  is  the 
only  firm  which  manufactures  good 
drugs,  or  Pfizer,  but  the  manufacturers 
will  all  say  that  the  other  fellow  is  de- 
serving, being  in  the  same  fraternity 
with  them,  because  they  all  manufacture 
a  sorry  lot  of  drugs,  now  and  then, 
themselves.  If  they  sought  to  expose  each 
other's  "dirty  linen"  we  would  find  out 
that  none  of  them  has  ever  been  100- 
percent  correct,  that  at  one  time  or  an- 
other they  have  all  manufactured  a 
product  that  might  not  have  been  up  to 
snuff  at  one  time  or  another. 

I  say,  let  us  pay  a  reasonable  price  for 
these  products.  Let  the  old  folks  pay  50 
cents  toward  their  drugs  costs  from 
now  until  God  calls  them  home.  We  can 
study  this  from  now  until  kingdom 
come,  and  we  still  will  not  come  to  grips 
with  the  real  question. 

Are  we  going  to  line  up  with  the  old 
people?  Are  we  going  to  line  up  with  the 
taxpayers?  Are  we  going  to  line  up  with 
the  druggists  who  are  on  the  side  of  the 
old  people?  Or,  are  we  going  to  line  up 
with  the  pharmaceutical  manufacturers 
and  those  doctors  they  have  managed  to 
brainwash?  Are  we  going  to  vote  for  the 
public  interest? 

Louisiana  does  not  manufacture  many 
drug  products.  It  does  manufacture  some 
patent  medicines.  Someone  might  pos- 
sibly think  that  Squibb  products  are  the 
best.  I  think  someone  in  Louisiana  puts 
out  a  shaving  lotion,  comprised  of  alco- 
hol and  some  perfume  which  some 
people  put  on  their  face  thinking  they 
will  get  rid  of  blackheads.  There  are 
similar  products  which  people  think  will 
make  them  beautiful.  That  is  all  right 
with  me,  too,  but  Louisiana  is  not  fa- 
mous as  a  drug  manufacturing  State. 

There  is  no  reason  for  people  to  have 
to  pay  exorbitant  prices.  This  study  is 
not  going  to  answer  any  questions  of 
that  kind.  By  the  time  the  drug  manu- 
facturers get  through  lobbying,  con- 
tributing to  our  campaigns — although  I 
do  not  think  they  will  contribute  to  mine, 
the  way  things  are  going  with  me  right 
now,  but  they  might  contribute  to  some- 
one else's — but  by  the  time  they  get 
through  lobbying  and  doing  the  best  they 
can  to  ingratiate  themselves,  to  do  every- 
thing they  can  to  increase  the  profits 
of  their  business,  how  is  Congress  going 
to  vote?  Is  it  going  to  vote  to  buy  drugs 
at  twice  the  price,  or  at  a  reasonable 
price? 

Let  us  face  it.  Since  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  offered  his  amendment  the 
opposition  has  worked  fervently  against 
the  amendment  so  that  the  old  people 
could  not  buy  drugs  with  some  help 
from  the  Federal  Government.  Indeed, 
the  furious  opposition  goes  to  the  point 
that  the  Government  does  not  feel  it 
should  pay  more  than  a  reasonable  price 
for  It.  Indeed,  the  Government  does  not 


pay  more  than  the  reasonable  price 
whenever  the  Government  buys  a  drug. 
Why  should  we  start  it  now  when  we  pay 
for  drugs  under  medicare? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  with  great  interest  to  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  said.  I  do 
not  find  that  we  have  come  anywhere 
near  discussing  the  issue,  but  I  do  not 
find  much  fault  with  his  presentation. 

The  point  I  wish  to  go  back  to  is  that 
I  did  not  write  the  amendment.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon- 
toya] wrote  the  amendment.  All  I  can 
say  is  that  I  did  not  make  the  staff  re- 
port. To  my  knowledge,  I  do  not  think 
the  staff  at  HEW  can  be  accused  of 
being  the  handmaiden  of  any  of  the  drug 
lobbyists.  If  they  are,  there  should  be 
an  investigation  of  that.. 

All  I  am  doing  is  taking  the  words  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I  am  tak- 
ing his  amendment.  I  am  taking  his 
study.  I  am  taking  the  study  from  HEW. 
It  is  not  my  study.  I  did  not  make  it. 
I  am  just  reading  the  words. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  We  all  know 
where  that  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  is.  I  was  trying  to 
get  a  report  on  the  Long  bill  out  of  that 
Department.  The  Abbott  Laboratories 
had  it,  but  I  could  not  get  it.  The  lobby- 
ists down  there  with  the  executive 
branch — just  as  there  are  lobbyists  on 
Capitol  Hill — Abbott  Laboratories  sent 
the  letter  around.  It  was  distributed  to 
Senators,  but  I  could  not  get  it  myself 
out  of  the  Department,  a  report  on  my 
own  bill.  They  did  not  stop  just  lobbying 
in  Congress.  They  worked  overtime  down 
at  the  executive  branch  as  well.  That  is 
why  we  can  find  these  estimates  ridicu- 
lous. I  do  not  know  that  Mr.  Meyers 
actually  made  that  estimate  himself.  We 
had  previous  estimates  by  the  same  De- 
partment, and  by  the  same  actuary.  He 
does  not  make  those  same  mistakes.  But 
things  of  this  sort  could  happen. 

I  am  not  finding  fault.  I  know  that 
many  of  those  in  the  drug  business  are 
fine  people.  With  the  kind  of  progress 
they  are  making,  I  wish  I  held  some  stock 
in  their  business.  I  wish  I  could  afford  it. 
But  those  people  have  done  a  great  job 
representing  the  industry  on  the  Hill, 
and  also  down  at  those  departments.  I 
regret  to  say  that  when  we  wanted  that 
letter  on  my  bill  we  could  not  get  it.  Peo- 
ple have  been  padding  down  the  halls  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  and  in  various  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  getting  this  letter  on  the 
Long  bill  such  as  Abbott  Laboratories  did 
and  circulated  it  to  Senators,  but  I — the 
author  of  the  bill — could  not  get  that 
same  report  on  my  own  bill.  They  were 
doing  a  great  job  for  those  who  were 
paying  them. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Much 
has  been  said  about  this,  but  I  am  won- 
dering whether  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana would  feel,  in  light  of  his  discussion 
about  so  many  lobbying  agents  around, 
If  we  could  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  were  well  oiled. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  want  to  come  back — 
now  that  we  have  had  this  little  escapade 
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of  going  down  side  avenues — I  want  to 
come  back  to  the  situation  at  hand. 

I  honestly  feel  that  Mr.  Myers,  and 
the  rest  of  the  people  at  the  Department 
of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare,  in- 
cluding Mr.  Gardner  are  extremely  com- 
petent people. 

Mr.  Myers  is  now  in  the  gallery.  I 
know  that  there  is  no  more  dedicated, 
loyal  public  servant  than  he.  I  am  sure 
that  he  would  say  so,  if  he  knew  he  had 
m^de  a  mistake.  And  if  he  has.  I  am  sure 
that  it  was  an  honest  mistake  since 
someone  may  have  given  him  the  wrong 
information.  I  also  think  that  he  would 
be  the  first  to  say  he  was  not  perfect. 

I  do  think  that  there  is  a  dispute  on 
the  cost.  That  much  has  to  be  agreed 
to.  I  am  not  talking  about  the  cost;  I  am 
not  talking  about  getting  the  price  down. 
I  am  talking  about  the  bill  before  the 
Senate,  and  that  provides  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  formulary  committee. 

The  report  to  which  I  am  referring 
answers  the  very  question  and  deals  with 
the  very  point  brought  up  by  the  defini- 
tion of  "qualified  drugs."  That  is  where 
we  were  interrupted. 

To  put  the  discussion  back  into  proper 
focus,  and  not  to  deal  with  this  emo- 
tionally or  go  down  side  avenues  or  on 
excursions,  I  said  that  the  report  of  the 
HEW  staff  on  S.  2299  went  into  the  defi- 
nition of  "qualified  drug."  It  stated: 

The  definition  of  "qualified  drug"  includes 
only  those  drugs  listed  in  the  Formulary  of 
the  United  States  or  in  a  hospital  formulary 
which  are  "prescribed  or  furnished  in  such 
quantities  and  under  such  conditions  as  are 
necessary  to  meet  requirements  established 
by  the  Formulary  Committee  under  regula- 
tions designed  to  assure  the  orderly,  efficient, 
and  proper  use  of  drugs. 

The  Department's  staff  is  going  to 
have  to  complete  the  report  before  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico's  amendment 
could  start  his  study.  The  Senator  pro- 
poses a  method  by  which  we  will  have 
to  wait  6  months. 

Here  is  the  conclusion.  These  are  not 
my  words.  This  is  the  Department's  staff 
report : 

This  means  that  the  Formulary  Commit- 
tee should  provide  conditions  of  use  of  drugs 
■with  both  therapeutic  effect  and  cost  of 
medication  in  mind.  It  could  limit  the  use, 
for  example,  of  high  cost  drug  specialties  in 
situations  in  "which  less  costly  drugs  of  the 
same  class  were  the  drugs  of  first  choice,  and 
in  this  way  bring  down  the  cost  to  the  Fed- 
eral program.  But  in  doing  this  it  would 
give  the  Committee  the  responsibility  for 
regulating  what  types  of  drugs  could  be 
prescnbed  in  what  clinical  situations,  in 
what  amounts,  in  what  total  quantities,  and 
over  how  long  a  period. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  regret  very  much 
that  I  could  not  be  here  earlier,  because 
this  is  a  very  important  subject.  I  am 
conducting  hearings  on  the  foreign  aid 
bill. 

Could  the  Senator  explain  what  his 
amendment  does? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  is  not  my  amend- 
ment. It  is  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  speaking  in  behalf  of  the  amend- 
ment? 


Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  speaking  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment,  because  it  does 
not  do  any  good.  If  the  Senator  wants  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  explain  it, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  him  to  do  that. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Could  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  give  us  a  very  simple 
explanation  of  it? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes.  The  bill  which 
I  am  offering  in  the  nature  of  an  amend- 
ment is  designed  to  prescribe  a  program 
of  insurance  in  which  the  enrollee  over 
the  age  of  65  may  participate  by  paying 
an  estimated  sum  of  50  cents  per  month 
and  the  Government  pas'ing  the  other  50 
cents  on  a  matching  basis  similar  to  the 
matching  concept  in  the  medicare  bill. 
The  enrollee  will  be  reimbursed  for  pre- 
scription drug  costs  which  he  incurs  after 
leaving  the  hospital. 

Right  now  there  is  no  provision  under 
the  law  for  reimbursement  to  him  after 
he  leaves  the  hospital  under  the  medi- 
care program. 

The  amendment  which  I  am  offering 
will  alleviate  his  financial  stress  by  pro- 
viding an  allowance  of  reimbursement  to 
him  after  he  presents  bills  for  prescrip- 
tion drug  costs  incurred  by  him,  with  the 
additional  proviso  that  the  first  $25  of  his 
cost  shall  have  to  be  borne  by  him.  It  is 
a  §25  deductible  program. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  the  cost  in- 
volved, whether  one  agrees  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  as  to  the  cost  in- 
volved or  whether  one  agrees  with  the 
statement,  which  is  in  the  Record,  of  the 
Chief  Actuary  of  the  social  security  sys- 
tem, who  says  that  the  cost  will  be  ap- 
proximately $3.20,  or  $1.60  for  the  en- 
rollee, rather  than  the  50  cents.  The  ef- 
fective date  of  the  bill  is  July  1,  1970, 
6  months  after  the  study  I  have  been 
referring  to  will  be  completed. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  do  not  think  the 
dollar  figure  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  said  it  is  in  dispute. 

.Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  have  stated,  on  the 
basis  of  the  actuarial  study  and  infor- 
mation given  to  the  committee,  which 
appears  in  the  committee  report  of  last 
year,  the  requirement  would  be  50  cents 
a  month.  The  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  has  brought  in  a  new 
figure,  which  indicates  the  cost  would  be 
increased,  with  which  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee,  the 
staff,  and  I  disagree. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  that  this  is  not 
my  information.  I  will  give  him  the  let- 
ter. It  is  not  my  information.  Mr.  Myers 
is  in  the  gallery.  I  am  sure  he  will  be 
glad  to  confirm  the  statement  in  that 
letter. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  resisting  this  amendment  be- 
cause of  the  cost  or  the  principle  in- 
volved ? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Neither  one.  As  a  mat- 
ter' of  fact,  I  espoused  the  principle  in- 
volved before  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  did. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Now  may  I  ask  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico? 


Mr.  HARTKE.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Must  it  be  a  drug 
which  is  prescribed  by  a  doctor? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes,  it  must  be  a  drug 
which  is  prescribed  by  a  doctor. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  In  other  words,  it  could 
not  be  a  vitamin  tablet  or  aspirin;  it 
would  have  to  be  a  prescription  drug? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  If  it  was  prescribed 
by  the  doctor  and  was  contained  in  the 
formulary  list  put  out  by  the  HEW. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Which  is  already 
established? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Which  is  already 
established  under  medicare.  There  is  a 
medicare  formulary  established. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  person  who  is  en- 
titled to  this  relief  under  the  social  secu- 
rity law  would  make  a  payment  of  50 
cents  on  each  dollar,  himself? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  And  the  Government 
would  make  a  payment  of  50  cents? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  In  order  to  be  reim- 
bursed, his  cost  would  have  to  be  $25? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Over  what  period  of 
time? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  $25  deductible 
would  have  to  be  on  an  annual  basis. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  is  all  I  wanted  to 
know. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Let  me  make  a  clarifi- 
cation. The  study  provided  for  in  the 
bill  would  have  to  be  completed  6  months 
before  the  effective  date  of  Senator 
Montoya's  measure. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  What  study  are  we 
talking  about? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  same  study  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  would  have 
made  6  months  later. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  May  I  say,  for  the 
information  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island,  that  in  1965  the  Congress  voted 
and  mandated  that  a  study  be  made  on 
this  particular  subject.  In  1966,  when  the 
same  bill  as  my  amendment  passed  unan- 
imously here  in  the  Senate  and  went  to 
conference,  the  conferees  took  that  bill 
out  and  substituted  and  mandated  a 
study  to  be  made  by  HEW.  This  was  in 
1966.  So  there  has  been  a  provision  for 
a  study  for  the  last  2  years;  and  still  the 
only  defense  that  is  offered  to  my  amend- 
ment is  that  more  study  time  is  required. 

The  question  that  we  have  to  resolve 
here  is,  Shall  we  wait  for  another  study 
or  shall  we  get  down  to  brass  tacks  and 
provide  free  prescription  drugs  for  the 
old  people  of  this  country?  Can  they 
afford  to  wait  for  this  study,? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  It  would  not  be  free. 
They  would  have  to  pay  $25  of  the  initial 
cost.  Over  and  above  that  amount,  there 
would  be  reimbursement.  So  what  we  are 
saying  is  there  would  be  reimbursement 
in  the  case  of  dire  sickness.  I  am  sure 
no  drug  prescription  would  cost  over 
$25  unless  a  person  suffered  a  serious 
illness.  After  that  there  then  may  be 
reimbursement. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  May  I  point  out  that 
the  $25  deductible  is  for  the  whole  year. 
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Mr.  PASTORE.  Twenty-five  dollars  for 
the  whole  year. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  A  person  would  have  to 
be  pretty  ill  to  spend  that  much  on  drugs. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  According  to  studies, 
the  average  annual  cost  for  drugs  for 
a  person  over  65  is  about  $47  a  year. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  About  $47  a  year? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Let  me  put  this  matter 
into  focus  again,  because  the  point  of 
it  has  been  lost.  The  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  is  left  with  the  first  part  of  the 
bill.  If  we  were  to  add  to  the  first  part 
of  the  bill  what  has  been  discussed,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  wculd  oppose  it, 
and  has  so  stated  publicly,  on  the  floor. 

There  is  the  question  of  the  formulary 
committee,  which  I  am  discussing  at  the 
present  time.  The  whole  study  would 
start  6  months  after  this  study  would  be 
completed,  if  we  adopted  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  and  I  and  other  Senators  have 
been  involved  in  committee  meetings  all 
afternoon.  Was  this  amendment  pre- 
sented to  the  Finance  Committee? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Long  amendment? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  No;  the  Montoya 
amendment. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Montoya  amend- 
ment was  included  with  it,  and  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
was  adopted  by  a  9-to-8  vote. 

Mr.  LONG  of.  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
If  the  Senator  will  yield,  what  happened 
in  the  committee  was  that,  by  a  vote  of 
9  to  8,  the  Hartke  study  motion  was  sub- 
stituted for  the  Long  amendment,  which 
was  aimed  at  holding  down  prices  paid 
for  drugs.  Unfortunately,  the  Hartke 
motion  as  drafted,  also  applies  to  the 
Montoya  amendment,  which  would  un- 
dertake to  keep  the  costs  of  insuring 
drugs  at  a  reasonable  level.  The  Montoya 
motion  was  never  actually  presented  in 
our  executive  session.  It  was,  in  effect, 
brushed  aside  by  the  Hartke  motion, 
which  was  offered  as  a  substitute  for  the 
Long  motion. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
an  accurate  interpretation. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Would  it  be  fair  to  say 
that  during  the  course  of  the  committee 
meetings  the  Montoya  amendment  was 
offered  to  the  committee  and  that,  in  the 
decisions  the  committee  made,  it  had  in 
mind  the  consideration  of  the  Montoya 
amendment? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  was  discussed  in  the 
hearings,  but  not  brought  up  in  the  final 
vote. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  in  an  amendment 
of  the  first  bill  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  say. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  was  discussed  in  the 
committee. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  And  discussed  at 
length  in  the  committee  report. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  us  put  it 
this  way:  We  knew  about  the  amend- 
ment. The  Hartke  motion  for  a  study, 
carried.  It  was  a  motion  to  provide  a 
study  rather  than  to  provide  affirmative 
action  legislatively.  But  the  Montoya 


amendment  was  never  formally  offered. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  the  amendment  be- 
fore us  today  was  not  even  introduced 
until  November  15,  the  day  after  our  bill 
was  reported. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  understand.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  I  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Was  not  the  Montoya 
amendment  approved  by  the  Senate  a 
year  ago,  and  lost  in  conference  with 
the  House  of  Representatives? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  If  I  may  respond  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  if  I  am  not  mis- 
taken, the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
presented  a  somewhat  similar  proposal. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  introduced  a  bill  with 
eight  proposed  amendments.  I  went  be- 
fore the  committee  and  described  the  bill 
with  the  eight  amendments.  One  of  them 
was  similar  if  not  identical  to  the  Mon- 
toya amendment. 

But  now,  I  think,  something  has  to  be 
done.  The  most  common  complaint  we 
receive  from  old  people  is  that  they  can- 
not afford  the  cost  of  the  drugs,  and  they 
are  going  up  every  day. 

Take  this  little  package  I  have  in  my 
hand  here.  At  the  present  time,  there  are 
probably  more  people  with  sour  stomachs 
in  this  country  than  there  have  been 
since  I  was  born,  and  yet  the  cost  of  this 
little  anti  acid  mint  went  up  33 1/3  per- 
cent last  week. 

Can  the  Senator  from  Indiana  tell  me 
how  it  could  cost  5  cents  more  to  put  up  a 
roll  of  these — I  do  not  know  whether  it 
is  Indiana  limestone,  or  what  is  in  it — 
how  it  could  cost  5  cents  more  to  manu- 
facture a  1-cent  package  than  it  did  the 
week  before?  I  think  the  drug  companies 
are  taking  unmerciful  advantage  of  the 
old  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  If  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  will  yield  a  moment,  if  the  Sen- 
ator wants  to  present  his  amendment 
alone,  I  would  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  How  does  it  differ  from 
the  Montoya  amendment? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  This  is  the  very  point  I 
have  been  making  all  afternoon.  When 
you  seek  to  do  that,  you  immediately 
have  the  opposition  of  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance,  who  is  sup- 
porting the  Montoya  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  What  is  in  it  that  is  not 
in  mine? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  wants  to  cover 
this,  this  is  the  same  question  that  I  am 
dealing  with  now :  The  formation  of  this 
formulary  committee.  Reading,  now, 
from  the  HEW  report,  it  states: 

Formulary  Committees  in  hospitals  nor- 
mally provide  a  mechanism  by  which  the 
physician  can  Justify  and  prescribe  drugs 
not  listed  in  the  hospital  formulary  when 
his  clinical  Judgment  requires  it.  Such  flex- 
ibility is  needed  to  make  the  operations  of 
the  proposed  Formulary  Committee  work- 
able. 

That  is  not  included  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
These  are  all  serious  questions. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  My  bill  does  not  pro- 


hibit a  physician  from  prescribing  any 
medicine  that  is  not  in  the  formulary 
list.  Does  the  Senator  disagree  with 
that? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  But  he  cannot  be  reim- 
bursed for  it. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  So  he  is  locked  out. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  But  the  formulary 
is  designed  to  be  almost  all-inclusive, 
for  all  medicines  available. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  not  one  to  disa- 
gree with  the  Department  of  Health,  Ed- 
ucation, and  Welfare.  It  says  this  is  a 
very  serious  problem.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  thinks  this  is 
a  good  approach,  but  there  are  serious 
questions  about  potential  interference 
with  the  physician  in  the  practice  of 
his  art  and  science.  Both  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  Congress  should  think 
long  and  hard  before  establishing  any 
program  that  promises  to  prevent  the 
American  doctor  from  administering  the 
therapy  that,  in  his  professional  judg- 
ment, is  indicated  for  a  particular 
patient. 

The  administration  is  now  attempting 
to  find  sound  solutions  to  these  difficult 
questions.  The  administration  does  not 
approve  of  the  method  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  at  this  time. 
They  are  trying  to  do  this  by  careful 
analysis  and  examination.  I  think  we 
in  Congress  should  do  no  less  than  co- 
operate in  this  endeavor,  and  not  try  to 
thwart  it.  The  Committee  on  Finance 
seeks  to  do  the  same  thing  through  the 
broad  study  it  now  recommends,  which 
was  adopted  in  the  Finance  Committee. 

Finally,  the  HEW  Department's  staff 
report  included  estimates  for  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  administrative  costs  of 
the  program  envisioned.  There  is  a  big 
question,  for  example,  as  to  how  much 
it  will  cost.  These  estimates  take  in  all 
the  drugs  under  the  formulary.  The 
first-year  cost  was  estimated  to  be  over 
$100  million.  That  is  primarily  for  the 
clinical  testing  of  drugs. 

For  the  succeeding  5  years,  the  esti- 
mate was  more  than  $90  million  a  year, 
including  $50  million  annually  for 
clinical  tests. 

This  study,  again,  under  the  approach 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  would 
begin  6  months  after  we  had  already  had 
the  completed  report.  In  other  words,  he 
just  comes  in  6  months  late  and  wants 
to  start  doing  what  we  are  proposing  to 
do  by  this  committee  action. 

By  the  end  of  6  years,  the  big  job  of 
clinically  evauluating  all  drugs  presum- 
ably would  have  been  completed.  So  what 
we  have  here  is  an  estimate  by  the  de- 
partment that  by  1976,  Senator  Mon- 
toya's  approach  might  start  to  take  ef- 
fect, according  to  HEW.  I  should  like  to 
do  it  a  little  quicker  than  that,  if  we  are 
going  to  try  to  help  old  people.  I  would 
like  to  start  in  a  couple  of  years.  If  we 
follow  the  approach  the  committee  has 
outlined,  we  might  have  something 
around  1969  or  1970. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  Senator  has  been 
referring  to  a  report  which  appears,  I  be- 
lieve, on  page  396  of  the  committee  hear- 
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ings  under  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  do  not  know,  but  it  is 
probably  in  the  report. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  have  been  following 
the  Senator,  and  it  is  verbatim  from  this 
particular  page. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  All  right. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  This  report  relates  to 
S.  2299,  and  not  to  the  Montoya  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  relates  to  both  of 
them.  H  I  have  to  go  back  rnd  read  the 
amendment,  then  I  guess  I  will  just  have 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  would  not  want  the 
Senator  to  go  through  that  ordeal  again. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  is  no  ordeal  for  me 
to  correct  the  Record.  Let  me  read  it.  I 
am  going  to  read  from  the  amendment 
in  front  of  me;  I  am  talking  about  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya]  to 
H.R.  12080,  amendment  No.  440.  Is  that 
the  correct  one? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Am  I  correct  or  incor- 
rect, in  reading  from  this,  that  on  page 
4  there  is  a  definition  of  qualified  drugs? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Am  I  correct  that  on 
page  5,  there  is  a  discussion  of  a  formu- 
lary committee? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  My  bill  so  reads. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  That  is  right.  Then 
what  I  was  reading  about  was  identical — 
I  was  reading  from  their  report — in 
which  they  discuss  the  definition  of 
qualified  drugs. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  But  the  provisions 
for  the  formulary  committee  in  the  Mon- 
toya bill  and  in  the  Long  bill  are  sepa- 
rate and  distinct,  in  function  and  in 
origin. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  They  both  provide  for 
the  same  one,  however,  and  they  describe 
them  the  same.  In  fact,  the  reports  are 
the  same. 

I  am  not  trying  to  mislead  anyone.  I 
am  merely  trying  to  say  what  the  facts 
are.  If  one  does  not  like  the  facts,  I  can- 
not help  it. 

But,  it  should  not  be  overlooked  that 
these  proposed  cost  and  quality  controls 
would  cost  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  States,  according  to  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  more 
than  a  half  a  billion  dollars  in  the  first 
6  years.  This  figure,  moverover,  does  not 
include  the-cost  of  the  drugs  themselves. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  en- 
tire text  of  the  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  staff  report  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record,  so  that  the  Senate 
can  determine  for  itself  exactly  what  the 
facts  are. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  text  of 
the  staff  report  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Staff  Report:  Policy  and  Procedural  Prob- 
lems Under  S.  2299  Which  Require  Fur- 
ther Examination 

This  report  reviews  briefly  the  present 
status  of  staff  explorations  relating  to  the 
MIL 

1.  establishment  of  reasonable  charges  for 
prescription  drugs 
In  our  experience  the  establishment  of  rea- 
sonable charges  (the  stun  of  the  acquisition 
costs  and  reasonable  professional  fees)  -would 
be  a  protracted  and  complex  undertaking. 


The  only  Federal  requirement  for  reasonable 
costs  in  public  assistance  has  dealt  with 
hospital  costs;  after  25  years  of  discussion  of 
this  subject  the  elements  to  be  included  and 
excluded  remain  Ln  controversy.  Cost  ranges 
for  drugs  would  be  based  on  current  market 
practices,  with  all  the  complexities  of  quan- 
tity discounts,  hospital  discounts,  rebates, 
geographical  differences  in  price,  determina- 
tion of  prices  which  vary  "significantly" 
from  others,  and  the  need  to  consider  claims 
of  "distinct  therapeutic  advantages"  for  cer- 
tain products — ratesetting  in  a  novel  field 
presenting  novel  problems. 

Setting  criteria  to  govern  professional  fees 
would  have  to  take  into  account  not  only 
"costs  of  overhead,  professional  services,  and 
a  fair  profit"  mentioned  in  the  bill,  but  also 
such  variables  as  volume  of  business  done, 
drugstore  as  compared  to  hospital  pharmacy 
operation,  independent  as  against  chain 
stores,  extent  of  late  hour  and  weekend  op- 
eration, and  many  other  factors. 

Establishment  of  both  acquisition  costs 
and  professional  fees  would  require  consul- 
tation with  the  many  interested  groups,  with 
State  agencies,  and  with  accountants  and 
other  advisers.  The  difficulty  of  arriving  at 
acceptable  criteria  would  be  greater  if,  as 
is  understood  to  be  the  case,  the  concept 
that  professional  fees  should  be  determined 
by  the  Federal  Government  is  opposed  by  the 
National  Association  of  Retail  Druggists.  It 
is  problematical  whether  the  States  would 
be  either  wUling  or  able,  as  contemplated  by 
the  bUl,  to  undertake  under  the  Federal 
criteria  the  actual  fixing  of  professional  fees 
in  the  infinitely  varied  situations  that  would 
exist . within  each  State.  This  is  a  matter 
which  requires  exploration  with  the  States. 

Once  the  cost  and  reimbursement  patterns 
were  worked  out,  the  program  would  require 
not  only  dealing  with  55,000  community 
pharmacies,  7,000  hospital  pharmacies,  and 
more  than  12,000  nursing  homes,  but  also 
dealing  indirectly  with  about  200,000  pre- 
scribing physicians. 
2.  economic  factors  relating  to  manu- 
facturers and  retailers 

Further  discussion  with  economists  is 
necessary  to  explore  the  implications  of  the 
following  factors : 

(a)  Establishment  of  a  "reasonable  cost 
range,"  rather  than  a  maximum  reimbursable 
price,  may  in  effect  establish  a  floor  for  prices, 
and  in  some  cases  raise  the  cost  of  a  drug. 

(b)  Using  an  approved  cost  (or  cost  range) 
of  drug  acquisition  provides  no  incentive  for 
the  pharmacy  to  purchase  at  the  lowest  pos- 
sible cost.  While  acquisition-cost-plus-mark- 
up may  encourage  the  pharmacist  to  dispense 
the  highest  cost  drug,  the  acquisition-cost- 
plus-fixed-fee  does  not  encourage  the  phar- 
macist to  buy  at  lower  prices. 

(c)  The  exclusion  of  competitive  therapeu- 
tically duplicative  drugs  may  tend  to  elimi- 
nate competition  among  manufacturers. 

(d)  The  advantage  to  a  manufacturer  of 
having  his  drug  in  the  Formulary,  while  pos- 
sibly equally  good  drugs  are  excluded,  pro- 
vides an  economic  advantage  not  related 
either  to  quality  or  to  the  market  place. 

3.  FEDERAL  -  STATE  RELATIONS 

(a)  The  only  present  Federal  determina- 
tion of  the  basis  on  which  States  must  pay 
for  services  in  their  medical  care  programs 
relates  to  the  care  of  hospital  inpatients,  and 
was  designed  to  correct  inadequacy  of  pay- 
ment. Federal  setting  of  a  basis  of  payment 
lor  outpatient  drugs,  designed  to  avoid  ex- 
cessive rather  than  inadequate  outlays,  raises 
the  question  whether  there  should  be  similar 
Federal  control  of  prices  making  up  other 
major  expenditures,  such  as  those  for  physi- 
cians' services  (e.g.,  nationally  prescribed 
criteria  for  State  fee  schedules) . 

(b)  Since  the  proposed  controls  limit  kinds 
as  well  as  unit  cost  of  drugs,  a  similar  ques- 
tion arises  about  other  health  services: 
Should  the  Federal  Government  seek,  in  the 


interest  of  economy,  to  limit  the  use  of  kinds 
of  health  facilities  and  health  personnel  to 
those  which  the  Secretary  deems  most  effi- 
cient? Traditionally,  Federal  requirements 
have  left  the  major  decisions  In  these  areas 
to  the  States,  which  have  in  turn  left  them 
in  part  to  the  health  professions  and  the 
health  institutions. 

(c)  Using  limitation  on  Federal  matching 
as  the  mechanism  of  control  means  that  the 
financial  risks  inherent  in  so  novel  an  effort 
(such  as  the  risk  of  noncooperation  by  pre- 
scribing physicians)  would  fall  either  on  the 
States  or  on  the  recipients  of  health  care.  In 
absence  of  effective  control  over  the  writing 
of  prescriptions,  the  bill  affords  no  assurance 
against  the  incurring  of  substantial  costs  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  would  not 
share. 

4.  THE  FORMULARY 

(a)  This  Department  would  have  new  and 
heavy  responsibilities  in  organizing  and  over- 
seeing the  operation  of  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee. Three  of  its  principal  health  offi- 
cials— the  Surgeon  General,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Food  and  Drugs,  and  the  Director 
of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health — would 
be  members  of  the  Committee  The  Com- 
mittee's assignment  obviously  cannot  be  a 
part-time  operation.  The  Secretary  would  be 
responsible  ultimately  for  the  success  of  the 
program,  and  the  Department  would  have 
to  supply  the  resources  in  manpower  and 
supporting  facilities.  The  bill  is  not  clear  as 
to  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  in  re- 
lation to  the  Formulary  Committee,  which 
is  established  "within"  the  Department  but 
with  no  clear  delineation  of  the  Secretary's 
responsibility  for  its  actions. 

(.£>)  The  Formulary  Committee  would  have 
the  duty  of  evaluating  every  prescription 
drug  used  in  medical  practice  today — more 
than  5,000 — and  providing  a  formulary  of 
drugs  of  choice.  It  would  have  to  "exclude 
drugs  that  it  considered  unnecessary,  thera- 
peutically duplicative,  or  of  unacceptable 
quality.  It  would  have  to  include  drugs 
which  it  determined  to  be  necessary  and 
proper.  And  finally,  it  would  be  responsible 
for  the  promulgation  of  regulations  estab- 
lishing requirements  to  assure  the  orderly, 
efficient,  and  proper  usage  of  drugs  and  bio- 
logicals. 

The  magnitude  of  this  task  should  not  be 
underestimated. 

As  one  example  of  the  seriousness  of  this 
problem,  last  year  FDA  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  the  National  Research  Council- 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  for  a  study  of 
the  validity  of  claims  of  effectiveness  for 
drugs  marketed  between  1938  and  1962,  when 
safety  was  the  sole  criterion  for  pre-market 
clearance.  After  a  year  and  a  half  of  inten- 
sive effort,  this  project  is  far  from  complete. 
Furthermore,  after  the  reports  are  received, 
extensive  administrative  action  will  still  be 
required  to  review  the  recommendations  and 
put  them  into  effect,  and  to  deal  with  the 
challenges  which  wiU  be  made  to  some  of 
them. 

It  is  evident  that  any  review  of  drugs,  along 
with  the  promotional  claims  that  are  being 
made  for  them  and  the  scientific  data  to 
support  the  promotional  claims,  calls  for  the 
efforts  of  the  most  highly  qualified  medical 
scientists,  and  that  any  large-scale  effort 
must  extend  over  a  period  at  least  of  several 
years. 

Under  the  bill  all  drugs — not  only  those 
cleared  through  the  new  drug  procedures 
since  1938 — would  have  to  be  reviewed.  For 
many  of  these  drugs  there  are  no  adequate, 
well-controlled  scientific  data  on  which  the 
claims  of  therapeutic  effectiveness  could  be 
properly  evaluated.  This  is  true  even  for  a 
number  of  drugs  which  are  widely  accepted 
among  physicians  as  apparently  valuable  in 
the  treatment  of  disease. 

(c)  The  procedures  for  hearings  on  drugs 
excluded  from  the  Formulary,  and  for  judi- 
cial review  with  trial  de  novo  in  the  District 
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Courts,  could  involve  inordinate  delay  in  the 
final  establishment  of  the  list.  With  large 
economic  interests  at  stake,  the  prospect  of 
subtantial  litigation  is  a  serious  one. 

Difficult  as  this  undertaking  would  be  ini- 
tially, the  problem  would  be  compounded  by 
the  need  to  keep  a  Formulary  up  to  date.  In 
view  of  the  rapid  advances  in  drug  therapy, 
there  is  grave  danger  that  revisions  of  the 
Formulary,  and  the  reasonable  cost  determi- 
nations that  would  need  to  accompany  them, 
could  not  keep  pace  with  the  ever-accelerat- 
ing developments  in  this  field.  Here  again, 
hearings  and  litigation  would  create  serious 
factors  of  delay. 

(d)  Restrictions  on  the  use  of  combination 
drugs  in  the  bill  appear  to  be  too  severe. 
Some  of  these  drugs  often  provide  conven- 
ience and  more  assurance  of  proper  drug 
usage  when  self -administered,  even  though 
they  may  not  have  intrinsic  therapeutic  ad- 
vantages over  several  drugs  used  separately. 

(e)  There  may  be  inconsistencies  between 
hospital  and  outpatient  practice  with  respect 
to  drugs.  A  patient  stabilized  on  a  particular 
drug  in  the  hospital  may  find  that  drug  un- 
available for  non-hospital  use  under  the  wel- 
fare program. 

5.  THERAPEUTIC  EQUIVALENCY 

(a)  The  therapeutic  equivalency  of  generic 
counterparts  has  not  been  established  in  all 
cases.  In  some  instances  agreement  on  "dis- 
tinct, demonstrated  therapeutic  character- 
istics not  otherwise  available"  will  be  diffi- 
cult if  not  impossible  to  achieve. 

(b)  Under  the  bill  the  Formulary  Commit- 
tee would  contract  for  production  of  reliable 
clinical  data  on  which  to  base  its  Judgments, 
but  this  would  require  the  cooperation  of 
medical  centers  and  an  array  of  patients.  It 
would  require  in  particular  the  involvement 
of  individual  investigators  of  high  compe- 
tency who  would  have  to  be  induced  to  un- 
dertake routine  investigations  offering  little 
promise  of  advancing  medical  knowledge. 

6.  Therapeutically  duplicate  drugs 
(o)  The  goal  of  minimizing  the  use  of 
"therapeutically  duplicative"  drugs  may  be 
desirable,  but  an  objective,  noncontroversial 
method  of  determining  which  drugs  thera- 
peutically duplicative  has  not  been  de- 
veloped. 

(b)  The  implications  of  this  provision  with 
respect  to  effects  on  quality  of  care,  research, 
and  competition  need  further  study. 

7.  ORDERLY,    EFFICIENT,    AND    PROPER     USE  OF 
DRUGS 

(o)  The  definition  of  "qualified  drug"  in- 
cludes only  those  drugs  listed  in  the  Formu- 
lary of  the  United  States  or  in  a  hospital 
formulary  which  are  "prescribed  or  furnished 
In  such  quantities  and  under  such  condi- 
tions as  are  necessary  to  meet  requirements 
established  by  the  Formulary  Committee 
under  regulations  designed  to  assure  the  or- 
derly, efficient,  and  proper  use  of  drugs."  This 
means  that  the  Formulary  Committee  should 
provide  conditions  of  use  of  drugs  with  both 
therapeutic  effect  and  cost  of  medication  in 
mind.  It  could  limit  the  use,  for  example,  of 
high  cost  drug  specialties  in  situations  in 
which  less  costly  drugs  of  the  same  class  were 
the  drugs  of  first  choice,  and  in  this  way 
bring  down  the  cost  to  the  Federal  program. 
But  in  doing  this  it  would  give  the  Commit- 
tee the  responsibility  for  regulating  what 
types  of  drugs  could  be  prescribed  in  what 
clinical  situations,  in  what  amounts,  in  what 
total  quantities,  and  over  how  long  a  period. 

The  promulgation  of  regulations  applicable 
to  the  orderly,  efficient,  and  proper  use  of 
drugs  would  limit  physicians  in  their  prac- 
tice and  would  make  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee the  ultimate  arbiter  of  the  proper 
drug  in  clinical  situations. 

(b)  Federal  determination  of  the  compar- 
ative efficacy  of  drugs  used  to  combat  the 
same  infectious  disease  or  to  combat  diabetes, 
for  example,  was  considered  and  rejected  by 
the  Congress  in  1962  as  Involving  too  large 


a  measure  of  medical  Judgment  to  authorize 
the  exclusion  from  the  market  of  new  drugs 
that  were  no  better  than  already  marketed 
products. 

(c)  Formulary  Committees  in  hospitals 
normally  provide  a  mechanism  by  which  the 
physician  can  justify  and  prescribe  drugs  not 
listed  in  the  hospital  formulary  when  his 
clinical  Judgment  requires  It.  Such  flexibility 
is  needed  to  make  the  operations  of  the  pro- 
posed Formulary  Committee  workable. 

8.  REGISTRATION  AND  INSPECTION 

(a)  The  bill  would  disqualify  drugs  for  vi- 
olation of  either  of  two  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act.  The 
failure  to  meet  other  applicable  misbranding 
and  adulteration  provisions  of  the  law,  or 
the  new  drug  or  antibiotic  certification  pro- 
visions, is  of  equal  importance.  A  drug  that 
was  prepared  in  an  insanitary  plant,  or  one 
that  failed  to  bear  adequate  directions  for 
use  and  adequate  warnings,  should  warrant 
disqualification. 

(b)  The  administrative  process  of  applying 
sanctions  to  prevent  a  firm  from  using  Its 
registration  number,  and  thus  from  partici- 
pating in  the  program,  would  require  addi- 
tional personnel  and  would  give  rise  to  a 
substantial  volume  of  administrative  hear- 
ings and  litigation. 

9.   ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

(a)  Cost  of  operation  of  the  Formulary 
Committee  and  its  supporting  staff  are  esti- 
mated to  be  approximately  $10  million  a 
year  for  the  first  three  years,  and  $5  million 
a  year  thereafter. 

(b)  Federal  costs  to  carry  out  planning. 
State  plan  review,  program  evaluation,  audit- 
ing, and  technical  assistance  to  the  States 
are  estimated  to  be  more  than  $600  thousand 
a  year. 

(c)  Costs  for  printing,  maintaining,  revis- 
ing and  distributing  the  Formulary  to  phy- 
sicians, pharmacists,  hospitals  and  State 
agencies — but  not  to  individual  benefici- 
aries— are  estimated  to  be  $3  million  per 
year. 

(d)  Increased  Federal-State  costs  to  ad- 
minister the  program  are  estimated  to  be  at 
least  $6  million  per  year.  The  States  will  have 
to  support  this  increased  cost  in  part  from 
their  own  limited  funds,  which  may  require 
a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  benefits  avail- 
able to  recipients. 

(e)  In  addition,  other  costs  should  be  con- 
sidered which  though  arising  from  the  bill, 
would  benefit  all  patients  whether  or  not 
they  were  covered  by  any  governmental  pro- 
gram. Thus,  the  improved  quality  control 
program  would  cost  an  estimated  $25  million 
per  year,  primarily  for  an  additional  2,000 
FDA  inspectors,  space,  necessary  administra- 
tive support,  and  strengthening  of  the  FDA 
product  testing  program.  The  necessary  clin- 
ical testing  ordered  by  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee could  cost  approximately  $67  million 
for  the  first  year  and  up  to  $50  million  per 
year  for  the  next  five  years;  manufacturers 
might  be  required  to  undertake  some  of  this 
cost.  In  any  event,  the  task  of  clinical  evalu- 
ation is  large  and  will  be  a  continuing  one; 
the  scientific  manpower  to  undertake  It  is  in 
short  supply,  the  nature  of  the  work  is  not 
attractive  to  top  scientists,  and  the  proce- 
dures are  time-consuming  and  expensive. 

10.  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

(a)  The  provisions  of  the  bill  would  re- 
quire HEW  to  undertake  a  number  of  new 
and  extended  responsibilities.  We  do  not  be- 
lieve that  these  responsibilities  can  be  satis- 
factorily discharged  by  July  1,  1969. 

(b)  Determination  of  "qualified  drugs" 
would  require  many  months  and  possibly 
several  years  of  work  by  the  Committee.  But 
implementation  of  the  Formulary  could  be 
delayed  for  additional  months  or  even  years 
by  administrative  hearings  and  Judicial  re- 
view at  suit  of  the  parties  affected. 


(c)  Establishment  of  the  requisite  im- 
proved quality  control  program  would  need 
many  months  for  the  recruitment  and  train- 
ing of  the  Inspectors  and  laboratory  person- 
nel. 

(d)  After  establishment  of  other  phases  of 
the  program,  time  would  be  needed  for  State 
agencies  to  develop  their  own  program  mod- 
ifications to  conform  to  Federal  regulations. 

(e)  Development  of  an  essential  account- 
ing, auditing,  and  utilization  review  system 
would  require  at  least  two  years  for  the 
necessary  research,  development,  design,  and 
field  testing. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Commissioner  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration, Dr.  James  L.  Goddard, 
put  the  issue  in  succinct  terms  when  he 
testified  before  the  Committee  on 
Finance.  He  declared : 

The  objectives  of  S.  2299,  to  introduce  a 
greater  rationality  Into  the  practice  of  drug 
therapy  and  to  apply  restraints  to  excessive 
costs,  are  obviously  highly  desirable. 

I  think  this  is  what  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  trying  to  say  and  what  I 
am  trying  to  say. 

But  certain  elements  of  the  proposed 
bill,  Dr.  Goddard  told  us,  raise  grave 
problems.  He  said: 

We  believe  extended  consideration  and 
opportunity  for  discussion  with  the  many 
affected  groups  is  needed  before  decisions  can 
be  properly  made. 

A  moment  later,  addressing  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Finance,  Dr.  Goddard  went  right  to 
the  heart  of  the  issue  involved  in  this 
legislation,  and  in  addressing  his  remarks 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  he  said : 

Senator,  I  know  you  want  me  to  get  down 
right  to  the  guts  of  my  objection.  My  prob- 
lem with  this  bill  is  that  the  practicing  phy- 
sicians in  this  country  have  characteristic- 
ally selected  the  drugs  they  are  going  to  use 
for  their  patients.  .  .  .  Under  the  strictest 
terms  of  interpretation  of  this  bill,  I  believe 
we  are  encroaching  upon  the  practice  of 
medicine  in  such  a  way  that  the  physicians 
would  rise  up  In  wrath.  Now,  I  am  only 
sensing  what  my  brother  physicians'  reaction 
will  be.  This  is  based  on  discussions  and 
meetings  with  those  who  are  familiar  with 
the  bill. 

I  must  acknowledge  that  this  state- 
ment gave  me  reason  to  pause,  and  I 
think  it  should  give  reason  to  the  Senate 
to  pause. 

Now,  what  about  the  viewpoints  of  the 
professional  and  business  groups  that 
would  be  directly  affected  by  these  drug 
quality  and  cost  control  proposals? 
Where  do  they  stand? 

In  summarizing  these  views,  I  must  say 
that  there  is  a  difference  between  the 
two  bills.  There  is  no  question  of  that. 

I  pointed  out  that  difference  because 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  would  not 
support  the  bill  if  we  separated  It  In  the 
form  in  which  we  would  bring  out  those 
differences  in  the  most  clear  fashion. 

In  summarizing  their  views  and  rec- 
ommendations, I  must  distinguish  be- 
tween the  two  proposals  that  were  be- 
fore the  committee. 

First,  with  regard  to  S.  2299,  pharmacy 
is  sharply  divided. 
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The  American  Pharmaceutical  Associa- 
tion is  in  favor  of  enactment  of  this  bill. 
But  the  National  Association  of  Retail 
Druggists  informed  the  committee  that 
"we  are  opposed  to  many  provisions  of 
S.  2299."  And  the  National  Association 
of  Chain  Drug  Stores  recommended  that 
Congress  defer  action  until  after  the 
HEW  Task  Force  study  is  completed. 

The  Pharmaceutical  Manufacturers 
Association,  which  states  that  its  mem- 
bers produce  95  percent  of  the  prescrip- 
tion drug  products  made  and  sold  in  the 
United  States,  opposes  this  bill  on 
grounds  that  it  would  first,  reduce  the 
quality  of  medical  care;  second,  estab- 
lish an  involved  and  costly  administra- 
tive mechanism  that  would  be  extremely 
difficult  to  administer  fairly;  third,  in- 
terfere with  physicians'  prerogatives  to 
treat  their  patients  in  line  with  their  best 
professional  judgment;  and,  fourth, 
jeopardize  the  research  and  development 
effort  of  the  industry. 

The  American  Medical  Association  op- 
posed S.  2299.  AMA  suggested  that 
"rather  than  to  enact  such  legislation,  it 
would  be  worthwhile  at  this  time  to  study 
in  depth  all  the  economic  and  therapeu- 
tic factors  which  enter  into  the  use  of 
prescription  drugs." 

The  AMA  recommendation  applied  not 
only  to  S.  2299,  the  bill  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  but  also  to  S.  17 — which, 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  was  identical 
to  the  amendment  before  us — to  add  drug 
benefits  under  the  supplementary  medi- 
care insurance  program  and  establish 
associated  drug  quality  and  cost  controls. 

With  respect  to  S.  17,  the  positions  of 
the  other  professional  and  business 
groups  most  directly  affected,  as  revealed 
in  our  committee's  hearings,  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  American  Pharmaceutical  Asso- 
ciation is  in  favor  of  adding  drugs  and 
pharmaceutical  services  to  part  B  of 
title  XVEd,  but  the  testimony  of  this 
association  did  not  deal  specifically  with 
S.  17. 

The  National  Association  of  Retail 
Druggists  also  favors  the  expansion  c: 
the  supplementary  medicare  insurance 
program  to  include  outpatient  drugs,  but, 
as  stated  with  respect  to  S.  2299,  the 
NAR.D  opposes  many  of  the  bill's  quality 
and  cost  control  provisions. 

The  National  Association  of  Chain 
Drug  Stores  took  no  position  on  S.  17. 

I  am  trying  to  be  fair. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Is  the  Senator  speak- 
ing of  the  American  Pharmaceutical 
Association? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  American  Pharma- 
ceutical Association  is  in  favor  of  adding 
drugs  and  pharmaceutical  services  to 
part  B  of  title  18. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes.  I  might  state 
further  that  the  American  Pharmaceu- 
tical Association  in  April  of  1967  at  their 
annual  convention  in  Las  Vegas,  Nev., 
unanimously  endorsed  the  Montoya  bill. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  did  not  say  they  did 
not. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  want  that  for  the 
record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  glad  it  is  in  the 
record. 

Finally,  the  Pharmaceutical  Manufac- 
turers Association,  while  stating  that  it 
does  not  oppose  expansion  of  the  sup- 


plementary medicare  insurance  program 
to  cover  drugs,  urged  that  this  new 
benefit  not  be  adopted  at  this  time  be- 
cause of  the  HEW  task  force  study  and 
other  proposed  changes  in  the  Social 
Security  Act  affecting  both  benefits  and 
tax  rates. 

Mr.  President,  such  was  the  distressing 
picture  of  uncertainty  and  dispute  about 
the  many  difficult  issues  involved  and 
how  best  to  resolve  them — uncertainty 
not  only  in  the  directly  affected  profes- 
sional and  business  groups  but  in  the 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Depart- 
ment and  the  administration.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  Committee  on  Finance  voted  to 
adopt  my  amendment  directing  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  undertake  a  comprehensive  examina- 
tion of  all  medical,  scientific,  economic, 
and  social  effects  of  these  two  proposed 
bills,  and  report  back  to  the  Congress 
with  its  recommendations. 

I  am  confident  that  the  Senate  will 
concur  in  this  committee  judgment,  for 
the  need  is  so  clear. 

I  point  out  one  rather  glaring  incon- 
sistency with  the  whole  general  ap- 
proach, that  although  there  is  a  $25 
deductible,  there  is  no  incentive  to  have 
anybody7  come  off  drugs  under  the  pro- 
posal of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
We  provide  for  a  20-percent  reduction  in 
physicians  fees  under  medicare  in  order 
to  make  sure  of  medical  assistance  un- 
der the  bill.  However,  no  such  recom- 
mendation is  contained  in  the  bill  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

All  I  can  say  in  good  conscience  and 
honesty  is,  that  if  we  vote  for  the  com- 
mittee bill,  we  will  have  the  drug  costs 
for  elderly  people  paid  for  quicker,  and 
the  result  will  be  more  scientific  and 
safer  than  if  we  listen  to  an  appeal  which 
is  only  emotional  and  has  no  basis  in  fact 
whatever. 

I  share  with  our  chairman,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  his  de- 
termination that  prescription  drugs  of 
the  highest  quality  must  be  available  to 
all  who  need  them,  on  the  most  eco- 
nomic basis  consistent  with  appropriate 
quality  requirements  and  safe  and  effec- 
tive use. 

No  one  believes  more  strongly  than 
I  do,  in  this  time  of  huge  budgetary  defi- 
cits and  ever,  increasing  strain  on  the 
Federal  Treasury,  that  the  Government's 
programs  for  drug  procurement  should 
function  on  an  "orderly,  efficient,  proper 
and  economical"  basis,  as  the  Senator's 
bill  envisions,  throughout  the  social 
security  and  related  welfare  systems. 

Also,  Mr.  President,  I  join  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon- 
toya] in  the  conviction  that  the  Na- 
tion's senior  citizens  should  be  able  to 
obtain  the  prescription  drugs  they  re- 
quire, not  only  when  in  hospitals  and 
nursing  homes,  as  under  the  present 
social  security  law,  but  also  as  outpa- 
tients. 

If  there  is  a  need  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment can  properly  fill  in  this  respect, 
I  will  join  with  my  friends  from  Louisi- 
ana and  New  Mexico  in  advocating 
prompt  and  responsible  action. 

But  let  us  act  responsibly,  after  the 
required  consideration,  to  resolve  these 
issues  in  the  general  public  interest 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  remind 


the  Senate  that  the  bill  now  before  us, 
H.R.  12080,  contains  provisions  to  undo 
certain  enactments  that  we  in  the  Con- 
gress adopted  2  years  ago  regarding  the 
Federal-State  program  for  aid  to  the 
medically  indigent,  often  known  as 
medicaid. 

It  is  acknowledged  that  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  Congress  acted  in  haste 
on  the  medicaid  provisions  of  the  1965 
Social  Security  Amendments. 

We  have  been  confronted  ever  since 
with  the  necessity  of  undoing  what  was 
done  with  insufficient  concern  for  the 
consequences. 

Should  we  not  learn  from  that  costly 
experience? 

If  we  do  not,  we  may  be  trying,  2  years 
from  today,  to  correct  an  even  costlier 
error — in  more  than  dollars  and  cents — ■ 
in  this  crucial  health  field. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana:  Mr:  President, 
it  is  my  hope  that  we  can  at  least  dispose 
of  the  pending  amendment  tonight. 

We  will  have  to  have  quite  a  few  roll- 
call  votes  on  these  major  issues,  some  of 
which  involve  heated  debate  and  strong 
difference  of  opinion. 

So  we  will  have  some  controversial 
matters  to  vote  on. 

I  hope  we  can  dispose  of  the  pending 
amendment  tonight. 

I  should  like  to  ask  if  there  are  other 
Senators  who  desire  to  speak  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  about  5  minutes  to 
close. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  would  then  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  10  minutes  debate,  5  min- 
utes to  be  controlled  by  the  Senator  from 
Montana — 

I  withhold  the  request.  I  understand 
that  the  minority  leader  would  like  to 
know  about  the  matter. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  rolL 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unaifimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  for  a  few  minutes,  in  order  to 
conclude  the  debate  on  the  pending 
amendment. 

We  have  heard  many  arguments  this 
afternoon  with  respect  to  the  pending 
amendment,  but  not  one  argument  has 
been  advanced  against  the  advisability 
of  proriding  prescription  drug  reim- 
bursement for  the  old  people  of  this 
country. 

The  usual  excuse  when  there  is  not  a 
good  frontal  defense  has  pervaded  the 
discussion  this  afternoon;  namely,  let 
us  relegate  this  good  amendment,  this 
good  objective,  to  a  study,  and  post- 
pone the  enactment  until  we  find  out 
what  that  study  will  divulge. 

Well,  we  have  been  doing  this.  We 
"did  this  with  medicare  for  many  years. 
Yes,  those  who  opposed  the  principle  of 
"medicare  were  always  arguing,  "Let's 
conduct   a  study."  Every  year  when 
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medicare  was  brought  up — and  I  have 
been  a  Member  of  Congress  for  the  last 
11  years — the  word  "study"  was  the  usual 
defense. 

I  believe  it  is  time  that  we  assert  our 
responsibility  as  legislators  and  say  to 
ourselves  that  we  face  a  problem  in  this 
country  of  either  providing  reimburse- 
ment to  the  aged  of  this  country  for 
prescription  drugs  or  we  do  not  want  to 
do  it.  That  is  the  issue  pending  before 
the  Senate  today. 

Now,  some  hobgoblins  have  been  in- 
jected into  the  discussion.  I  say  this  with 
all  due  respect  to  those  who  have  pre- 
sented arguments.  This  proposal  has 
been  called  an  OPA  by  my  good  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  Well,  no- 
where in  the  bill  is  price  fixing  per- 
scribed.  Nowhere  in  the  bill  is  a  physician 
told  what  to  prescribe  for  a  particular 
disease.  Nowhere  in  the  bill  is  there  any 
edict  provided  for  telling  the  physician 
or  the  druggist  what  to  charge  for  any 
prescription.  The  druggist  is  not  enjoined 
to  charge  a  specific  price.  He  can  charge 
the  same  price  he  charges  now,  and  he 
will  be  paid  by  the  enrollee,  by  the  old 
person,  who  presents  that  prescription 
at  the  prescripiton  desk.  My  amendment 
only  provides  that  this  old  person,  when 
he  presents  a  receipt,  shall  be  reim- 
bursed in  a  certain  amount  for  that  par- 
ticular expenditure.  A  formulary  is  pro- 
vided under  my  amendment. 

Now,  this  is  not  a  new  concept.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  has  tried  to  im- 
press upon  the  Senate  that  it  will  take 
a  long  time,  a  long  study,  to  provide  for 
this  formulary;  but  I  say  that  the  formu- 
lary already  exists  under  medicare. 
Eighty  percent  of  the  hospitals  in  this 
country  are  already  using  the  formulary 
concept.  We  have  experience  in  this 
matter. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  also  says: 
Let's  wait  for  a  study,  the  study  that  the 
Finance  Committee  ordained  by  virture  of 
adopting  my  amendment  in  lieu  of  the 
Senator  Long  bill  or  the  Senator  Montoya 
bill. 

I  might  say  that  under  the  theory  of 
his  study,  we  would  have  to  wait  until 
January  1,  1969,  before  a  report  was 
offered.  My  amendment,  if  enacted, 
would  become  effective  on  July  1,  1969, 
6  months  later.  So  if  the  Senator  is  in- 
sistent upon  a  study  being  made,  that 
study  or  its  conduct  is  compatible  with 
the  effectiveness  of  my  amendment.  He 
can  go  through  with  his  study.  HEW  can 
conduct  its  study  while  my  amendment 
becomes  effective  as  law.  And  from  Jan- 
uary 1,  1969,  until  July  1,  1969,  when  my 
bill  would  become  operative,  he  could 
offer  any  amendments  to  my  amend- 
ment— which  would  then  be  law — that 
he  might  deem  advisable  in  order  to 
correct  deficiencies  that  might  be  pointed 
out  by  such  a  study. 

I  believe  the  great  challenge  we  face 
today  is  not  whether  we  want  more 
studies — we  have  already  had  two 
ordained  by  Congress — but  whether  or 
not  we,  as  Members  of  the  Senate,  de- 
sire to  offer  a  vehicle,  an  opportunity, 
to  the  old  people  of  this  country,  under 
a  sound  program,  by  which  they  could  be 
reimbursed  for  prescription  costs  they 
incur  when  they  leave  the  hospital.  That 


is  the  vital  Issue  we  must  face  in  the 
Senate  today. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amend- 
ment, Mr.  President. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Delaware  has 
already  referred  to  the  letter  from  the 
actuary  on  whom  we  rely  for  informa- 
tion in  connection  with  this  program.  In 
the  Finance  Committee  room,  the  social 
security  people  have  been  present  at  all 
times,  Mr.  Myers  has  been  present  most 
of  the  time,  and  Dr.  Wilbur  Cohen  has 
been  present  most  of  the  time.  So,  when 
we  want  information,  they  sit  right  there 
and  look  at  the  books  and  give  it  to  us 
while  the  committee  is  deliberating  this 
bill.  I  do  not  believe  anybody  will  take 
exception  to  what  I  am  saying,  because 
that  happens  to  be  the  case. 

If  today  is  November  16,  then  this 
letter  was  written  this  morning.  It  can- 
not be  much  fresher  than  that,  because 
that  is  just  like  the  hen  getting  off  the 
nest  and  there  is  a  chicken  egg — and 
here  is  the  chicken  egg  that  was  laid  this 
morning.  And  it  is  quite  a  good-sized 
egg,  because  this  is  what  Mr.  Myers 
says: 

This  memorandum  will  present  a  sum- 
mary cost  estimate  for  amendment  No.  440 — ■ 

Now,  that  sounds  very  cryptic,  until 
Mr.  Myers  says : 

introduced  by  Senator  Montoya — 

So,  you  see,  we  can  be  wrong — 
which  would  amend  H.  R.  12080. 

Well,  if  I  know  anything  about  bill 
numbers,  that  is  the  House  bill  that 
came  over  and  has  been  languishing  in 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  for  quite 
a  long  time,  until  we  finish  the  markup 
and  send  it  to  the  calendar. 

Mr.  Myers  continues.  I  must  be  care- 
ful not  to  put  these  words  in  my  own 
mouth.  This  is  Mr.  Myers  speaking: 

This  amendment  would  add  certain  drug 
benefits  to  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program,  with  an  annual  deductible 
of  $25,  and  with  100%  reimbursement  for 
allowable  expenses  of  drugs  in  excess  of  this 
amount  (and  with  a  carry-over  deductible 
provision  from  one  year  to  the  next) . 

Now,  this  is  Mr.  Myers  speaking.  This 
is  not  the  minority  leader.  He  says: 

I  estimate  that  this  amendment  would 
increase  the  cost  of  the  program  by  $3.20  per 
month  (i.e.  $1.60  payable  by  the  enrollee,  and 
$1.60  coming  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury) . 

Now,  they  are  paying  $3  already,  as  I 
understand.  And  I  thought  I  heard  Mr. 
Myers  say  in  the  committee  room  that  it 
was  going  up  another  $1. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Delaware  if 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator Is  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  thought  it  was  cor- 
rect. I  did  not  think  I  was  mistaken,  and 
I  listened. 

The  $3.20  figure  is  subdivided  into  $2.85 
for  benefit  costs,  and  35  cents  for  adminis- 
trative-expense costs.  This  cost  estimate  is 
for  the  first  fuU  year  of  operation  of  the  pro- 
posal— namely,  the  period  July  1969  through 
June  1970. 

On  the  basis  of  an  average  enrollment  of 
18  million  persons,  the  total  annual  cost  is 
estimated  at  $691  million. 


Mr.  President,  you  are  not  playing  with 
hay,  or  with  marbles  here  at  this  hour  of 
the  afternoon  in  connection  with  the 
Montoya  amendment.  You  are  playing 
with  691  million  kopecks,  if  you  want  to 
call  it  that.  That  is  a  lot  of  money  in 
anybody's  coinage. 

I  have  listened  a  little.  I  listened  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  this  afternoon, 
and  I  have  listened  to  my  distinguished 
friend  from  New  Mexico.  He  thinks  there 
Is  nothing  so  very  novel  in  this  bill. 

Well,  start  with  section  1845.  This 
committee  to  which  he  refers  is  going  to 
have  authority  to  determine  what  is  a 
qualified  drug.  That  is  a  pretty  good 
chunk  of  authority  in  itself.  Then,  that 
committee  is  going  to  determine  what  the 
allowable  expense  is  going  to  be  when 
used  in  connection  with  any  quantity  of 
a  qualified  drug. 

This  formulary  committee,  who  is  it? 
It  is  the  Surgeon  General,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration, and  the  Director  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health.  What  is  the  duty 
of  this  Committee?  Well,  they  are  going 
to  determine  which  drugs  and  which 
biologicals  shall  constitute  qualified 
drugs.  Mr.  President,  do  you  mean  to  tell 
me  that  is  not  autocratic  power?  If  it  is 
not,  I  have  not  seen  a  delegation  of  power 
that  is  autocratic. 

The  formulary  committee  shall  "de- 
termine, with  the  approval  of  the  Secre- 
tary, the  allowable  expense."  Well,  you 
are  getting  pretty  close  to  control. 

Then,  section  1846  reads: 

Publish  and  disseminate  at  least  once  each 
calendar  year  among  individuals  insured 
under  this  part,  physicians,  pharmacists,  and 
other  interested  persons,  an  alphabetical  list 
naming  each  drug,  or  biological  by  its  estab- 
lished name  *  *  *. 

It  will  be  listed  by  ordinary  trade 
name;  it  will  be  listed  by  so-called  ge- 
neric name.  I  dread  the  thought  of  how 
much  printing  is  going  to  be  done  under 
this  measure.  It  will  be  necessary  to  get 
extra  printing  presses  over  in  the  Gov- 
ernment Printing  Office.  So  it  goes. 

They  are  going  to  determine  this  lan- 
guage. I  am  a  little  alarmed  about  the 
language  I  find. 

I  am  not  about  to  vote  for  this  pro- 
posal. As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  one 
of  the  nicest,  gentlest  things  we  can  do 
until  we  know  a  little  more  about  this 
$691  million  package  is  to  put  it  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold  his  request? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion to  table  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  with- 
hold my  motion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand the  Senator  said  that  this  pro- 
posal would  cost  nearly  $700  million, 
which  certainly  the  older  people  of  this 
country,  the  beneficiaries  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion is  not  debatable. 
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Mr.  DIRKS  EN.  Mr.  President,  I  with- 
drew the  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Unani- 
mous consent  is  required  to  withdraw  the 
motion. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  momentarily 
withdraw  the  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  no  objec- 
tion, and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  all  I  want 
to  say  is  that  it  will  cost  $700  million  to 
finance  this  proposal.  That  means  a  good 
share  of  that  $700  million  is  already 
being  paid  for  drugs  by  the  old  people 
of  this  country. 

I  simply  was  going  to  suggest  that  per- 
haps the  way  to  handle  this  matter  would 
be  to  reduce  the  oil-depletion  allowances 
from  21Vz  percent  to  about  20  percent, 
and  get  money  enough  to  help  out  these 
old  people  who  cannot  afford  drugs  and 
who  are  writing  letters  every  day  to  the 
effect  that  they  cannot  afford  to  pay  for 
drugs. 

Of  course,  we  might  be  creating  a 
severe  hardship  on  some  of  our  inter- 
national corporations,  but  I  would  rather 
put  the  burden  there  than  on  the  old 
people  of  this  country. 

I  am  sorry  to  disagree  with  my  leader, 
but  I  think  my  suggestion  is  better  than 
his. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  a  wholly  ir- 
relevant suggestion.  What  does  oil  deple- 
tion have  to  do  with  a  bill  like  this?  I 
remind  my  friend  that  half  of  this 
amount  comes  out  of  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury.  Now,  that  is  a  red  her- 
ring when  the  Senator  talks  about  oil 
depletions.  Here  is  an  administration  that 
is  fairly  distraught  by  a  fiscal  crisis  and 
in  the  shank  of  the  afternoon  we  come 
along  and  are  willing  to  tax  the  Treasury 
for  one-half  of  $691  million,  or  about 
$350  million. 

Mr.  President,  where  are  you  going  to 
find  it?  We  are  being  jockeyed  every  day 
about  a  tax  bill  and  reduction  in  ex- 
penditures, and  you  hear  it  from  all 
over;  and  you  are  going  to  put  one-half 
of  this  or  another  $350  million  on  the 
general  revenue. 

Do  not  let  anyone  take  you  in  with  this 
talk  about  oil  depletion  and  that  sort 
of  thing.  Come  in  here  with  a  bill  on  oil 
depletion  and  make  the  case.  Then  see 
what  the  Senate  will  do.  Let  us  take  this 
for  what  it  is  and  what  the  Chief  Actuary 
of  the  social  security  system  has  to  say 
about  it  in  a  letter  that  is  so  fresh  you 
can  smell  the  nest  of  the  chickens. 

Mr.  President,  I  renew  my  motion  to 
table. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  table. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  proceed- 
ed to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a 
pair  with  the  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender].  If  he  were 


present  and  voting,  he  would  vote  "nay." 
If  I  were  permitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"yea."  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Jackson]  ,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Met- 
calf],  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Williams]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender], the  Senator  from  North  Car- 
olina [Mr.  Ervtn],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Govern],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mon- 
dAe],  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Wtt.t.iams],  and  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon]  would  each  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben- 
nett], the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  because  of  death  in  his 
family. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott], 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower], 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Thurmond]  would  each  vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  37, 
nays  33,  as  follows: 


NAYS — 33 


[No.  323  Leg.] 

YEAS — 37 

Allott 

Fannin 

Miller 

Baker 

Fong 

Morton 

Bayh 

Griffin 

Mundt 

Bible 

Hansen 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Harris 

Prouty 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hartke 

RusseU 

Carlson 

Hatfield 

Spong 

Case 

Hickenlooper 

Stennls 

Cotton 

Holland 

Symington 

Curtis 

Hruska 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Jordan,  Idaho 

WiUiams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Kuchel 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Aiken 

Hill 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hollings 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Inouye 

Pastore 

Brooke 

Javits 

Pell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Proxmire 

Clark 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Fulbright 

Long,  La. 

Ribicoff 

Gore 

Mclntyre 

Smith 

Gruening 

Montoya 

Ty  dings 

Hart 

Morse 

Yarborough 

Hayden 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

-30 

Bennett 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Monroney 

Brewster 

Lausche 

Murphy 

Burdick 

Long,  Mo. 

Percy 

Cannon 

Magnuson 

Scott 

Church. 

Mansfield 

Smathers 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Tower 

Ervln 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Jackson 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

So  the  motion  of  Mr.  Dirksen  to  lay 
Mr.  Montoya 's  amendment  on  the  table 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo- 
tion to  lay  on  the  table  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  WTLLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Are  the 
yeas  and  nays  now  asked  on  the  motion 
to  table  the  motion  to  reconsider? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 
There  is  a  sufficient  second.  The  yeas 
and  nays  are  ordered  on  the  motion  to 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  thought  we  just 
voted  on  a  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion now  is  on  the  motion  to  table  the 
motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  tabled.  The  question 
is  not  debatable.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken 
voted  in  the  negative. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  roll- 
call  has  started,  and  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  rules  or 
no  rules,  there  is  confusion  and  Members 
of  the  Senate  are  entitled  to  have  the 
Chair  tell  them  how  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
will  not  tell  Members  of  the  Senate  how 
to  vote,  but  the  Chair  will  state  that 
there  has  been  a  motion  to  reconsider  the 
vote  on  the  previous  motion,  and  then  a 
motion  to  table  the  motion  to  reconsider 
the  vote  was  made.  The  vote  is  on  the 
latter. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  So  the  vote  of  Senators 
who  are  against  the  Montoya  amend- 
ment is  "yea." 

The  rollcall  was  resumed. 

Mr.  SPONG  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote,  I  am  paired  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender].  If  he  were  present  and  vot- 
ing, he  would  vote  "nay";  if  I  were  per- 
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mitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote  "yea."  I 
therefore  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  ,  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellen- 
der],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Ervin]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Latjsche],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mon- 
dale],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  are  necessar- 
ily absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Burdick]  ,  the  Senators  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Jackson  and  Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams],  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  would  each 
vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Brewster]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  vote  "nay"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  would  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  Talmadge]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  absent  on  official  busines. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  , 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  because  of  death  in 
his  family. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott], 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower], 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Thurmond]  would  each  vote  "yea." 


The  result  was  announced- 
nays  32,  as  follows: 

[No.  324  Leg.] 
TEAS— 34 


-yeas  34, 


AUott 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bible 

Boggs 

Carlson 

Case 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Dlrksen 

Domlnick 

Eastland 


Aiken 

Anderson 

Bartlett 

Brooke 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Clark 

Fulbright 

Gore 

Gruenlng 

Hart 

Hayden 


Fannin 

Pong 

Griffin 

Hansen 

Harris 

Hartke 

Hatfield 

Hickenlooper 

HoUand 

Hruska 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Kuchel 

NAYS — 32 

Holllngs 

Inouye 

Javlts 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Long,  La. 

Mansfield 

Mclntyre 

Montoya 

Morse 

Moss 


McClellan 

Miller 

Morton 

Mundt 

Pearson 

Prouty 

Russell 

Stennls 

Symington 

Williams,  Del. 


Muskle 
Nelson 
Pas  tore 
PeU 

Proxmlre 

Randolph 

Rlbicoff 

Smith 

Yar  borough 

Young,  Ohio 


NOT  VOTING— 34 


Bennett 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Brewster 

Lausche 

Smathers 

Burdick 

Long,  Mo. 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  Va. 

Magnuson 

Spong 

Cannon 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Church 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

McGovern 

Tower 

Dodd 

Metcalf 

Tydings 

Ellender 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hill 

Murphy 

Jackson 

Percy 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
motion  to  reconsider  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

Tne  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (HLR.  12-080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  in  1965, 
the  Congress  made  a  pledge  to  help  those 
low-Income  Americans  unable  to  pay  the 
cost  of  adequate  medical  care.  It  told 
these  people  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment would  provide  matching  funds  to 
assist  States  operating  Federal-State 
medical  care  programs  established  under 
title  XTX  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  To- 
day, the  very  existence  of  these  programs 
is  being  threatened  by  the  social  security 
legislation  now  p-er.dir.g  before  the 
Senate, 

In  1950,  for  the  first  time,  the  Federal 
law  permitted  States  to  pay  vendors  of 
medical  care  directly.  Tne  Congress  in 
1960  took  a  major  step  forward  when  it 
enacted  the  Kerr -Mills  law  which  au- 
thorized vendor  payments  to  aged  per- 
sons who  were  not  receiving  cash  as- 
sistance payments,  but  who  required 
help  to  pay  for  medical  care. 

In  1965,  the  category  of  medical  in- 
digence was  broadened  significantly  to 
Include  the  medically  needy  in  all  public 
assistance  categories:  the  blind,  the 
permanently  and  totally  disabled,  and 
dependent  children  and  their  families  as 
well  as  the  age-i 

In  order  for  States  to  establish  such  a 
medicaid  program  •under  title  XTX.  they 
must  provide  medical  care  for  all  persons 
receding  cash  ass. s:ar.:e  and.  a:  their 
option,  may  include  "medically  needy" 
or  "medically  indigent"'  persons — -those 
above  the  poverty  line  but  unable  to  pay 
high  medical  bills.  Each  participating 
State  must  determine  its  owr.  criteria  on 
who  will  be  deemed  to  be  "medically  in- 
digent" under  its  own  State  laws. 

Today,  29  States  have  approved  med- 
icaid programs  providing  care  to  over  8 
million  Americans,  In  my  own  State  of 
California,  close  to  1.6  million  needy 
Califomians  are  participating  in  one  of 
the  largest  medic-aid  programs  in  the 
Nation.  In  fiscal  1969-70.  the  estimated 
-cost  of  this  program  in  California  will 
run  close  to  S218  million, 

Tne  financing  of  this  program  is  ac- 
complished by  a  carefully  balanced  com- 
bination of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
funds.  Federal  participation  ranges  from 
50  to  83  percent,  depending  on  the  State 
average  per  capita  income.  In  California, 
the  Federal  Government  pays  for  50  per- 
cent of  the  program,  with  the  State  con- 
tributing 2:2.3  percent  and  the  counties 
paring  27.7  percent, 

Tne  proposal  reported  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  would  strike  drasti- 
cally at  this  balanced  combination  of 


Federal  and  State  funds.  Under  the  com- 
mittee bCL,  the  full  Federal  percentage 
would  continue  to  be  avafiable  for  medi- 
cal care  granted  to  cash  assistance  recip- 
ients but,  with  respect  to  the  medically 
indigent,  there  would  be  substantial  cut- 
backs In  Federal  matching  funds. 

Beginning  July  l.  1969,  Federal  par- 
ticipation in  the  cost  of  medical  services 
for  the  medically  needy  would  be  deter- 
mined by  squaring  a  State's  Federal 
medical  assistance  percentage.  Thus, 
States  like  California,  whose  Federal 
medical  assistance  percentage  is  50  per- 
cent 'under  present  law,  would,  under  the 
committee  bfil,  receive  only  25  percent 
Federal  matching  f unds  toward  the  costs 
of  the  medically  needy.  Using  the  1969-70 
estimated  cost  of  the  program  in  Cali- 
fornia of  S218  million,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment will  be  paying  approximately 
S54  million  of  matching  rather  than  the 
SI 03  million  figure  required  under  pres- 
ent law. 

This  provision  may  result  in  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  of  Federal  expendi- 
tures, but  it  also  will  result  in  a  sharp 
escalation  of  expenditures  by  State  and 
local  governments  who  must  now  pick 
up  the  extra  percentage  abandoned  by 
the  Federal  Government.  To  curtail  the 
Federal  obligation  in  meeting  its  respon- 
sibility for  matching  funds  is  not  to  re- 
duce costs  but  merely  to  transfer  the 
burden  from  one  shoulder  to  another. 

Congress  ought  not  now  to  repudiate 
its  initial  pledge  to  the  medically  needy 
in  the  States  of  this  Nation  Close  to 
200,000  needy  Califomians  are  receiving 
assistance  under  the  term  "medically 
indigent."  These  are  families  who  have 
managed  to  pull  themselves  up  from  the 
depths  of  poverty  and  who  are  just  be- 
coming productive  members  of  society. 
Are  they  now  to  be  denied  the  assistance 
promised  to  them  under  medicaid?  I 
cannot  believe  that  the  Congress  is  en- 
acting the  original  legislation  in  this 
area  intended  to  abandon  half  of  an 
obligation  it  originally  invited  Califor- 
nia to  share  in  equally.  Mayor  Lindsay 
of  New  York,  formerly  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress, phrased  the  result  in  these  words: 

Win  the  medically  indigent  population  of 
eTerr  Stat*  be  encouraged,  recruited,  and  en- 
rolled a.nd  tnen  offered  quality  medical  Serv- 
ices and  tnen  be  told  eventually  that  they 
must  give  up  ine  protection  tney  just  began 
to  receive  .  .  .  tne  original  legislation  de- 
clared the  intent  of  Congress  to  protect  a 
large  proportion  of  the  population  from  po- 
tenrlal  destitution  by  guaranteeing  nigb 
quality  ~ ledical  care. 

The  State  Welfare  Department  of  Cali- 
fornia informs  me  that  the  financial 
burdens  imposed  by  the  committee  bill 
could  wen  threaten  the  existence  of  the 
medicaid  program  itself  in  California, 
Surely,  this  is  not  the  end  we  seek  in  at- 
tempting to  improve  the  operations  of 
these  Federal-State  health  programs. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  Congress  need 
not  resort  to  such  drastic  measures  in 
attempting  to  reduce  Federal  costs.  A  re- 
duction of  expenditures  can  be  achieved 
through  placing  a  limit  on  Federal  par- 
ticipation with  respect  to  the  income 
level  States  establish  in  determining  who 
is  medically  needy.  The  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  proposed 
a  limitation  which  I  believe  to  be  far 


more  reasonable  than  the  committee  ap- 
proach— the  Federal  Government  would 
not  participate  in  matching  the  cost  of 
medical  assistance  to  persons  whose  in- 
come exceeds  150  percent  of  the  highest 
amount  provided  under  the  various  fed- 
erally aided  public  assistance  programs 
within  the  State.  This  proposal  estab- 
lishes broad  limitations  on  Federal  par- 
ticipation but  preserves  for  the  State  the 
power  and  fiexibnity  to  establish  eligi- 
bility standards  in  accordance  with  their 
individual  requirements.  Such  an  ap- 
proach further  would  eliminate '  the 
hazard  of  severe  cutbacks  were  the  com- 
mittee proposal  to  become  law. 

I  offer  this  approach  as  an  amendment 
to  the  social  security  bfil  as  reported  out 
of  the  Finance  Committee.  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  Senate  and  the  Congress  will 
adopt  this  proposal  and,  in  so  doing, 
stand  by  the  commitment  to  provide  as- 
sistance to  the  medically  needy  of  this 
Nation  under  the  original  medicaid 
program 

Mr.  President,  I  wanted  to  make  that 
statement  first.  I  submit  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  me  and  ask 
that  it  be  printed  and  he  on  the  table. 
It  is  my  intention  to  take  it  up  later  in 
the  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  win  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  he  on  the  table. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  benefits  for  additional  categories 
of  individuals,  to  improve  the  public  as- 
sistance program  and  programs  relating 
to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
In  the  Record,  is  as  follows : 

Add  the  following  new  section  after  line  21, 
page  423 : 

"PROTECTION    OF    VETERAN'S  BENEFITS 

"Sec.  508.  (a)(1)  Section  415(g)  of  title 
88,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  as  fol- 
lows: 
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"*(3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  in  the  case 
d!  any  individual — ■ 

"  '  (A)  who,  for  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  en- 
acted, is  entitled  to  a  monthly  insurance 
benefit  under  section  202  or  223  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and 

"'(B)  who,  for  such  month,  or  for  any 
subsequent  month,  is  entitled  to  dependency 
and  indemnity  compensation  under  this  sec- 
tion, 

there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining 
the  annua]  income  of  such  individual,  any 
Increase  in  benefits  under  such  sections  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  which  result  from  the 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967. 

"(2)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  ie  amended  by  inserting  '(a)'  after 
■503',  and  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

" '  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  case  of 
any  individual — 

"'(1)  who,  for  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  en- 
acted, is  entitled  to  a  monthly  insurance 
benefit  under  section  202  or  223  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and 

*"(2)  who,  for  such  month,  or  for  any 
subsequent  month,  is  entitled  to  pension  un- 
ler  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  or  under 
the  first  sentence  of  section  9(b)  of  the  Vet- 
erans' Pension  Act  of  1959,  there  shall  not  be 
counted,  in  determining  the  annual  income 
of  such  individual,  any  increase  in  benefits 
tinder  such  sections  of  the  Social  Security 
ict  which  result  from  the  enactment  of  the 
Boclal  Security  Amendments  of  1967'." 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton]  be  listed  as  a  cosponsor  on 
the  amendment  I  just  sent  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  it  is  com- 
mon knowledge  that  the  best  of  inten- 
tions often  create  irreparable  harm  to 
other  individuals.  For  example,  I  am  sure 
that  each  one  of  us  felt  a  certain  sense 
of  pride  in  having  performed  a  vitally 
important  service  when  we  voted  for  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965,  and 
certainly,  Mr.  President,  the  establish- 
ment of  medicare  under  those  1965 
amendments  and  the  7-percent-across- 
the-board  benefit  increase  aided  millions 
of  older  Americans  who  had  been  crying 
out  for  help  from  their  elected  officials. 

However,  as  tragic  as  it  may  seem, 
those  1965  amendments  also  created  a 
great  disservice  to  over  26,000  individ- 
uals receiving  pensions  from  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration.  I  am  sure  that 
every  Member  in  this  Chamber  received 
numerous  heartbreaking  letters  from 
widows  of  individuals  who  had  given  the 
supreme  sacrifice  for  the  love  of  their 
country.  I  am  sure  that  every  Member 
in  this  Chamber  received  numerous  let- 
ters from  veterans  themselves  who  were 
stunned  with  disbelief  that  the  Govern- 
ment would  give  them  a  pension  one  year 
and  pass  legislation  the  next  year  which 
would  have  the  effect  of  substantially 
diminishing  their  income.  Quite  frankly, 
Mr.  President,  I  am  certain  that  most 
Members  of  this  Chamber  were  as 
shocked  and  surprised  as  the  VA  pension- 
ers who  suddenly  have  a  substantially 
decreased  income. 


Mr.  President,  the  sad  situation  which 
existed  after  the  last  social  security  in- 
crease was  not  deliberate  nor  malicious 
on  the  part  of  Congress.  In  fact,  Con- 
gressman Teagtje,  esteemed  chairman  of 
the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  in  the 
House,  guided  to  passage  a  bill  in  1964 
which  was  designed  to  take  care  of  the 
effect  of  any  social  security  increases  on 
the  means  test  applicable  to  VA  benefits. 
In  1964  this  bill  was  passed  by  the  House 
and  the  Senate  and  signed  into  law, 
with  the  expectation  that  it  would  pre- 
vent hardship  which  might  result  from 
pending  legislation  designed  to  increase 
social  security  benefits.  Unfortunately, 
there  were  no  social  security  increases  in 
1964. 

During  the  hiatus  between  passage  of 
the  veterans  bill  increasing  the  income 
limitation  by  10  percent  and  the  social 
security  bill  of  1965  which  increased 
benefits  by  7  percent,  numerous  individ- 
uals qualified  for  veterans  benefits  be- 
cause of  the  more  liberalized  formula. 
Consequently,  when  the  social  security 
bill  provided  a  7-percent  benefit  increase, 
many  of  those  individuals  found  their 
total  income  exceeded  the  limitations 
provided  under  the  veterans  pension 
law.  Therefore,  many  of  them  either  en- 
tirely lost  their  eligibility  for  veterans 
pensions  or  had  their  benefits  cut  by  as 
much  as  30  percent. 

During  this  session  of  Congress,  Mr. 
President,  both  the  Senate  and  House 
favorably  acted  on  S.  16,  a  bill  which  in- 
creased veterans  pensions.  In  the  version 
of  S.  16  that  passed  the  Senate,  there 
was  a  specific  provision  for  exempting 
future  social  security  increases  from 
counting  toward  income  for  purposes  of 
veterans  pensions.  Unfortunately,  this 
provision  was  deleted  from  the  bill  dur- 
ing the  conference  between  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  readily  under- 
stand the  reasons  this  provision  was  de- 
leted from  S.  16.  Certainly  it  would  be 
inadvisable  to  create  a  situation  similar 
to  the  one  created  in  1964  whereby  indi- 
viduals could  become  eligible  for  veter- 
ans benefits  only  to  face  certain 
disappointment  when  and  if  Congress 
ever  increased  social  security  benefits. 

Now  it  is  my  understanding  that  dur- 
ing the  conference  on  S.  16,  Congressman 
Teagtje  assured  the  conferees  from  the 
Senate  that  as  soon  as  a  social  security 
bill  was  passed  his  committee  would  ini- 
tiate action  on  a  separate  bill  which 
would  exempt  veterans  pensions  from 
the  effect  of  the  social  security  increase 
on  their  income  limitations.  While  I  have 
no  doubt  that  Representative  Teagtje 
would  do  his  utmost  to  encourage  prompt 
enactment  of  such  legislaiton,  I  fear  that 
since  the  time  is  growing  late  during  this 
session  of  Congress  and  the  press  of  un- 
finished business  is  upon  us,  we  must  be 
efficient  and  add  a  savings  clause  to  the 
social  security  bill  which  is  before  us.. 

During  April  of  this  year,  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Employment  and  .Retirement 
Incomes  of  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  con- 
ducted hearings  on  the  reduction  of  re- 
tirement benefits  due  to  social  security 
Increases.  Now  both  H.R.  5710,  the  ad- 


ministration's proposal,  and  the  majority 
of  the  members  on  the  Special  Commit- 
tee on  Aging,  recommended  that  persons 
receiving  veterans  benefits  be  given  the 
right  to  waive  any  social  security  in- 
creases so  as  not  to  jeopardize  their  vet- 
erans benefits.  I  felt,  as  did  the  minority 
of  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  that 
the  waiver  position  is  grossly  unfair  be- 
cause it  in  effect  penalizes  beneficiaries 
of  veterans  pensions  by  not  providing 
them  the  same  benefit  increases  granted 
beneficiaries  of  social  security  who  do 
net  receive  veterans  pensions. 

For  a  long-range  solution  to  the  prob- 
lem of  reduction  of  retirement  benefits 
due  to  social  security  increases,  I  believe 
that  the  next  session  of  Congress  should 
seriously  consider  including  an  auto- 
matic cost-of-living  increase  proviso 
with  respect  to  the  income  limitations 
contained  in  the  veterans  pension  law. 
Only  by  the  use  of  such  a  proviso  will  we 
be  able  to  avoid  the  re-occurrence  of  the 
tragic  situation  which  occurred  after  the 
1965  social  security  increase. 

Mr.  President,  for  this  session  of  Con- 
gress I  believe  that  we  should  enact  the 
short-term  solution  of  permitting  the 
veteran  to  disregard  social  security  in- 
creases with  respect  to  their  income  lim- 
itations. I  believe  that  the  Minority  re- 
port of  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging 
clearly  stated  the  desirability  of  such  a 
solution  when  it  pointed  out: 

Because  the  greatest  absolute  injury  pro- 
duced by  social  security  increases,  as  dis- 
closed in  the  subcommittee  hearing,  is  that 
being  experienced  by  many  veterans  who 
suffer  actual  loss  of  dollar  income,  we  be- 
lieve an  additional  word  about  possible  emer- 
gency action  is  appropriate. 

Bather  than  use  of  a  waiver  of  social 
security  benefits  by  the  veteran,  we  would 
prefer  that  part  or  all  of  such  benefits  be 
disregarded  in  determining  his  eligibility  for 
pension. 

We  recognize  that  this,  like  any  narrow 
approach,  fails  to  take  into  account  the  vet- 
eran who  receives  income  increases — which 
may  not  increase  his  purchasing  power — 
from  sources  other  than  social  security.  It  is 
partly  because  the  piecemeal,  stop-gap  ap- 
proach so  commonly  generates  new  inequities 
that  we  urge  the  long  range,  fundamental 
approach  to  such  problems. 

There  is  nothing  novel  about  this  pro- 
posal, Mr.  President.  On  at  least  two 
previous  occasions,  both  the  Senate  and 
House  have  enacted  similar  provisions. 

I  think  the  desirability  of  the  amend- 
ment which  would  in  effect  exempt  this 
particular  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  from  counting  toward  the  in- 
come limitation  in  the  veterans  pension 
laws  cannot  be  questioned.  After  all, 
the  purpose  of  increasing  social  security 
is  to  provide  older  Americans  with  some 
relief  from  the  inflationary  pressures 
which  have  become  a  way  of  life  almost, 
since  the  end  of  World  War  n.  More- 
over, Mr.  President,  the  very  basics  of 
the  social  security  system  is  that  of  a 
social  insurance.  As  a  social  insurance, 
it  contains  a  contributory  feature 
whereby  those  Americans  covered  by  the 
system  pay  for  or  earn  a  substantial 
portion  of  their  benefits.  It  seems  grossly 
unfair  to  me  to  deny  "recipients  of  veter- 
ans pensions  the  increased  benefits 
merely  because  there  is  a  clash  between 
two  Federal  pension  systems. 
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If  we  accept  the  desirability  of  pass- 
ing social  security  increases  on  to  the 
recipients  of  veterans  pensions  as  well  as 
other  Americans  covered  by  social  secur- 
ity, then  the  only  question  which  remains 
is  whether  or  not  this  bill  is  the  proper 
vehicle  for  accomplishing  our  desired 
purpose. 

As  far  as  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  is  concerned,  I  am  sure  that  it 
makes  little  difference  since  the  Fiance 
Committee  handles  both  social  security 
and  veterans  legislation.  However,  in  the 
House  there  is  a  certain  jurisdictional 
problem  because  social  security  legisla- 
tion is  handled  by  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  veterans  legisla- 
tion is  handled  by  the  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee. 

During  the  hearings  before  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  on  H.R.  5710, 
Chairman  Mills  stated: 

Why  would  it  not  be  simpler  to  allow  an 
additional  percentage  of  the  social  security 
payment  to  be  disregarded  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  veterans  payments?  That  is  what  he 
did  before.  I  thought  that  is  what  he  wanted 
to  do  this  time. 

At  another  point  in  the  hearings,  Rep- 
resentative Conable  conducted  the  fol- 
lowing colloquy  with  Wilbur  Cohen,  Un- 
der Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  Wilbur  Mills: 

Mr.  Conable.  Is  there  any  way  in  which 
these  pieces  of  legislation  could  be  tied  to- 
gether so  that  if  one  failed  and  the  other 
did  not,  you  would  not  have  a  repetition  of 
this  kind  of  unfortunate  thing? 

Mr.  Cohen.  I  think  that  at  the  point  at 
which  we  last  time  imposed  it,  the  logic  was 
to  put  it  in  the  social  security  bill,  and  over 
in  the  Senate,  where  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  handles  both  programs,  in  the 
past  that  has  somtimes  been  considered;  if 
you  keep  them  together  in  the  social  security 
bill,  then  I  think  you  would  have  a  closer, 
more  intimate  relation  along  the  line  of  what 
the  chairman  himself  said,  but  I  think  the 
last  time  the  difficulty  came  because  it  was 
in  a  different  bill. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  basis  of  the  action 
taken  in  the  House  to  provide  for  an  increase 
in  benefits  in  1964,  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Com- 
mittee passed  legislation  and  sent  it  speedily 
through  the  House  providing  that  10  percent 
of  the  amount  of  the  social  security  pay- 
ment would  be  disregarded  in  determining 
one's  eligibility  for  pension  payments.  That 
passed  and  our  bill  did  not  pass.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  that  immediately  made 
people  eligible  for  veterans'  pensions  who 
were  not  up  until  that  time  eligible  for  pen- 
sion. 

Then  later  on  we  did  increase  benefits, 
you  will  remember,  in  1965,  and  because  there 
wasn't  a  comparable  percentage  reduction 
in  social  security  payments  for  purposes  of 
determining  one's  eligibility  for  pension  pay- 
ments, some  people  received  $5  or  $6  in  the 
way  of  a  social  security  increase  and  then 
lost  $25  or  $30  in  pensions  because  they  were 
cut  back  from  say,  $105  to  $80. 

Mr.  Conable.  If  there  had  been  no  hiatus, 
there  would  not  have  been  this  problem. 
This  would  have  to  be  done  on  the  Senate 
side. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sure  that  we  all 
agree  that  we  do  not  want  to  see  veter- 
ans or  their  widows  have  a  reduction  in 
income  because  of  social  security  in- 
creases provided  by  this  bill.  I  believe 
that  my  amendment  provides  the  most 
efficient  and  safest  way  to  insure  that 


veterans  benefits  are  protected.  It  pro- 
vides that  this  particular  social  security 
increase  shall  be  disregarded  when  deter- 
mining whether  or  not  a  veteran  or  his 
widow  meets  the  eligibility  requirements 
of  the  income  limitations  contains  In  the 
veterans  pension  law. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment  with 
respect  to  this  particular  bill  will  avoid 
any  confusion  which  might  result  either 
in  Congress,  the  administrative  agen- 
cies involved  or  the  general  public. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  this 
amendment  with  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee  and  with 
the  ranking  minority  member,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Delaware.  I 
understand  that  it  is  acceptable  to  them. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  has  a  worthy  project  in 
mind. 

The  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee proposes  to  meet  the  same  problem  in 
a  somewhat  different  manner.  Their  ap- 
proach would  be  to  see  how  much  the 
maximum  increase  would  be  under  the 
final  bill  as  reported  from  the  conference 
committee,  and  then  permit  people  to 
continue  to  get  their  veterans'  benefits 
and  to  enjoy  increased  income  from  any 
source,  including  social  security,  up  to 
the  maximum  provided  in  the  bill. 

Their  approach,  as  I  say,  is  different. 
However,  the  purpose  of  the  Senator  is 
what  we  have  tried  to  do  in  the  Senate 
on  a  number  of  occasions.  We  have  been 
unable  to  prevail  because  the  House  con- 
ferees point  out  that  it  would  be  inequi- 
table with  respect  to  people  receiving  in- 
come from  other  sources — that  they,  too, 
should  be  considered. 

I  would  be  glad  to  take  the  amendment 
with  the  understanding  that  we  antici- 
pate difficulty  on  the  House  side  because 
the  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee 
would  propose  to  answer  the  question  in 
a  somewhat  different  way.  However,  It 
reaches  the  same  result  insofar  as  the 
veterans  receiving  the  social  security 
benefits  are  concerned. 

I  told  the  Senator,  and  I  say  to  the 
Senate,  that  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendment  with  the  understanding  and 
with  his  recognition  of  the  fact  that  we 
will  face  a  problem,  and  a  difficult  prob- 
lem, when  we  reach  the  House  side, 
because  there  is  a  jurisdictional  prob- 
lem as  well  as  a  difference  in  approach. 

The  amendment  is  meritorious,  and  I 
personally  have  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  am  very  grateful  to 
the  Senator  for  his  consideration. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agree 
with  what  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee has  said,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to  take 
this  amendment  to  conference.  It  does 
have  a  great  deal  of  merit. 

However,  as  the  chairman  has  pointed 
out,  we  are  confronted  with  a  jurisdic- 
tional question  when  we  get  to  the  House, 
because  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee perhaps  will  insist  upon  acting  on 
the  proposal.  However,  I  would  be  will- 
ing to  accept  the  amendment  and  do  the 
best  we  can. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  In  my  judgment,  adop- 
tion of  the  amendment  as  part  of  the 


Social  Security  Act  will  serve  to  expedite 
the  matter  in  the  House,  if  it  does  noth- 
ing else. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    NO.  445 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  62,  line  3,  strike  out  all 
through  line  6  on  page  68  and  beginning  on 
page  73,  line  13,  strike  out  all  through  line 
15  on  page  77  and  add  the  following  new 
section  after  line  21,  page  423: 
"provision     for     maintaining  financial 

balance  of  social  security  trust  funds 

"Sec  508.  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
section: 

"  'APPROPRIATIONS   FROM   GENERAL  REVENUES 

"  'Sec.  1121  (a)  Prior  to  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year  (except  in  the  case  of  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  in  the 
case  of  such  year,  as  soon  as  practicable  after 
the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967)  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  (hereinafter  in  this  sec- 
tion referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the 
amount,  if  any,  by  which  the  expenditures 
from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  In- 
surance Trust  Fund  during  such  year  will 
exceed  the  amounts  deposited  (without  re- 
gard to  this  section)  into  such  Fund  during 
such  year,  and  his  estimate  of  the  amount, 
if  any,  by  which  the  expenditures  from  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  dur- 
ing such  year  will  exceed  the  amounts  de- 
posited (without  regard  to  this  section)  into 
such  Fund  during  such  year,  such  estimate 
to  be  increased  or  decreased,  as  the  case  may 
be,  by  the  amount,  if  any,  by  which  the  ap- 
propriation for  any  prior  year  under  this 
section  was  greater  or  lesser  than  the  actual 
difference  between  the  amounts  of  expendi- 
tures and  deposits  involved  and  for  which 
a  prior  adjustment  in  the  amounts  appro- 
priated under  subsection  (b)  had  not  been 
made. 

"'(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  to  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  amounts  equal  to 
the  estimates  submitted  to  the  Congress  by 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)'.** 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  request  that  the  various  amend- 
ments be  considered  en  bloc?  I  notice 
that  they  are  on  various  pages. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  believe  it  is  the  same 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  all 
in  one  amendment.  It  refers  to  five  dif- 
ferent places  in  the  bill. 
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Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ments be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  amendments  will  be  considered  en 
bloc. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  be  listed  as  a 
cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
explain  briefly  what  the  proposed 
amendment  would  do. 

First,  the  present  taxable  salary  base 
of  $6,600  would  be  retained. 

Second,  the  amendment  would  main- 
tain the  scheduled  payroll  tax  rates  as 
amended  in  1965. 

Third,  it  would  retain  the  increased 
benefits  provided  in  the  social  security 
bill  as  reported  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  prepared  a  chart 
which  illustrates  the  projected  surpluses 
which  would  be  created  under  existing 
tax  rates  with  a  $6,600  base. 

In  the  judgment  of  Senator  Cotton 
and  myself,  these  surpluses  are  clearly 
ample  to  provide  increased  benefits  with- 
out saddling  employees  and  employers 
with  unconscionable  tax  increases. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  without  a  benefit 
increase,  existing  social  security  taxes 
would  create  a  surplus  of  over  $344  bil- 
lion by  the  year  2000. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  bill  reported 
by  the  Finance  Committee,  increases  in 
social  security  benefits  would  be  financed 
by  two  means:  First,  by  gradually  in- 
creasing the  payroll  tax  upon  employers 
and  employees  from  the  present  4.4  per- 
cent to  4.8  percent  in  1980;  and,  second, 
by  gradually  increasing  the  taxable  in- 
come base  from  the  present  $6,600  to 
$10,800  in  1972. 

To  put  it  another  way,  under  the  com- 
mittee bill,  the  maximum  amount  pay- 
able by  an  individual  employee  will  in- 
crease from  $290.40  in  1967  to  $561.60  in 
1972  to  $626.40  in  1980. 

The  amendment  which  Senator  Cotton 
and  I  propose  is  very  simple.  By  striking 
the  sections  of  the  committee  bill  which 
change  the  payroll  tax  rates  and  annual 
base  incomes  subject  to  the  tax,  it  leaves 
intact  the  more  modest  increases  en- 
acted in  1965  which  are  currently  con- 
tained in  the  present  law. 

If  my  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
maximum  contributions  by  an  individ- 
ual employee  will  increase  from  $290.40 
in  1967  to  $323.40  in  1969-72  to  $366.30 
in  1980  to  a  high  of  $372.90  in  1987. 

At  the  rates  and  bases  contained  in 
the  existing  law,  it  appears  that  there 
will  be  sufficient  surplus  each  year  to  pay 
the  increased  benefits  until  1971  or  1972, 
at  least,  and  perhaps  beyond  that. 

However,  in  the  event  that  the  social 
security  surplus  is  not  sufficient  for  this 
purpose,  my  amendment  further  pro- 
vides that  additional  funds  required  to 
pay  these  benefits  will  be  appropriated 
from  general  revenues. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 


Record  a  chart,  that  I  have  compiled, 
which  represents  a  comparison  of  con- 
tribution income  and  benefit  outgo  un- 
der present  law  and  other  proposals. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

NO  NEED  TO  INCREASE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  TAX  RATE  OR 
SALARY  BASE  TO  FINANCE  H.R.  12080  AS  REPORTED  BY 
THE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE 

COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT 
OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  OTHER  PROPOSALS 
AS  COMPILED  BY  SENATOR  PROUTY 


Benefits  pro- 
Contributions       vided  under  Surplus 
under  present      bill  reported  or 
law  by  Finance  deficit 

Committee 


1967  528,500,000,000  $   $4,300,000,000 

1968   29,600,000,000   29,000,000,000  600,000,000 

1969    33,700,000,000   32,700,000,000  1,000,000,000 

1970   35,200,000,000   34,400,000,000  800,000,000 

1971   36,200,000,000   35,900,000,000  300,000,000 

1972   37, 200, 000, 000   37, 400, 000, 000  i  -200, 000, 000 


Surplus.    6,800,000,000 


Contributions  Benefits 

under  under  Surplus 

Finance  Finance  or 

Committee  Committee  deficit 

bill  bill 


1967  ...    $4,300,000,000 

1968  $31,200,  000,000  $29,000,000,000  2,200,000,000 

1969  36,300,000,000   32,700,000,000  3,600,000,000 

1970  ...   38,300,000,000   34,400,000,000  3,900,000,000 

1971  42,500,000,000   35,900,000,000  6,600,000,000 

1972  46,000,000,000   37,400,000,000  8,600,000,000 


Surplus.     29,200,000,000 


Contributions  Benefits  under  Surplus  or 
under  House  bill       House  bill  deficit 


1967   $4,300,000,000 

1968  $30,  800, 000,  000  $28, 700, 000, 000   2, 100,  000,  000 

1969  31  900,  000, 000   30, 300, 000,  000   4, 600,  000, 000 

1970  3o,  500, 000, 000   31,700,000,000  4,800,000,000 

1971  40,300,000,000   33,100,000,000  7,200,000,000 

1972  42,000,000,000   34,600,000,000  7,400,000,000 


Surplus.      30,400,000,000 


Contributions     Benefits  under      Surplus  or 
under  present       present  law  deficit 
law 


1967  $28  500,  000, 000  $24, 200, 000, 000  $4, 300, 000, 000 

1968  29,600,000,000   25,500,000,000  4,100,000,000 

1969  33,700,000,000   26,900,000,000  6,800,000,000 

1970  35,200,000,000   28,200,000,000  7,000,000,000 

1971  36.200,000,000   29,400,000,000  6,800,000,000 

1972    37,200,000,000  30,800,000,000  6,400,000,000 

Surplus     35,400,000,000 


i  Deficit 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

CORRECTION  OF  PRINTED  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  yesterday,  I  offered  on  behalf 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  an  amendment  which  was  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  him  to  H.R. 
12080,  the  social  security  bill. 

In  the  printing  of  the  amendment,  my 
name  was  incorrectly  shown  as  cospon- 
sor of  the  amendment.  Although  I  may 
very  well  vote  for  the  amendment,  I 
would  not  want  to  arrogate  to  myself 
ariy  authorship  of  this  amendment,  and 
I  would  not  want  to  take  advantage  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 


[Mr.  Smathers]  at  a  time  when  he  was 
necessarily  absent. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  reprinted  and 
that  the  correction  be  made.  I  was  merely 
offering  the  amendment  in  his  absence, 
and  It  was  not  Intended  to  be  proposed 
by  me  in  behalf  of  myself  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  Florida,  as  the  printed 
amendment  Incorrectly  states. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection  the  amendment  will  be  re- 
printed, to  show  that  it  is  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers] 
and  was  merely  presented  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  should  like  to  discuss  some  of  the  argu- 
ments that  have  been  advanced  as  the 
debate  has  progressed;  and  I  thought  it 
might  be  well,  particularly  at  a  time 
when  I  would  not  be  impeding  the  work 
of  the  Senate  otherwise,  to  summarize 
the  debate  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
manager  of  the  bill. 

From  time  to  time,  I  will  attempt  to 
debate  the  general  issues  of  the  com- 
mittee bill  and  answer  the  arguments 
tha  thave  been  advanced  against  it. 

Mr.  President,  on  yesterday,  Senators 
on  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle 
charged  that  the  social  security  bill  was 
inflationary.  I  want  to  respond  to  that 
charge  by  pointing  out  that  the  social 
security  program  this  year,  next  year, 
the  following  year,  and  every  year  into 
the  future  that  we  can  predict  will  be 
collecting  more  in  taxes  than  it  would  be 
paying  out  in  benefits. 

Between  now  and  1972,  the  committee- 
approved  bill  would  raise  $17  billion  more 
In  taxes  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  in- 
surance trust  fund  than  that  fund  would 
pay  out  in  benefits.  Over  the  same  pe- 
riod of  time,  the  disability  insurance 
trust  fund  would  accumulate  almost  $4 
billion  more  in  taxes  than  it  would  pay 
out  in  benefits  and  the  hospital  insurance 
trust  fund  would  accumulate  $3  billion 
more  than  it  would  pay  out  in  benefits. 
That  means  that  under  the  Finance 
Committee  bill — for  a  period  of  5  years — 
$24  billion  more  taxes  would  be  collected 
than  would  be  paid  out  in  benefits. 

In  fact,  Mr.  President,  it  is  against 
that  very  fact  that  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Protjty]  proceeds  to  sug- 
gest that  we  should  not  have  any  tax  in- 
crease at  all — the  amendment  that  is 
pending  at  present.  The  logic  of  his 
position,  as  well  stated  by  him,  Is  that 
even  without  any  tax  increase,  we  would 
have  enough  funds  to  pay  the  benefits 
which  the  committee  bill  proposes. 

When  I  studied  economics,  I  was 
taught  that  taking  money  out  of  circu- 
lation was  deflationary.  Now,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  socipl  security  program 
will  do  that,  it  will  continue  to  be  de- 
flationary, even  as  amended  by  the 
House  committee  and  as  amended  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance.  The  pro- 
gram Is  now  in  the  black.  It  will  be  in 
the  black  next  year.  It  will  be  in  the 
black  the  following  year.  It  will  stay  in 
the  black  for  as  long  as  we  can  fore- 
see into  the  future,  under  existing  law, 
under  the  House  bill,  and  under  the 
Senate  committee  bill. 
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Furthermore,  the  social  security  pro- 
gram is  not  the  sort  of  program  that 
should  be  debated  on  fiscal  policy 
grounds,  although  It  is  desirable  that  it 
should  not  be  a  burden  on  the  Federal 
budget — as,  indeed,  it  is  not.  It  should 
be  debated  on  social  policy  grounds,  on 
humanitarian  grounds.  It  should  be  de- 
bated from  the  heart  and  not  from  the 
pocketbook.  Based  on  these  consider- 
ations, the  bill  reported  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  must  be  thunderously 
applauded,  not  criticized. 

I  have  in  my  hand  the  long-range 
cost  estimates  for  the  old-age  survivors 
disability  insurance  system,  1966.  It  is 
identified  as  actuarial  study  No.  67, 
published  in  January  1967,  by  the  Office 
of  the  Actuary  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration.  It  states  on  page  17  in 
describing  table  22: 

Under  all  three  estimates,  the  trust  fund 
Is  projected  to  increase  continuously,  reach- 
ing a  level  of  about  $250  billion  In  the  year 
2000  under  the  high-cost  estimate,  and 
higher  levels  under  the  intermediate-cost 
and  low-cost  estimates.  These  high  levels 
result  from  the  fact  that  the  OASI  portion 
of  the  system  has  a  significant  positive  ac- 
tuarial balance  under  all  three  cost  esti- 
mates (i.e.  it  is  over-financed). 

Mr.  President,  in  other  words,  the  law 
today  does  not  underfinance  the  social 
security  program ;  it  overfinances  it. 

Our  bill  does  not  underfinance  it.  If 
we  are  subject  to  any  criticism,  it  would 
be  the  criticism  of  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  that  we  are  put- 
ting too  much  in;  not  too  little. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  fact.  We  are 
not  subject  to  a  charge  that  we  are  un- 
derfinancing  the  program  as  the  Sena- 
tor has  pointed  out. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  appre- 
ciate the  help  that  the  Senator  seems  to 
be  giving  me  at  this  time.  I  hope  to- 
morrow it  will  be  the  same. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Before  the 
Senator  departs  from  the  Chamber  I 
wish  to  tell  him  that  I  am  not  support- 
ing his  amendment,  and  I  do  not  intend 
to  support  it.  I  point  out  that  any  al- 
legation that  the  program  was  underfi- 
nanced does  not  stand  up. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  actuaries, 
and  this  is  attested  to  by  our  experts 
as  well  as  those  in  the  department,  that 
the  program  is  overfinanced;  it  is  not 
underfinanced. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  could  not  agree  more 
with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  these  considera- 
tions of  overfinance  which  prompted  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Mearts  to  ap- 
prove a  benefit  and  tax  structure  to  put 
the  system  back  into  a  more  responsible 
balance. 

Many  Senators  during  the  committee 
discussion  on  this  bill  pointed  out  that  It 
should  not  be  used  for  fiscal  policy  pur- 
poses. I  submit  to  the  Senate  that  if  we 
were  to  enact  a  tax.structure  designed  to 
fully  pay  for  the  benefits  provided  under 
this  bill  on  a  current  basis,  we  would  be 
using  the  social  security  system  for  fiscal 
purposes.  I  submit  that  even  if  we  at- 


tempted to  preserve  the  status  quo  we 
would  be  using  the  social  security  system 
for  fiscal  purposes. 

Only  by  adopting  the  same  sort  of 
responsible  approach  to  the  financing  of 
these  social  security  benefits  as  was 
agreed  to  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  can  we  prevent  the  so- 
cial security  trust  funds  from  having 
fiscal  policy  implications.  The  House 
financed  its  12y2-percent  increase  with  a 
modest  increase  in  the  progression  of  the 
tax  rates  up  to  5.9  percent  in  1987  and 
by  increasing  the  taxable  wage  base.  The 
Committee  on  Finance  would  pay  for  its 
15-percent  benefits  by  adopting  virtually 
the  identical  rate  structure  approved  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  by 
further  increasing  the  taxable  wage  base. 
For  1968  the  Finance  Committee  bill  pro- 
duces a  larger  surplus  of  income  over 
outgo  than  does  the  House  bill.  For  1969, 
1970,  and  1971  the  House  bill  has  a  little 
larger  surplus  than  our  bill,  but  begin- 
ning in  1972,  the  Finance  Committee  bill 
again  produces  a  larger  balance  and  will 
continue  to  do  so  for  many  years  into 
the  future  because  of  the  high  wage  base 
in  our  bill. 

Neither  our  bill  nor  the  House  bill  is 
inflationary.  Both  bills  represent  good, 
sound  financing  for  the  social  security 
benefits  they  recommend. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  ex- 
pressed a  philosophy  which  has  some 
fallacies  from  the  point  of  view  of  some 
of  us  who  voted  to  report  the  committee 
bill.  For  example,  with  regard  to  the 
Byrd  amendment,  this  amendment 
would  pay  out  benefits  of  a  half  billion 
dollars  in  1969,  but  over  the  long  run 
this  amendment  would  not  cost  the  sys- 
tem anything. 

Under  the  Williams  theory  we  would 
be  forced  to  impose  a  tax  rate  increase 
effective  in  1969  to  raise  funds  to  cover 
this  benefit  outgo  and,  of  course,  if  we 
did  do  this  we  would  be  overfinancing 
the  system  over  the  long  run.  But  the 
point  is  that  we  finance  the  system  on  a 
long-term  basis  trying,  as  best  we  can,  to 
keep  annual  income  and  outflow  on  a 
roughly  eqivalent  basis  and  a  trust  fund 
equal  to  about  a  year's  benefit  payments. 

The  same  fallacy  in  the  Williams 
theory  is  illustrated  by  the  current  ac- 
tuarial surplus  In  the  fund.  At  one  time 
it  was  the  basic  Republican  position  to 
merely  pay  out  an  8  percent  benefit  in- 
crease without  any  increase  in  taxes,  a 
perfectly  reasonable  position  if  you  be- 
lieved that  this  was  a  sufficient  benefit 
increase.  Such  an  action,  however,  would 
violate  the  Williams  theory  and,  inci- 
dentally, feed  inflation  since  over  $2  bil- 
lion a  year  would  be  paid  out  of  the  trust 
fund  with  nothing  coming  in.  This  illus- 
trates once  again  that  we  must  balance 
both  the  long-term  and  short-term  ef- 
fects in  making  our  decisions. 

There  appears  to  be  some  confusion  in 
the  Republican  camp  as  to  just  what  is 
good  legislation.  Senator  Curtis  praises 
the  House  bill  to  the  hilt.  Senator  Wil- 
liams of  Delaware  says,  however,  that  a 
bill  such  as  the  committee  bill  which 
Increases  the  wage  base  when  some  of 
the  benefits  go  into  effect,  but  retains  the 
present  tax  rate,  is  bad  medicine.  But  the 
Ways  and  Means  bill — which  Senator 
Curtis  believes  is  perfect — provides  tax 


rates  through  1986  which  are  just  like 
the  committee  bill.  Down  which  path 
would  the  Republicans  have  us  go? 

Yesterday  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  compared  the  increase  in 
the  earnings  base  under  the  committee 
bill  with  the  original  $3,000  earnings 
base.  He  implied  that  the  program  has 
gone  way  beyond  its  original  intent  in 
this  respect.  I  would  like  to  give  some 
figures  which  I  believe  will  reassure  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  on  this  point. 

In  1938  the  $3,000  earnings  base  al- 
lowed about  94  percent  of  all  regularly 
employed  men  to  get  credit  for  their  full 
earnings.  About  93  percent  of  all  earn- 
ings in  covered  employment  were  taxed 
under  the  $3,000  base.  Under  the  ultimate 
base  of  $10,800  in  1972  in  the  committee 
bill  the  full  earnings  of  about  78  percent 
of  all  regularly  employed  men  would  be 
covered — well  below  the  figure  under  the 
original  base.  Moreover,  90  percent  of  all 
earnings  in  covered  employment  would 
be  taxable,  still  not  as  high  as  in  1938. 
Thus,  Mr.  President,  if  we  were  to  have 
an  earnings  base  in  1972  that  would  be 
equivalent  to  the  original  $3,000  base,  it 
would  have  to  be  between  $13,000  and 
$15,000,  and  we  do  not  propose  to  put  it 
that  high. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  these  figures  will 
illustrate  to  the  Members  that  the  earn- 
ings base  in  the  committee  bill  is  respon- 
sible and  is  in  line  with  the  traditions  of 
this  program  established  more  than  30 
years  ago. 

Another  one  of  the  points  raised 
against  the  Finance  Committee's  bill  is 
that  it  is  unfair  to  young  workers.  It  is 
said  that  the  burden  of  the  increased 
taxes  would  fall  on  this  group.  The  com- 
mittee tried  to  be  equitable  in  distribut- 
ing the  tax  burden,  and  as  a  result  those 
who  can  best  afford  to  pay  the  increased 
taxes  will  pay  them.  This  will  be  true  next 
year  and  20  years  from  now. 

We  are  aware  of  the  tax  burden  on  the 
young,  and  the  tax  schedule  will  help  the 
young.  The  young  are  those  most  likely  to 
earn  less  than  $6,600,  and  they  would 
not  be  affected  by  the  wage  base  in- 
crease. 

Of  course,  we  expect  the  young  man 
of  today,  as  well  as  the  young  man  in  the 
future,  to  improve  his  situation  and  to 
increase  his  earnings.  As  he  becomes  bet- 
ter off,  his  social  security  taxes  will  go 
up  until,  if  he  is  fortunate  enough  to 
earn  fairly  substantial  amounts,  he  will 
be  just  about  paying  his  own  way  under 
the  program. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  the 
Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of  1967 
represent  a  landmark  in  the  administra- 
tion of  aid  and  services  for  the  needy. 
This  bill  will  substantially  change  the 
direction  and  emphasis  within  the  pub- 
lic welfare  programs.  It  holds  the  pros- 
pect of  a  reversal  In  the  trend  toward 
increasing  numbers  of  dependent  per- 
sons and  increasing  costs  for  the  tax- 
payer. Closely  associated  with  the  pub- 
lic welfare  programs  for  many  years, 
first  as  Governor  of  my  State  and  later 
as  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  I  am  aware  of  the  complicated 
nature  of  the  program  and  the  intricate 
and  frustrating  problems  which  indi- 
viduals in  need  bring  to  the  public  wel- 
fare agencies.  The  question  we  face  is 
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how  best  to  administer  these  services 
and  what  can  be  done  to  reduce  the 
number  of  persons  who  must  rely  on 
public  assistance. 

During  my  term  as  Secretary,  the  sig- 
nificant Public  Welfare  Amendments  of 
1962  were  enacted.  These  amendments 
encouraged  the  States  to  establish  pro- 
grams of  social  services  to  help  needy 
people  to  become  self-supporting.  In 
spite  of  these  constructive  measures,  the 
number  on  welfare  has  continued  to 
grow.  We  must  look  at  the  program 
again  in  the  light  of  the  situation  we 
currently  face  in  the  Nation  and  see 
what  additional  changes  are  needed. 

This  essentially  was  the  approach 
that  was  used  in  the  House.  The  bill  H.R. 
12080  is  the  result  of  that  consideration. 
That  body  gave  considerable  study  to 
the  problem  and  set  forth  recommenda- 
tions for  a  modified  public  welfare  pro- 
gram designed  to  reduce  the  number  of 
persons  receiving  aid.  As  a  member  of 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  contribute  toward 
major  modifications  and  improvements 
in  that  bill.  The  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee has  retained  the  essence  of  that 
bill  and  has  included  changes  designed 
only  to  clarify  some  of  the  provisions  to 
make  more  explicit  the  intentions  of  the 
Congress,  and  to  set  up  some  safeguards 
to  assure  proper  administration  of  its 
provisions.  I  recommend  the  bill  to 
everyone  as  a  reasonable,  humane,  and 
effective  approach  to  some  of  the  most 
difficult  problems  the  Nation  faces. 

A  WORK-TRAINING  EMPHASIS 

The  major  feature  in  the  bill  has  to 
do  with  a  program  of  work  incentives 
for  families  receiving  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children.  These  provisions  are 
innovative  because  they  recognize  for 
public  welfare  purposes  what  has  long 
since  become  a  fact  in  our  society — that 
women  are  working  in  the  economy,  that 
they  want  to  work,  and  that  it  is  possible 
for  satisfactory  arrangements  to  be  made 
for  the  care  of  their  children.  This  legis- 
lation provides  funds  for  daycare  serv- 
ices for  the  children  of  AFDC  mothers 
and  low-income  working  mothers. 

It  is  appropriate  for  all  parents  and 
older  children  to  have  their  circum- 
stances reviewed  to  identify  those  who 
are  available  for  a  work  or  training  ex- 
perience. The  Senate  bill  wisely  identi- 
fies certain  groups  of  people  who  ought 
not  to  be  considered  in  the  pool  of  those 
automatically  considered  appropriate  for 
training  or  work  experience.  These  in- 
clude any  person  with  an  illness,  Incapac- 
ity, or  advanced  age;  a  person  whose  re- 
moteness from  a  project  precludes  ef- 
fective participation  in  work  or  train- 
ing ;  persons  whose  presence  in  the  home 
is  required  because  of  illness  or  incapac- 
ity of  a  member  of  the  household;  a 
mother  who  is  actually  caring  for  one 
or  more  children  of  preschool  age  if  her 
presence  in  the  home  is  necessary  and 
in  the  best  interest  of  the  children.  All 
other  persons  are  to  be  considered  avail- 
able for  training  or  work. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  in  very  many 
instances  will  this  decision  by  the  wel- 
fare agency  be  questioned  by  the  recipi- 
ent. If  he  has  such  question,  he  has  avail- 
able to  him  the  fair  hearing  machinery 
of  the  public  welfare  agency.  Since  train- 


ing will  lead  to  work  and  work  will  lead 
to  earnings,  very  likely  above  the  cur- 
rent level  of  assistance,  it  Is  hoped  that 
assistance  recipients  will  welcome  this 
opportunity  to  be  a  participant  in  the 
labor  force. 

A  major  feature  of  the  work-training 
program  will  be  its  administration  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  using  all  of  the 
manpower  training  skills  of  that  agency. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  that 
agency  will  be  responsible  for  evaluat- 
ing the  work  potential  of  everybody  re- 
ferred to  them  by  the  welfare  agency  as 
suitable  for  employment.  Testing  and 
analysis  of  the  work  history  should  en- 
able the  Labor  Department  to  develop  a 
plan  for  each  individual  leading  to  some 
kind  of  work.  The  individual  referred 
may  be  immediately  suitable  for  employ- 
ment. If  so,  he  will  be  pla-ced  by  the  La- 
bor Department.  He  may  need  the  bene- 
fits of  some  of  the  existing  manpower 
training  programs  operated  by  the  De- 
partment of  Labor.  If  so,  these  will  be 
available  to  him.  He  may  need  a  program 
of  compensatory  education,  training  in 
work  skills,  and  training  on  the  job  be- 
fore he  can  be  given  employment.  The 
Labor  Department  has  accepted  re- 
sponsibility for  the  provision  of  such 
services  to  available  people. 

If  the  individual's  background  indi- 
cates he  is  not  likely  to  benefit  by  train- 
ing, or  if  employment  for  him  is  not 
actually  available,  the  Department  of 
Labor  is  instructed  to  negotiate  with 
private  and  public  employers  for  non- 
competitive jobs  for  the  people  involved 
and  the  welfare  departments  are  di- 
rected to  pay  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
an  amount  equal,  approximately,  to  the 
assistance  payment,  which  amount, 
when  added  to  the  amount  the  employer 
agrees  to  pay  for  the  work  performed,  is 
then  used  to  pay  the  individual  an  hour- 
ly rate.  Under  this  plan,  individuals  who 
would  otherwise  not  have  the  opportuni- 
ty to  work  will  be  able  to  do  so,  employ- 
ers will  have  work  performed  which 
needs  to  be  done,  and  the  individual  will 
earn  money  beyond  his  assistance  pay- 
ment which  will  serve  as  an  incentive  for 
him  to  keep  on  the  job.  Thus,  under  the 
committee  bill,  the  public  welfare  pro- 
grams will  be  pointed  toward  employ- 
ment and  every  employable  person  re- 
ceiving AFDC  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  become  a  wage  earner  and  to  benefit 
from  his  employment. 

WORK  INCENTIVES 

Closely  tied  to  this  provision  is  the 
arrangement  for  the  disregarding  of 
some  earned  income  for  employed  adults 
and  older  children  in  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram. For  the  first  time,  adults  will  have 
the  encouragement  to  take  a  job  and 
to  retain  some  of  their  earnings  for 
themselves.  The  first  $50  a  month  from 
a  household  can  be  retained  and  one- 
half  of  all  additional  Income  earned. 
This  provision  responds  to  the  accepted 
fact  of  life  that  we  live  in  an  incentive 
economy  and  people  are  more  likely  to 
work  if  they  receive  material  benefit  for 
such  employment. 

ASSISTANCE  TO   CHILDREN  OF  UNEMPLOYED 
FATHERS 

The  unemployed  fathers  program  is 
strengthened  and  improved  over  both 
the  existing  program  and  the  program 


as  proposed  for  modification  by  the 
House.  Under  the  committee  bill,  there 
will  be  a  Federal  definition  of  unemploy- 
ment which  should  end  the  variations 
around  the  country  in  the  determination 
of  who  is  eligible.  The  House  bill  is  im- 
proved by  making  the  program  available 
to  persons  even  though  they  may  have 
only  a  slight  previous  attachment  to  the 
labor  force.  If  ever  there  were  a  group 
of  people  who  need  the  advantages  of 
the  work-training  program,  it  is  the 
young  fathers  who  have  had  very  little 
work  experience.  Also,  under  the  com- 
mittee bill,  it  will  be  possible  for  the 
States  to  supplement  the  benefits  paid 
by  the  unemployment  insurance  pro- 
gram, something  the  States  are  prohib- 
ited to  do  under  the  House  bill. 

OfcL  1 1  .Tl   CARE  SERVICES 

One  of  the  keys  to  increased  employ- 
ment of  women  receiving  AFDC  is  the 
availability  of  child  care  services.  Two 
provisions  are  contained  in  the  bill  to 
help  deal  with  this  acute  shortage  in  the 
Nation.  Under  the  AFDC  program,  States 
would  be  required  to  provide  adequate 
child  care  services  and  this  could  be  done 
either  by  purchase  or  by  the  actual  op- 
eration of  facilities.  States  would  re- 
ceive, initially,  85  percent  Federal  shar- 
ing in  the  cost,  and  later,  75  percent. 
This  provision  is  aimed  at  mothers  of 
dependent  children  who  are  found  avail- 
able for  work,  and  would  not  be  available 
to  persons  who  are  not  receiving  assist- 
ance. The  provisions  relating  to  child 
welfare  services  under  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  would  also  be  amended,  how- 
ever, for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the 
funds  for  daycare  services  for  low- 
income  persons  who  are  not  receiving 
assistance.  This  will  help  to  meet  a  very 
substantial  need  for  these  services 
throughout  the  whole  Nation. 

RELATIONSHIP  TO  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  AGENCIES 

There  are  several  provisions  in  the  bill 
on  the  relationships  of  public  welfare 
programs  to  the  law-enforcement  agen- 
cies. These  provisions  are  designed  to 
secure  the  legal  rights  of  children  by  es- 
tablishing paternity,  in  all  instances  of 
children  born  out  of  wedlock,  and  mak- 
ing sure  that  the  law-enforcement  people 
are  informed  of  all  instances  of  expected 
exploitation  or  neglect  of  children,  and 
to  enlist  the  total  support  of  law-enforce- 
ment officials  in  the  location  of  absent 
parents  and  the  collection  of  support 
orders.  To  assist  in  the  effective  imple- 
mentation of  these  provisions,  the  State 
welfare  departments  are  directed  to  meet 
part  of  the  cost  of  the  State  law-enforce- 
ment function  that  relate  to  services  to 
needy7  children.  The  committee  bill  con- 
tains a  unique  provision  to  aid  in  the  lo- 
cation of  deserting  parents  and  in  the 
collection  of  the  amounts  due  their  chil- 
dren. Welfare  agencies  are  to  have  the 
use  of  information  in  the  files  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  in  the  location  of 
absent  parents,  in  addition  to  the  re- 
sources they  now  have  of  the  social  secu- 
rity files.  There  may  be  some  persons 
who  owe  support  to  their  children  who 
have  the  ability  to  pay  the  required  sums 
and  who  have  refused  to  do  so.  In  those 
instances,  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
is  directed  to  proceed  against  the  individ- 
ual as  though  he  had  a  tax  obligation 
which  he  has  not  paid  and  to  collect  the 


S 16642 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


November  16,  1967 


sums  due.  We  do  not  expect  that  very 
many  cases  will  reach  this  point.  We  ex- 
pect that  the  very  existence  of  this  pro- 
vision and  the  knowledge  of  its  possible 
use  will  help  to  bring  about  support  from 
persons  who  are  obligated  to  pay  and 
that  the  actual  collection  machinery  will 
be  used  only  rarely. 

MORE  ADEQUATE  ASSISTANCE 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate  bill  in- 
cludes a  provision  for  increasing  the  in- 
come of  the  recipients  of  old-age  assist- 
ance, aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the 
permanently  and  totally  disabled. 

Many  of  these  people  are  now  receiv- 
ing social  security  benefits  and  these 
benefits  will  be  increased  under  the  bill. 
Without  contrary  provisions  in  the  Fed- 
eral law,  the  States  will  be  making  ad- 
justments in  the  size  of  the  assistance 
payment  to  take  account  of  the  increase 
in  the  social  security  benefit.  Thus,  the 
bill  provides  that  States  are  to  make 
such  adjustments  in  their  standards  of 
assistance  necessary  to  assure  that  ail 
the  needy  adults  will  receive  an  increase 
in  their  assistance,  or  assistance  and 
social  security  benefits,  that  totals  $7.50 
a  month.  States  which  have  made  very 
recent  adjustments  in  these  payments — 
during  1967 — will  be  permitted  to  use 
the  amount  of  the  increase  against  the 
$7.50,  if  they  wish.  Thus,  no  State  need 
feel  compelled  to  increase  assistance  if 
it  has  done  so  recently. 

FLEXIBILITY  IN  DEALING  WITH  EXCEPTIONAL 
CASES 

Although  nearly  all  recipients  of  pub- 
lic assistance  are  able  to  handle  their 
money  and  spend  it  In  the  best  interest 
of  their  family,  there  are  a  few  persons 
who  consistently  fail  to  use  the  money 
for  the  purposes  of  their  family  needs. 
These  cases  often  get  in  the  newspaper 
and  create  public  relations  problems  for 
the  public  welfare  program.  Already,  it  is 
possible  for  States  to  make  a  payment 
to  a  third  party  In  behalf  of  the  needy 
parent  and  child  If  the  money  is  being 
misspent.  These  provisions  will  be  broad- 
ened to  take  account  of  additional  prob- 
lems that  States  are  encountering. 
Rather  than  the  protective  payment  pro- 
vision being  optional  with  States,  as  un- 
der present  law,  the  States  will  be  re- 
quired to  have  the  machinery  for  these 
payments,  Including  vendor  payments,  If 
needed.  Some  of  the  restrictions  in  the 
law  which  have  made  It  difficult  for 
States  to  use  these  provisions  have  been 


modified  In  the  bill.  In  the  event  a  par- 
ent refuses  to  take  work  or  training  with- 
out due  cause,  the  payment  to  the  fam- 
ily is  to  be  made  as  a  protective  payment 
during  the  period  the  agency  will  be 
consulting  with  the  individual  about  his 
refusal  to  take  advantage  of  opportuni- 
ties for  employment. 

Another  change  in  the  present  law 
which  the  bill  will  make  offers  the  States 
the  opportunity  to  provide  emergency 
assistance  to  families  with  children, 
either  in  the  form  of  cash  or  as  vendor 
payments.  This  is  a  very  useful  provision 
and  takes  into  account  the  problems  that 
poor  families  meet  in  the  day-to-day  life. 
Fires,  desertions,  and  other  emergencies 
constantly  arise  and  welfare  agencies 
need  to  have  flexibility  in  dealing  with 
these  situations.  Sometimes  it  is  not  pos- 
sible, or  perhaps  desirable,  for  money  to 
be  given.  States  may  use  these  provision 
to  meet  the  needs  of  migrants. 

DELETION   OP   LIMITATION    ON  AFDC 

I  am  pleased  that  the  committee  bill 
has  deleted  the  provision  included  by  the 
House  which  would  have  limited,  for 
Federal  matching  purposes,  the  number 
of  AFDC  children  whose  eligibility  de- 
pends on  the  absence  from  the  home  of 
a  parent.  I  can  understand  the  reasons 
why  the  House  Members  included  this 
provision.  They  wanted  to  control  the 
overall  Federal  obligation  and  they 
wanted  to  provide  an  incentive  for  States 
to  move  ahead  with  efforts  to  restore  per- 
sons to  self-support.  Other  provisions  in- 
cluded in  the  bill  by  the  committee,  in 
my  opinion,  make  this  provision  unnec- 
essary. Its  inclusion,  furthermore,  raises 
the  possibility  of  denying  some  children 
the  assistance  they  need. 

IMPROVEMENTS  IN  CHILD  WELFARE  AND 
HEALTH  SERVICES 

The  bill  contains  some  significant  im- 
provements in  the  child  welfare  pro- 
gram. Foster  care  for  children  will  be 
opened  up  for  Federal  sharing  of  the  cost 
in  two  respects.  Under  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram, the  scope  of  federally  matched 
foster  care  is  broadened  to  include  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  additional  children. 
In  addition,  the  child  welfare  services 
grant  will  also  give  further  recognition 
to  the  needs  of  this  aspect  of  the  pro- 
gram. The  bill  also  contains  provisions 
to  bring  about  a  closer  relationship  be- 
tween AFDC  and  child  welfare  services 
by  moving  toward  the  integration  of 
these  services  in  a  single  organizational 


unit.  Daycare  services,  as  mentioned 
earlier,  will  also  be  expanded  for  the  care 
of  children  of  working  mothers. 

The  child  health  grants  are  consoli- 
dated and  rewritten  to  make  a  more  ra- 
tional program.  The  authorization  is  in- 
creased with  respect  to  a  variety  of  serv- 
ices, including  family  planning  services. 

SOCIAL  WORK  EDUCATION 

The  bill  contains  a  forward-looking 
provision  to  provide  Federal  support  for 
social  work  education.  This  provision  is 
one  that  I  have  strongly  advocated  both 
in  the  last  Congress  and  in  this  one. 
There  is  a  serious  shortage  of  profes- 
sional social  workers  as  well  as  persons 
with  social  work  training  obtained  in  an 
undergraduate  program.  Programs  con- 
tinue to  expand  upon  the  assumption  of 
social  work  manpower  for  their  adminis- 
tration. Although  the  funds  provided  are 
small — $5  million — it  should  enable  a  be- 
ginning to  be  made  on  the  expansion  of 
social  work  education  facihties. 

CONCLUSION 

This  bill  is  forward  looking  and  con- 
structive. It  will  rank  with  the  very  sig- 
nificant legislation  of  this  and  other 
Congresses.  If  it  results  in  a  sound  and 
substantial  start  being  made,  and  more 
than  this  is  likely,  it  will  be  a  successful 
measure;  for  the  problems  it  is  dealing 
with  are  among  those  in  our  society  that 
are  most  in  need  of  correction  and 
change. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OP  1967 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  the  un- 
finished business. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in 
benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories 
of  individuals,  to  improve  the  public  as- 
sistance program  and  programs  relating 
to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  un- 
finished business  is  H.R.  12080,  and  the 
pending  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  ProutyL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 


Anderson 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Bartlett 

Hansen 

Montoya 

Bible 

Hart 

Moss 

Hatfield 

Pastore 

Brewster 

Hayden 

Prouty 

Burdlck 

Hlckenlooper 

Ribicoff 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Smith 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Sparkman 

Carlson 

Javlts 

Spong 

Clark 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Symington 

Cotton 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Young,  Ohio 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin]  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magntjson],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc- 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings], 
and  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Nelson]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Domi- 
nick],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Mtjrphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  because  of  death  in  his 
family. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
be  directed  to  request  the  attendance  of 
absent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser- 
geant at  Arms  is  instructed  to  execute 
the  order  of  the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sena- 
tors entered  the  Chamber  and  answered 
to  their  names : 


Aiken 

Hill 

Mundt 

Allott 

Inouye 

Muskie 

Bayh 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Pearson 

Brooke 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

PeU 

Case 

Lausche 

Proxmire 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Randolph 

Eastland 

McGovern 

Russell 

Fannin 

Mclntyre 

Stennls 

Fong 

Miller 

Thurmond 

Griffin 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hartke 

Morton 

Yarborough 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  present. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  pend- 
ing amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

.Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  memo- 
randum from  Robert  Myers,  the  Chief 
Actuary  of  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration, be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Memorandum 

November  17,  1967. 
From :  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief  Actuary,  Social 

Security  Administration. 
Subject:    Actuarial   Analysis   of  Effect  of 
Amendment  Proposed  by  Senator  Prouty 
in  Regard  to  Financing  Basis  of  Social 
Security  System. 
On  November  16,  Senator  Prouty  proposed 
an  amendment  to  H.R.  12080  that  would 
affect  the  financing  of  the  Social  Security 
program  as  it  would  be  amended  by  the  bill 
reported  by  the  Committee  in  the  following 
manner: 

(1)  The  provisions  in  the  bill  as  to  the 
maximum  taxable  earnings  base  and  the  con- 
tribution rates  for  both  the  Old-Age,  Sur- 
vivors, and  Disability  Insurance  system 
(OASDI)  and  the  Hospital  Insurance  system 
(HI)  would  be  stricken  out.  As  a  result,  the 
contribution  rates  and  the  $6,600  earnings 
base  of  present  law  would  remain  unchanged. 

(2)  The  benefit  liberalizations  in  the  bill 
would  not  be  affected. 

(3)  The  higher  allocation  of  a  portion  of 
the  OASDI  contributions  to  the  Dl  Trust 
Fund  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  would 
not  be  changed. 

(4)  A  provision  would  be  added  such  that 
for  any  year  in  which  expenditures  from 
either  the  OASI  Trust  Fund  on  the  Dl  Trust 
Fund  are  less  than  the  contribution  Income, 
this  excess  will  be  made  up  by  appropria- 
tions from  the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury. 
No  such  financing  provision  is  contained  for 
the  HI  Trust  Fund,  which  could  thus  en- 
counter financial  problems  because  of  the 
reduced  financing  provided. 

The  proposal  as  to  financing  from  general 
revenues  is  on  a  fiscal-year  basis,  but  the 
actuarial  cost  estimates  that  have  been  made 
for  the  bill  are  on  a  calendar-year  basis. 
Thus,  to  make  any  analysis  in  the  short 
time  available,  it  must  be  considered  that 
the  proposal  is  on  a  calendar-year  basis.  The 
results  of  such  analysis  will,  of  course,  be 
entirely  meaningful. 

As  to  the  OASI  Trust  Fund,  under  the  pro- 
posal there  would  be  the  following  situation 
(in  millions) : 


Calendar 
year 

Contribution 
income 

Outgo  • 

Excess  of 
outgo 

1968..  

1969  

1970  

1971  

1972  

$23, 243 
27, 134 
28, 373 
29, 145 
29, 933 

$24,411 
27, 278 
28,614 
29, 635 
30, 698 

$1,168 
144 
241 
490 
765 

'  Benefits,  plus  administrative  expenses,  plus  railroad  retire- 
ment financial  interchange. 

Thus,  for  1968  the  Government  cost  from 
general  revenues  would  be  $1.2  billion.  In 
1969,  because  of  the  rise  in  the  contribu- 
tion rate,  the  Government  cost  would  fall 
to  about  $150  million,  but  it  would  rise 
each  year  thereafter  until  being  $765  mil- 
lion in  1972.  In  1973  and  for  a  few  years 
thereafter,  there  would  be  no  Government 
cost — because  of  the  increase  In  the  contri- 
bution rate  in  1973  but  by  1980  the  Govern- 
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ment  cost  would  be  $2.7  billion  per  year, 
and  by  1990  it  would  be  $7.3  billion. 

As  to  tbe  DI  Trust  Fund,  under  the  pro- 
posal tbere  would  be  the  following  situa- 
tion (in  millions) : 


Calendar  year      Contribution        Outgo'        Excess  of 
income  income 


1968  ...  $3,201  $2,512  $689 

1969  3,306  2,897  409 

1970    3,409  3,040  369 

1971  .  .  3,516  3,172  344 

1972   3,616  3,304  312 


i  Benefits,  plus  administrative  expenses,  plus  railroad  retire- 
ment financial  interchange 

Thus,  there  would  be  no  Government  cost 
for  the  DI  system  for  the  early  years  of 
operation  (since  it  is  financed  on  a  level- 
contribution  basis,  rather  than  an  increas- 
ing scale  as  is  OASI) .  The  excess  of  income 
over  outgo  gradually  decreases  in  the  years 
shown.  By  1980,  the  situation  would  be  re- 
versed, and  a  Government  cost  would  occur — 
about  $200  million  a  year. 

As  to  the  HI  Trust  Fund,  under  the  pro- 
posal there  would  be  the  following  situation 
(in  millions) : 


Calendar       Contribution        Outgo '         Excess  of 
year  income  outgo 


1968   $3,150  $3,320  $170 

1969   3,274  3,783  509 

1970   3,394  4,143  749 

1971   3,516  4,465  949 

1972.   3,637  4,788  1,151 


'  Benefits,  plus  admin  strative  expenses,  plus  railroad  re- 
tirement financial  interchange. 

Thus,  for  1968,  if  the  proposal  had  pro- 
vided for  a  Government  cost  for  the  HI  pro- 
gram, it  would  have  been  $170  million,  and 
this  would  steadily  have  increased  in  the 
future,  reaching  $1.2  billion  in  1972.  How- 
ever, no  such  provision  was  made,  and  the 
available  financing  would  be  such  that  the 
trust  fund  would  be  exhausted  in  1970.  In 
other  words,  under  this  proposal  the  HI  pro- 
gram would  be  greatly  underfinanced. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  amendment,  by 
increasing  benefits  significantly  and  by  leav- 
ing the  overall  financing  provisions  un- 
changed, would  place  the  OASDI  system  in 
a  financial  status  such  that  sizeable  Govern- 
ment costs  would  be  involved,  both  in  the 
short  range  and  especially  in  the  long  range 
(the  latter  must  be  considered  in  a  social 
insurance  program,  and  not  merely  the  sit- 
uation in  the  next  few  years).  At  the  same 
+ime,  the  HI  program  would  be  made  ac- 
tuarially unsound  and,  in  fact,  would  be 
bankrupt  by  the  end  of  1970  (since  the  pro- 
posal makes  no  provision  whatsoever  for 
Government  payments  when  outgo  would 
exceed  contribution  income). 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

November  17,  1967. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  pending  amendment  would 
cause  the  amount  of  money  flowing  into 
the  social  security  fund  to  be  reduced, 
and  it  would  look  to  general  revenue  fi- 
nancing to  finance  much  of  the  benefits 
proposed  in  the  bill. 

To  this  date  the  social  security  system 
has  been  financed  on  an  actuarial  basis, 
and  the  taxes  have  been  scheduled  not 
only  to  pay  benefits  but  to  build  up  the 
social  security  trust  funds.  There  are  a 
number  of  reasons  why  it  should  be  that 
way.  In  the  first  place,  where  we  have 
had  systems  that  did  not  have  an  auto- 
matic contribution  to  cover  the  cost, 
those  systems  have  fallen  behind  in  the 
amount  that  would  be  needed  to  fund  the 
retirement  program  for  fche  future. 


A  classic  example  of  this  is  the  civil 
service  retirement  system.  Here  requests 
for  and  appropriations  of  funds  have 
fallen  badly  behind  as  to  the  general 
governmental  contribution — which  con- 
stitutes over  one-third  of  needed  funds — 
and  now  the  civil  service  retirement 
system  is  faced  with  actuarial  insuffi- 
ciency that  totals  about  $43.4  billion.  If 
these  appropriations  are  not  made  the 
fund  wil  be  broke  about  1985. 

Also,  one  section  of  the  1965  social  se- 
curity amendments  deserves  special 
mention  because  it  illustrates  a  problem 
that  occurs  when  appropriations  from 
general  revenues  are  used. 

Congress  had  provided  that  the  cost  of 
certain  gratuitous  military  service  wage 
credits  were  to  have  been  paid  out  of 
general  revenues.  Up  to  the  time  of  the 
1965  amendments,  however,  the  social 
security  trust  funds  had  been  reimbursed 
only  for  the  cost  of  these  credits  through 
August  1950.  The  law  in  effect  prior  to 
the  1965  amendments  provided  that  the 
costs  incurred  after  August  1950  and 
through  June  30,  1956,  were  to  have  been 
paid  over  the  10  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  the  costs  incurred 
after  June  1956  were  to  have  been  paid 
annually.  However,  no  payments  were 
ever  made  under  this  provision  primar- 
ily because  both  Republican  and  Demo- 
cratic administrations  did  not  request 
the  appropriation.  The  1965  amendments 
authorized  a  level  annual  appropriation 
from  general  revenues,  starting  in  fiscal 
1966,  to  amortize  both  the  accumulated 
costs  and  the  additional  costs  that  would 
accrue  through  fiscal  year  2015  with  an- 
nual appropriations  for  costs  incurred 
after  fiscal  2015.  Following  enactment  of 
the  1965  a'mendments,  annual  appropri- 
ations from  general  revenues  have  been 
made  for  this  purpose  but  the  adminis- 
tration has  never  requested  the  full 
amount  as  calculated  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration  actuary. 

These  indicate  some  of  the  problems 
you  might  have  with  general  revenue 
which  we  do  not  have  with  the  employee- 
employer  social  security  tax  system. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  this  experi- 
ence, when  Congress  is  expected  to  ap- 
propriate money  for  a  retirement  pro- 
gram and  does  not  do  so,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  there  is  increasing  complaint 
among  young  people  about  paying  the 
present  social  security  taxes,  in  view  of 
the  experience  we  have  in  Congress  at 
present,  when  the  Senate  is  willing  to 
appropriate  a  certain  amount  of  money 
but  the  House  is  not,  in  view  of  the  situa- 
tions that  occur  when  someone  says  the 
Government  cannot  afford  these  big 
budgets  and  moves  for  a  10-percent  or  a 
5-percent,  across-the-board  cut  in  all 
appropriations,  I  honestly  do  not  believe 
that  the  old  people  in  this  country  want 
to  depend  upon  Congress  for  annual 
year  to  year  appropriations.  If  they  have 
a  retirement  system  to  which  they  have 
contributed  their  money — to  which  they 
have  contributed  half  of  the  cost — and 
which  is  to  be  funded  not  only  for  the 
present  but  also  for  the  future,  I  believe 
they  would  like  it  to  stay  on  the  same 
contributory  basis  rather  than  be  in  the 
position  of  depending  on  Congress  for 
year-to-year  appropriations. 

Such  a  charge  could  conceivably  mean 


that  at  some  future  date,  when  ther  are 
many  more  old  folks  than  now,  and  when 
disabled  people  are  under  the  program 
and  younger  people  begin  to  complain 
about  the  cost  of  this  program,  there 
might  be  a  big  cutback. 

For  example,  in  this  bill,  we  are  look- 
ing at  the  medicaid  program,  which  is 
costing  much  more  than  was  estimated 
when  that  program  went  into  effect.  We 
had  a  very  liberal  matching  formula  un- 
der that  program.  We  were  to  start  with 
50  percent  matching,  to  go  up  to  as 
much  as  83  percent  in  a  State  with  lower 
incomes.  It  is  costing  so  much  more 
money  than  we  anticipated  that  we  now 
propose  to  square  those  two  figures  so 
as  to  arrive  at  the  State's  share  and  ar- 
rive at  the  cost.  You  multiply  50  per- 
cent by  50  percent,  and  the  Federal  share 
thereby  becomes  25  percent,  as  a  matter 
of  economy. 

In  my  judgment,  we  have  a  right  to 
do  that  when  we  finance  these  benefits 
out  of  general  revenues.  This  is  a  Fed- 
eral appropriation.  The  cost  of  what  we 
have  now  is  too  great,  and  we  are  going 
to  change  it  in  the  Federal  interest  and 
in  the  interest  of  the  public  in  general. 
The  present  plan  might  be  desirable,  but 
it  is  more  expensive  than  we  intended. 

That  is  the  difference  between  a  pro- 
gram in  which  you  seek  to  project  your 
tax  and  your  financing  into  the  future 
so  that  when  a  person  contributes  some- 
thing, he  may  be  assured  of  benefits  in 
the  future,  and  a  situation  in  which 
you  are  counting  on  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  put  up  general  revenues  to  fi- 
nance the  program.  I  believe  the  old 
people  would  prefer  a  program  that  relies 
upon  insurance  principles  and  guaran- 
teed financing,  rather  than  dipping  into 
general  revenues  to  pay  the  benefit. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  first  may 
I  point  out  that  last  night,  on  the  Senate 
floor,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  made  a  very  eloquent  argu- 
ment in  support  of  the  position  taken 
by  Senator  Cotton  and  me.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  said  that  the  social  se- 
curity program  is  overfinanced  not  un- 
derfinanced under  present  law. 

I  hope  Senators  will  look  at  the  chart, 
which  I  have  had  placed  on  their  desks. 
It  shows  that  under  present  rates,  with 
the  tax  base  remaining  as  it  is,  from 
now  to  1972  the  social  security  trust 
funds  will  show  a  surplus  of  $6.8  billion. 

In  addition,  I  understand  that  the 
money  presently  in  the  fund  totals  ap- 
proximately $28  billion,  which  would 
make  a  total  surplus  of  $34.8  billion. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
young  people  and  the  middle  income 
group  would  be  hit  the  hardest  by  the 
proposed  change  in  the  social  security 
payroll  tax  as  contained  in  the  commit- 
tee reported  bill.  I  am  sure  that  these 
wage  earners  would  much  rather  pay  less 
than  to  have  the  unnecessary  tax  in- 
crease which  is  proposed  in  the  bill.  That 
is  what  they  are  concerned  about.  I  will 
go  into  that  in  more  detail  on  my  own 
time. 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
should  point  out  that  this  fund  is  over- 
financed,  and  he  so  admitted  last  night. 
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Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  quite 
true.  I  do  not  deny  that. 

However,  Mr.  President,  this  Govern- 
ment is  faced  with  an  enormous  deficit 
this  year,  and  it  is  faced  with  an  enor- 
mous deficit  even  if  you  look  at  it  on  a 
national  income  accounts  basis.  In  other 
words,  the  Government  is  just  spending 
and  thereby  pumping  into  circulation 
many  billions  of  dollars,  tens  of  billions 
of  dollars,  more  than  the  Government  is 
taxing  out  of  circulation.  That  is  a  real 
problem. 

The  House  bill — and  the  Senate  bill 
generally  follows  this  pattern — would  re- 
duce the  surplus  flowing  into  that  fund 
by  approximately  $2  billion  as  it  is.  To 
the  extent  that  we  do  that,  we  worsen 
this  Government's  national  income  ac- 
counts position,  anyway;  and  to  go  be- 
yond that  point,  as  suggested  by  the  Sen- 
ator, and  fail  to  raise  any  revenues  to 
help  pay  for  the  additional  costs  of  the 
program,  makes  the  situation  still  worse. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
some  differences  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  the  ranking 
Republican  member  of  the  committee, 
because  he  contends  that  we  should  pro- 
vide for  a  tax  now  to  pay  for  all  the  in- 
creased benefits  when  we  vote  to  provide 
them  for  the  future.  I  have  contended 
that  we  are  being  responsible  if  we  pro- 
vide enough  tax  merely  to  pay  for  the 
increase  the  Senate  committee  has  voted. 

If  we  ever  reach  the  day  when  we  are 
providing  these  increased  social  security 
benefits  from  general  revenues  alone, 
there  will  be  tremendous  political  pres- 
sure upon  Congress  to  be  totally  irre- 
sponsible and  to  provide  big  increases  in 
payments,  which  cannot  be  sustained 
down  through  the  years  as  the  higher 
percentage  of  our  population  consists  of 
persons  aged  65  and  over. 

I  am  in  sympathy  with  what  the  Sen- 
ator seeks  to  do  but  I  believe  that  fiscal 
responsibility  and  actuarial  soundness 
demand  that  we  not  agree  to  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  as  I  have 
previously  stated,  I  wholeheartedly  ap- 
prove of  the  liberalized  cash  benefits 
provided  in  the  1967  social  security  bill 
just  reported  by  the  Finance  Committee. 
I  have  recommended  similar  increases 
for  a  number  of  years;  and  I  am  happy, 
indeed,  that  these  proposals  are  now  in- 
corporated in  the  bill  and  supported  by 
the  adminstration.  I  have  been  unable  to 
understand  how  anyone  could  oppose  a 
minimum  social  security  benefit  of  $70 
a  month  as  long  as  there  are  5^2  million 
Americans  over  65  living  in  or  near 
abject  poverty. 

I  have  been  unable  to  understand  how 
any  person  could  object  to  an  across- 
the-board  increase  in  benefit,  inasmuch 
as  most  of  those  individuals  receiving 
social  security  benefits  rely  on  it  as  their 
main  source  of  income. 

We  in  Congress,  Mr.  President,  by  con- 
trolling the  benefit  amounts  which 
Americans  over  age  65  actually  receive, 
in  effect  control  their  economic  well- 
being.  We  determine  whether  or  not  mil- 
lions of  older  Americans  can  afford  the 
basic  necessities.  How  well  have  these 
people  fared  at  our  hands? 


I  am  not  at  all  certain  that  we  can  pat 
ourselves  on  the  back  for  past  perform- 
ance. When  we  consider  the  present 
plight  of  individuals  forced  to  subsist  on 
social  security,  we  have  failed  in  two  re- 
spects. On  the  one  hand,  we  have  not 
been  overly  generous  in  granting  benefit 
increases.  On  the  other  hand,  we  share 
some  of  the  responsibility  for  a  cost  of 
living  which  has  escalated  unchecked 
since  World  War  IT. 

The  older  American  and  the  low-in- 
come worker  have  been  the  greatest 
losers  from  inflation  and  inadequate  so- 
cial security.  In  order  to  alleviate  the 
distress  of  both  groups,  it  is  imperative 
at  this  time  to  give  serious  consideration 
to  the  effects  of  this  bill  on  these  individ- 
uals. Otherwise,  Mr.  President,  we  may 
find  ourselves  in  the  position  of  fighting 
the  war  on  poverty  with  one  hand  and 
fanning  the  flames  of  poverty  with  the 
other. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  particularly  dis- 
turbed with  the  long-range  effects  which 
the  financing  provisions  of  the  bill  re- 
ported by  the  Finance  Committee  may 
have. 

I  am  disturbed  because  the  bill  will 
have  the  effect  of  encouraging  the  hoard- 
ing of  large  sums  of  moneyin  trust  funds, 
thus  removing  them  from  circulation  for 
no  particular  reason. 

I  am  disturbed  also  because  the  bill 
increases  the  rate  and  base  of  the  social 
security  payroll  tax.  This  will  have  the 
effect  of  seriously  jeopardizing  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  those  individuals  in 
low-  and  middle-income  groups. 

In  short,  the  financing  method  in  the 
proposed  bill  is  defective  because  it  will 
interfere  with  the  overall  war  on  poverty 
and  because  it  represents  unnecessary  in- 
terference when  a  reasonable  alternative 
method  of  financing  exists. 

First,  Mr.  President,  the  method  of  fi- 
nancing contained  in  this  bill  seriously 
interferes  with  the  overall  war  on  pov- 
erty. As  I  pointed  out  to  the  Senate  on 
September  25,  1967: 

If  there  is  anything  I  have  learned  from  my 
investigation,  it  is  that  poverty  in  the  United 
States  is  a  complex  phenomenon  to  which 
there  are  no  simple  solutions. 

However,  Mr.  President,  since  poverty 
is  a  complex  phenomenon,  it  can  be 
seriously  affected  by  a  number  of  forces. 
One  of  those  forces  which  has  a  serious 
effect  on  economic  poverty  is  the  method 
of  taxation  for  earned  income. 

During  the  poverty  hearings  conducted 
by  our  Subcommittee  on  Employment, 
Manpower,  and  Poverty,  of  which  I  am 
ranking  minority  member,  a  number  of 
witnesses  verified  the  fact  that  the  low- 
income  worker  has  little  prospect  for  es- 
caping the  poverty  cycle  since  his  cash 
income  is  never  sufficient  to  meet  mini- 
mum needs. 

For  example,  let  us  consider  the  em- 
ployee who  is  being  paid  the  minimum 
wage  of  $1.40  per  hour  and  who  works  a 
40-hour  week.  His  gross  income  would  be 
only  $2,912.00  a  year  even  if  he  faith- 
fully showed  up  for  work  each  and  every 
day.  For  all  practical  purposes,  such  an 
individual  pays  no  income  tax.  However, 
he  must,  and  should  pay  a  social  security 
payroll  tax  which  is  matched  by  his  em- 
ployer. 


The  Senate  Finance  Committee  has 
proposed  that  the  social  security  payroll 
tax  for  OASDI  and  HI  be  increased  to 
5.8  percent  for  both  the  employee  and 
employer.  What  effect  would  this  have 
on  the  low-income  employee?  First  of 
all,  the  faithful  employee  working  at  the 
minimum  wage  would  have  nearly  $129 
deducted  from  his  annual  income  of 
$2,912.  This  alone  would  seriously  affect 
his  ability  to  break  the  poverty  cycle. 
More  important,  his  employer  is  also 
faced  with  a  5.8-percent  tax  on  his  pay- 
roll. If  this  employee,  earning  a  mini- 
mum wage,  is  a  marginal  employee,  many 
employers  faced  with  the  additional  ex- 
pense of  the  increased  payroll  tax  will 
lower  their  liability  by  decreasing  their 
workforce. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  that  this  ex- 
ample amply  drives  home  the  point  that 
the  social  security  payroll  tax  interferes 
with  the  war  on  poverty.  The  question 
we  must  ask  ourselves  is  how  much  of  an 
interference  is  tolerable.  I  personally  be- 
lieve that  we  are  approaching,  if  we  have 
not  already  reached,  the  breaking  point, 
and  that  we  should  not  further  increase 
the  social  security  payroll  tax  at  this 
time. 

Moreover,  Mr.  President,  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  further  increase  the  payroll  tax 
because  a  reasonable  viable  alternative 
exists.  That  reasonable  alternative,  Mr. 
President,  would  be  to  provide  a  financ- 
ing method  which  is  based  on  a  progres- 
sive rather  than  a  regressive  tax. 

Each  time,  in  my  memory,  that  a  so- 
cial security  increase  has  been  enacted 
there  has  been  a  concomitant  increase 
in  the  regressive  social  security  payroll 
tax.  This,  to  my  way  of  thinking,  repre- 
sents a  shortsighted  piecemeal  approach 
for  financing  a  social  insurance  program. 
I  am  happy  to  note,  however,  that  re- 
cently more  and  more  individuals  are 
beginning  to  agree  with  me  that  a  strong, 
progressive  social  insurance  system  is 
necessary  but  only  possible  if  a  portion 
of  the  costs  are  paid  from  general  reve- 
nue. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
this  may  be  the  ultimate  approach,  but 
in  the  foreseeable  future  there  is  no  need 
to  partially  finance  out  of  general  rev- 
enues, even  though  that  method  was  an- 
ticipated when  the  concept  when  social 
security  was  originated.  Nevertheless, 
many  individuals  now  recognize  that 
sooner  or  later  we  will  need  to  utilize 
general  revenues  for  part  of  the  financ- 
ing of  social  security  benefits  if  we  really 
want  an  adequate  social  security  struc- 
ture. Last  spring,  when  Walter  Reuther 
was  testifying  before  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  he  stated: 

I  believe  that  one  of  the  things  that  we 
need  to  recognize  is  that  we  will  never  build 
an  adequate  social  security  structure  so 
long  as  we  rely  exclusively  for  the  financing 
of  that  structure  upon  the  payroll  tax.  We 
are  one  of  the  few  free  and  democratic  coun- 
tries in  the  world  where  we  have  tried  to 
place  the  total  burden  of  the  cost  of  social 
insurance  upon  a  payroll  tax.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  only  rational,  and  responsible, 
and  equitable  way  to  do  this  job  is  to  have  a 
three-way  sharing  of  the  cost  of  this  pro- 
gram so  that  the  wage  earner,  and  the 
employer,  and  general  revenue  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  all  carry  an  equal  share. 
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What  then,  Mr.  President,  is  the  jus- 
tification for  the  use  of  the  social  secur- 
ity payroll  tax? 

I  believe  that,  to  a  certain  extent,  its 
use  can  be  justified  on  the  psychological 
basis  of  having  a  social  insurance  system 
which  relies  on  contributions  equally 
shared  by  all  members  of  the  system. 
This  psychological  benefit,  Mr.  President, 
can  best  be  seen  by  the  reputation  that 
social  security  has  gained  over  the  years, 
that  it  is  a  benefit  to  which  people  are 
entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  rather  than 
regarding  it  more  realistically  as  a  gra- 
tuity. 

I  object  to  the  social  security  payroll 
tax,  Mr.  President,  because  it  is  regres- 
sive. It  takes  a  larger  bite  out  of  the 
necessary  income  of  the  poor  than  it 
does  the  rich.  If  I  felt  that  an  increase 
in  the  social  security  payroll  tax  was  the 
only  possible  way  to  safeguard  our  sys- 
tem of  social  insurance,  I  would  whole- 
heartedly support  it.  However,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  increase  is  not  necessary. 

When  we  examine  the  condition  of  the 
social  security  trust  funds,  it  becomes  ap- 
parent that  the  primary  effect  of  a  so- 
cial security  payroll  tax  increase  would 
be  to  generate  larger  surpluses. 

Since  the  social  security  system  is  a 
social  insurance  system  which  makes 
membership  compulsory,  its  method  of 
financing  is  not  and  should  not  be  anal- 
ogous to  that  utililized  by  a  private  in- 
surance company.  The  insurance  com- 
pany can  never  be  certain  about  the  num- 
ber of  policyholders  it  will  have  at  a  given 
point  in  time.  Its  salesmen  may  have  a 
bad  year.  Its  policyholders  at  any  date 
may  surrender  their  policies  for  cash 
value.  Moreover,  its  directors  may  make 
bad  investments.  All  of  these  reasons,  and 
many  more  make  it  mandatory  that  pri- 
vate voluntary  insurance  companies 
maintain  large  reserves  for  the  purposes 
of  meeting  future  liabilities. 

Critics  of  the  social  security  system 
often  make  the  mistake  of  confusing  it 
with  a  private  insurance  company.  It  is 
no  such  thing  primarily  because  its 
membership  is  locked  in  by  a  compulsory 
insurance  program. 

Robert  J.  Myers,  chief  actuary  of  the 
social  security  system,  in  his  excellent 
book,  "Social  Insurance  and  Allied  Gov- 
ernment Programs,"  describes  the  tradi- 
tional method  for  determining  actuarial 
soundness  for  private  insurance  systems, 
he  points  out: 

Other  actuaries  have  a  somewhat  less 
stringent  definition  of  actuarially  sound  sys- 
tems: "one  which  sets  forth  a  plan  of  bene- 
fits and  the  contributions  to  provide  these 
benefits,  so  related  that  the  amount  of  the 
present  and  contingent  liabilities  of  the  plan 
as  actuarially  computed  as  of  any  date  will 
at  least  be  balanced  by  the  amount  of  the 
present  and  contingent  assets  of  the  plan 
actuarially  computed  as  or  the  same  date." 

Under  this  definition  of  actuarial 
soundness,  a  long-range  social  insurance 
system  with  pay-as-you-go  financing  can 
be  considered  sound. 

Mr.  President,  I  fail  to  see  that  we  have 
fully  accepted  the  principle  of  pay-as- 
you-go  financing  for  social  security.  I 
suspect  that  many  of  us  continue  to  con- 
fuse our  compulsory  governmental  social 
insurance  system  with  the  type  of  volun- 
tary insurance  system  run  by  private  life 


insurance  companies.  For  example,  even 
the  present  payroll  tax  rate  and  base 
which  result  in  overfinancing  social  se- 
curity benefits  payable  annually,  as  both 
Secretary  Gardner  and  Commissioner 
Ball  acknowledged  before  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee. 

The  facts,  Mr.  President,  speak  for 
themselves.  Under  the  present  law,  the 
income  for  calendar  year  1967  will  be 
only  $28.5  billion.  The  outgo  for  calendar 
year  1967  will  be  only  $24.2  billion,  leav- 
ing a  surplus  of  $4.3  billion. 

How  many  elderly  citizens  have  nearly 
starved  to  death  this  year  because  of  in- 
adequate social  security  benefits  while 
that  $3.8  billion  surplus  sits  in  the  U.S. 
Treasury? 

Again,  looking  ahead  to  calendar  1968, 
Mr.  President,  we  find  that  under  pres- 
ent law,  income  would  be  $29.6  billion, 
while  outgo  would  be  $25.5  billion,  leav- 
ing a  surplus  of  $4.1  billion.  Even  more 
interesting,  Mr.  President,  is  the  fact 
that  if  we  measured  the  $29.6-billion 
income  for  1968  derived  from  tax  rates 
in  the  present  law  against  the  benefits 
outgo  proposed  in  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee's report,  we  would  still  have  a  sur- 
plus. Thus,  assuming  that  the  benefit  in- 
creases provided  in  the  reported  bill  were 
payable  from  January  1  next  year,  in- 
stead of  from  March  1  as  proposed  by 
the  committee,  the  benefit  outgo  would 
only  be  $28.7  billion  for  full  calendar 
year  1968,  leaving  a  surplus  in  excess 
of  $900  million. 

What  does  this  mean  as  we  consider 
long-term  financing  for  social  security? 
To  me,  Mr.  President,  it  means  that  if  we 
keep  the  present  social  security  tax  and 
base  as  provided  in  the  1965  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  we  will  have  ade- 
quate income  to  meet  all  the  benefits  en- 
visioned by  the  Finance  Committee's  re- 
port. 

Viewing  the  situation  in  the  most  pes- 
simistic way,  it  could  be  argued  that  cer- 
tain unforeseen  events  would  affect  the 
income  and  outgo  estimates  relating  to 
the  social  security  trust  funds.  I  have  no 
doubt,  Mr.  President,  that  some  Members 
of  Congress  will  parade  before  us  imag- 
inary horribles  along  this  line.  Perhaps 
some  will  argue  that  a  steep  recession 
will  mean  that  the  trust  funds  will  col- 
lect less  tax  because  many  individuals 
will  be  unemployed.  It  could  be  argued, 
Mr.  President,  that  a  future  Congress 
would  radically  liberalize  benefits  with- 
out providing  a  tax  to  pay  for  the  bene- 
fit. It  even  could  be  argued,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  some  catastrophic  event  would 
take  place  which  would  lure  millions  of 
individuals  into  early  retirement. 

Now,  I  personally  do  not  see  any  of 
these  events  occurring  within  the  rea- 
sonable future.  But,  even  if  they  did 
occur,  I  believe  the  best  method  for  keep- 
ing the  income  and  outgo  of  the  social 
security  trust  funds  in  balance  would  be 
by  the  use  of  general  revenues,  if  and 
when  that  ever  became  necessary. 

General  revenue  is  derived  from  all 
taxes  levied  on  businesses  and  individ- 
uals as  compared  to  the  payroll  tax 
which  is  paid  by  both  employees  and 
employers. 

General   revenue   does  not  overtax 


those  who  are  living  in  poverty,  as  does 
the  payroll  tax. 

General  revenue  is  both  broadly  based 
and  progressive  as  contrasted  to  the 
social  security  payroll  tax  which  is  levied 
on  wage  earners  and  is  regressive. 

Quite  frankly,  Mr.  President,  there  is 
nothing  novel  about  the  approach  of 
using  general  revenue  partially  to  fi- 
nance social  security  benefits.  Dr.  Edwin 
E.  Witte,  who  was  the  executive  director 
of  the  Committee  on  Economic  Security, 
which  drafted  the  Social  Security  Act 
recognized  this  fact  as  early  as  1935. 
Professor  Witte  in  his  book  "Develop- 
ment of  the  Social  Security  Act"  states: 

Any  deficit,  the  old  age  security  staff  pro- 
posed, should  be  met  through  contributions 
from  the  United  States  Treasury,  although 
there  was  no  way  in  which  it  could  be  guar- 
anteed that  when  the  deficits  developed  con- 
tributions would  be  actually  made  from  gen- 
eral tax  revenues,  rather  than  be  met  through 
reduction  of  benefits  or  increase  in  the  con- 
tribution rates. 

Robert  Myers,  the  Chief  Actuary  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  points 
out  in  his  book  that — 

The  advisory  council  of  1947^48,  somewhat 
paralleling  the  action  of  the  previous  ad- 
visory council,  recommended  a  financing 
basis  under  which  a  relatively  small  contin- 
gency fund  would  develop,  with  eventual  fed- 
eral contributions  equal  to  half  the  combined 
employer-employee  contributions. 

I  believe  it  is  crystal  clear,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  financing  from  general  reve- 
nues has  always  been  anticipated  as  a 
preferable  supplement  for  the  social  se- 
curity payroll  tax  to  increased  tax  rates 
for  this  regressive  tax.  In  my  opinion, 
now  is  the  time  to  provide  legislation 
which  would  permit  supplemental  fi- 
nancing for  social  security  from  gen- 
eral revenues,  if  and  when  the  time 
should  ever  come  when  that  might  be 
necessary,  I  certainly  cannot  envision 
that  possibility  as  I  stand  here  today. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Brewster  took  the 
chair  as  Presiding  Officer) . 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  now  propose  has  the  effect 
of  freezing  the  payroll  tax  at  the  levels 
envisioned  by  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1965.  It  also  insures  the  future 
stability  of  the  social  security  trust  fund 
by  requiring  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  submit  an 
estimate  of  its  final  condition  on  January 
1  of  each  calendar  year.  Based  on  the 
estimated  financial  condition  of  the 
social  security  trust  fund,  Congress  could 
then  appropriate  any  necessary  funds 
from  the  general  revenue  of  the  United 
States. 

I  believe  that  this  amendment  has 
several  distinct  advantages. 

First,  it  avoids  the  necessity  of  in- 
creasing the  already  high  social  security 
payroll  tax.  This  will  benefit  individuals 
with  low  incomes,  and  will  supplement 
the  intents  and  purposes  of  the  war  on 
poverty. 

Second,  this  amendment  will  better  in- 
sure the  financial  stability  of  the  social 
security  trust  fund.  As  I  pointed  out,  the 
proceeds  from  the  social  security  payroll 
tax  can  fluctuate  depending  on  the  total 
number  of  employed  persons  in  the 
country. 
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Third,  this  amendment  would  insure 
that  large  surpluses  in  the  social  security 
trust  fund  do  not  accumulate.  I  believe 
that  this  is  particularly  beneficial  when 
we  realize  that  surpluses  in  this  fund  do 
little  to  alleviate  the  pressing  problems 
facing  us  today. 

Fourth,  this  amendment  would  insure 
every  American  of  greater  takehome  pay 
because  the  social  security  payroll  tax 
would  not  be  increased  as  envisioned  in 
the  committee  report. 

Finally,  this  amendment  would  enact 
into  law  the  concept  that  has  run 
throughout  the  history  of  the  social  se- 
curity system — that  is,  that  general  rev- 
enues should  be  used  to  finance  a  portion 
of  the  social  security  benefits,  when  and 
if  that  ever  should  become  necessary. 

As  I  have  already  pointed  out,  it  is 
unlikely  that  actual  appropriations  will 
be  necessary  for  the  next  6  or  7  years. 
However,  should  they  be  necessary,  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  will  provide 
the  mechanism  to  ascertain  the  need 
and  amount  of  appropriation  necessary. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  emphasize  that 
the  proposal  recommended  by  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  for  increasing  the  rate 
and  base  of  the  social  security  payroll 
tax  is  not  an  unimportant  item. 

It  is  not  unimportant,  Mr.  President, 
because  it  will  affect  thousands  of  Amer- 
icans in  our  Nation's  work  force. 

It  is  not  unimportant,  Mr.  President, 
because  it  will  seriously  affect  thousands 
of  small  businessmen. 

The  Finance  Committee  bill  raises  the 
maximum  taxable  earnings  base  to 
$8,000  in  1968.  Not  only  that,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  committee  bill  increases  the 
earnings  base  to  $8,800  for  the  period 
1969  to  1971.  Not  only  that,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, but  1972  and  after,  the  committee 
raises  the  earnings  base  to  $10,800. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  does  this  have  a 
serious  effect  on  the  American  worker? 
I  believe  that  it  does.  First  of  all,  more 
and  more  workers  find  that  they  are  in  a 
financial  squeeze  even  though  their 
wages  are  considerably  higher  than,  say, 
10  years  ago.  The  committee  bill  would 
mean  that  more  of  their  earnings  would 
be  taxable  under  the  regressive  formula 
of  the  social  security  tax  rate.  I  person- 
ally do  not  believe  that  most  Americans 
can  afford  that  additional  burden. 

For  example,  Mr.  President,  did  you 
realize  that  the  recent  report  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  points  out 
that  the  minimum  but  adequate  budget 
for  the  typical  American  family  of  four  is 
$9,700.  The  enactment  of  this  new  tax 
scheme  suggested  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee would  force  the  head  of  that 
typical  American  family  to  do  one  of 
two  things.  First,  he  must  attempt  to  get 
his  employer  to  pay  him  more  money. 
Second,  if  he  fails  in  his  first  alternative, 
he  must  cut  back  on  his  family  living 
standards  by  several  hundred  dollars  a 
year. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  as  I  pointed  out, 
if  this  increase  was  essential  to  main- 
tain the  balance  of  the  social  security 
trust  funds,  I  have  no  doubt  but  that 
the  typical  American  worker  would  glad- 
ly bear  this  additional  burden.  Unfor- 
tunately, Mr.  President,  the  increase  pro- 
posed by  the  Finance  Committee  is  not 


necessary  to  maintain  the  balance  of  the 
social  security  trust  fund. 

Just  yesterday,  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  stated  the  financial  condition 
of  the  social  security  trust  fund  more 
authoritatively  and  eloquently  than  I 
could.  Let  me  quote  him : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  actuaries,  and 
this  is  attested  to  by  our  experts  as  well  as 
those  in  the  department,  that  the  program 
is  overfinanced;  it  is  not  underfinanced. 

At  another  point  in  the  Record,  Mr. 
President,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee  stated : 

Our  bill  does  not  underfinance  it.  If  we  are 
subject  to  any  criticism,  it  would  be  the 
criticism  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  that 
we  are  putting  too  much  in;  not  too  little. 

Mr.  President,  put  quite  frankly  and 
simply,  the  social  security  system  does 
not  need  the  additional  tax  provisions 
provided  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  this  matter  of 
the  social  security  tax  is  not  unimpor- 
tant because  it  will  seriously  affect 
thousands  of  small  businessmen. 

When  we  talk  about  social  security 
payroll  tax  we  sometimes  fail  to  realize 
that  it  places  a  burden  on  the  employer 
as  well  as  the  employee.  As  the  employer 
is  forced  to  reach  into  more  of  his  gross 
revenues  for  the  social  security  payroll 
tax,  he  finds  his  profit  margin  becomes 
less  and  less.  Faced  with  this  problem, 
large  businessmen  obviously  increase  the 
cost  of  their  product  and  pass  the  ex- 
pense on  to  the  American  consumer.  In 
this  situation,  the  American  worker  loses 
twice.  First  as  an  employee  he  finds  his 
take-home  pay  is  less.  Second,  as  a  con- 
sumer he  finds  that  even  the  reduced 
take-home  pay  that  he  has  buys  less. 

Unfortunately,  the  effect  of  the  in- 
creased social  security  payroll  tax  on  the 
small  businessman  can  be  even  more  de- 
structive. The  small  businessman  gen- 
erally operates  on  a  small  profit  margin. 
His  greatest  expense  is  generally  labor. 
As  the  social  security  payroll  tax  becomes 
greater,  it  has  the  effect  of  hitting  the 
small  businessman  in  the  area  where  he 
is  most  dependent  on  being  competitive 
with  big  businessmen ;  namely,  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, his  expenses  connected  with  pay- 
ing his  employees.  The  small  business- 
man must  either  reduce  his  work  force  or 
raise  his  prices  in  order  to  stay  in  busi- 
ness. He  cannot  reduce  his  work  force 
since,  unlike  the  highly  automated  big 
businessman,  he  is  most  dependent  on 
the  services  of  employees.  All  too  often, 
Mr.  President,  neither  can  he  raise  his 
prices  because  competition  is  too  keen 
among  small  businessmen. 

If  this  social  security  payroll  tax  is  in- 
creased as  recommended  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  I  can  see  business  failures 
among  small  businessmen  increasing  by 
leaps  and  bounds.  I  do  not  want  to  see 
that.  I  believe  most  Members  of  this 
Chamber  do  not  want  to  see  it.  Moreover, 
I  believe  the  welfare  of  the  country  de- 
mands that  it  not  happen. 

Mr.  President,  now  I  realize  that  some 
members  of  the  Finance  Committee  toyed 
with  the  idea  that  the  increase  provided 
in  their  report  would  act  as  a  substitute 
for  the  tax  increase  which  the  President 


apparently  feels  is  necessary,  although, 
as  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware [Mr.  Williams]  pointed  out  yes- 
terday, or  the  day  before,  the  President 
has  yet  to  submit  a  tax  bill  to  Congress. 

I  think  that  one  basic  flaw  exists  in 
this  sort  of  conclusion.  Unlike  a  surtax 
the  social  security  payroll  tax  affects  only 
one  segment  of  our  economy — business- 
men and  employees. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
my  amendment  because  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  social  security  payroll  tax  needs 
to  be  increased,  and  if  it  were,  I  believe 
that  its  effect  would  be  disastrous. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  following  exhibits  be 
printed  in  the  Record  immediately  fol- 
lowing my  remarks : 

First.  A  study  by  Francis  J.  Crowley, 
of  the  Legislative  Reference  Service,  en- 
titled "The  Historical  Review  of  General 
Revenue  Financing  in  Social  Security." 

Second.  A  letter  to  me  from  Lawrence 
N.  Woodworth,  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation,  which 
includes  a  table  demonstrating  how  the 
present  payroll  tax  rate  and  general  rev- 
enue financing  could  both  produce  ap- 
proximately $4  billion  of  revenue. 

The  purpose  of  the  first  exhibit  is  to 
demonstrate  how  often  since  the  enact- 
ment of  the  social  security  bill  in  1935 
the  question  of  general  revenue  financ- 
ing has  been  discussed,  and  how  many 
experts  have  advocated  more  extended 
application  and  use  of  such  financing. 

The  purpose  of  the  second  exhibit  is 
to  demonstrate  how  much  more  equi- 
tably and  fairly  a  general  revenue  sched- 
ule for  raising  $4  billion  would  be  than 
a  payroll  tax.  This  is  true  because  the 
present  payroll  tax  is  regressive  and  falls 
severely  and  most  heavily  upon  the  peo- 
ple in  the  lower  income  brackets.  I  might 
point  out  that  $4  billion  is  approximately 
the  amount  of  the  benefit  in  this  package 
now  being  considered  by  the  Senate. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  have  prepared 
a  brief  explanation  of  my  amendment 
and  a  chart  illustrating  the  financial 
condition  of  the  social  security  trust 
fund.  This  chart  is  based  on  the  assump- 
tion of  adopting  all  the  benefit  increases 
in  the  Finance  Committee's  report  while 
not  changing  the  existing  tax  rates  for 
base  contained  in  the  present  law. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Library  of  Congress,  Legislative 
Reference  Service,  Washington,  D.C.,  Nov. 
2,  1967] 

Historical  Review  op  General  Revenue  Fi- 
nancing in  Social  Security 
(By  Francis  J.  Crowley,  Education  and  Pub- 
lic Welfare  Division) 
1.  Summary — Pros  and  cons 
Proposals  to  use  general  revenues  to  fi- 
nance the  Social  Security  program  are  not 
new.  The  original  proposals  for  a  Social  Se- 
curity program  contemplated  the  use  of 
general  revenues  starting  about  1965.  During 
the  1940's,  the  law  authorized  an  appropria- 
tion from  general  revenues  if  It  was  needed 
to  keep  the  program  solvent.  In  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1950,  Congress  ap- 
peared to  settle  the  question  by  repealing 
the  authorization  for  appropriations  from 
general  revenues.  Further  indication  of  this 
was  the  frequent  reference  to  the  self-sup- 
porting nature  of  the  program  that  after 


November  17,  1967  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16689 


1950  was  to  be  found  in  every  Committee 
report  dealing  with  social  security  financing. 
Recently,  however,  there  has  been  a  revived 
interest  in  the  use  of  general  revenues  in 
the  financing  of  the  social  security  program. 
This  interest  is  the  result  of  a  growing 
awareness  of  the  growing  magnitude  of  the 
social  security  tax  and  its  effect  on  indi- 
vidual and  corporate  income.  Almost  all 
the  legislative  proposals  which  would  provide 
a  more  liberal  benefit  increase  than  in  the 
current  administration  bill  use  some  type  of 
general  revenue  financing..  (Under  present 
law,  a  worker's  maximum  social  security  tax 
is  scheduled  to  rise  from  $290.40  in  1967 
to  $372.90,  under  the  administration's  pro- 
posals to  $626.40,  and  under  the  House- 
passed  social  security  bill  to  $448.40  in  1987.) 

In  discussing  the  financing  of  the  Social 
Security  program  there  is  a  tendency  to  dis- 
cuss it  both  from  its  "insurance"  or  "equity" 
aspects  and  from  its  "social"  or  "welfare" 
aspects.  Some  who  support  the  general  reve- 
nue approach  say  that  the  payroll  tax  is  the 
appropriate  way  to  finance  the  insurance 
aspects  (retirement  benefits,  for  example) 
but  that  it  is  not  the  proper  way  to  finance 
the  broader  social  aspects  of  the  program 
such  as  dependents  benefits.  In  this  context, 
the  question  of  using  general  revenues  to 
finance  social  security  benefits  becomes  a 
question  of  defining  the  role  of  the  social 
security  program.  Those  who  argue  for  gen- 
eral revenues  in  financing  further  benefit 
liberalizations  point  out  that  the  equities 
of  the  program  require  such  financing  to 
assure  that  contributors  get  their  money's 
worth  from  the  taxes  they  pay.  On  the  other 
hand,  those  who  do  not  want  general  reve- 
nues to  be  used  in  financing  the  social  secu- 
rity program  argue  that  there  should  not  be 
further  changes  in  the  program  which  em- 
phasize the  "social"  aspects. 

For  others,  there  is  a  middle  ground  argu- 
ment that  no  basic  change  is  needed,  that 
a  balance  should  be  maintained  between  the 
social  and  the  insurance  aspects  and  the 
total  cost  paid  out  of  the  earmarked  payroll 
tax.  It  is  this  group  who  present  the  argu- 
ments that  general  revenues  in  the  social 
security  program  will  have  an  undesirable 
effect  on  people's  attitudes  about  the  system. 
Pretty  much  from  start  of  the  program,  and 
right  up  to  the  present  time,  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration,  and  proponents  of  the 
social  security  program  in  general,  have 
talked  about  the  contributory  nature  of  the 
program,  indicating  that  because  people  pay 
social  security  taxes,  the  benefits,  unlike  wel- 
fare payments,  are  paid  as  a  matter  of  earned 
right.  Moreover,  they  point  out  that  because 
employers  and  employees  know  that  im- 
provements in  the  program  will  result  in 
increased  taxes  that  they  themselves  must 
pay,  the  payroll  tax  serves  as  a  limitation 
against  fiscal  irresponsibility  and  too  rapid 
expansion  of  the  program. 

Today,  many  who  argue  for  and  many  who 
argue  against  using  general  revenues  to 
finance  social  security  start  from  much  the 
same  place;  that  the  social  security  program 
is  not  a  pure  insurance  program,  that  much 
of  what  it  attempts  to  do  is  "social"  or  "wel- 
fare" in  nature  and  that  these  social  or  wel- 
fare costs  ought  not  to  be  financed  by  a  pay- 
roll tax.  The  payroll  tax,  as  opposed  to  the 
Federal  income  tax,  is  generally  considered 
a  regressive  tax.  Thus,  the  relative  burden 
of  paying  the  cost  of  the  social  security  pro- 
gram falls  more  heavily  on  lower-paid 
workers. 

Some  who  fear  general  financing  fear  that 
future  budgetary  considerations  would  be 
such  that  the  Executive  and  the  Congress 
would,  as  with  the  Civil  Service  retirement 
program,  neglect  to  provide  currently  the 
amounts  that  are  not  needed  to  meet  cur- 
rent expenditures,  but  which  are  needed  to 
keep  the  program  on  a  sound  actuarial  basis. 

Those  who  argue  for  using  general  rev- 
enues believe  that  the  cost  ci  the  program 


includes  the  cost  of  paying  full  benefits  to 
people  who  had  little  opportunity  to  work 
in  covered  employment,  including  those  who 
were  approaching  retirement  age  when  their 
work  was  covered  under  the  program  The 
cost  of  paying  these  benefits — about  one- 
third  of  the  cost  of  the  program — in  this 
argument  is  considered  a  social  cost  that 
could  properly  be  paid  out  of  general  rev- 
enues. If  general  revenues  were  used  for 
this  purpose,  and  if  there  were  no  change 
in  the  financing  of  the  present  program, 
these  people  point  out  that  the  additional 
income  from  general  revenues  would  make 
it  possible  to  increase  benefits  about  50% 
above  present  levels. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  witness  ^before  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  testified  in 
March  1967  on  a  proposal  to  provide  reduced 
social  security  taxes.  Under  this  proposal 
social  security  taxes  would  be  reduced  to  a 
point  where  the  benefits  that  could  be  paid 
under  present  law  to  a  young  worker  enter- 
ing the  labor  force  would  be  equal  to  the 
full  value  of  the  employer  i  and  employee 
taxes  paid  on  his  wages;  the  cost  of  benefits 
to  older  workers  in  excess  of  the  taxes  paid 
on  their  wages  would  be  met  from  general 
revenues. 

2.  Introduction 

Since  the  inception  of  the  Social  Security 
program,  a  major  qiiestion  has  been  the  ex- 
tent to  which  the  program  should  be  financed 
out  of  general  revenues.  Recently  the  ques- 
tion has  gained  new  significance  with  a  num- 
ber of  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  and  the 
Committee  on  Finance  to  testify  on  the  pro- 
posals recommended  by  the  President  and 
contained  in  H.R.  5710  recommending  that 
general  revenues  be  used  to  finance  changes 
in  the  social  security  program.  Because  of 
the  questions  about  general  revenue  financ- 
ing that  are  being  raised,  it  is  appropriate  at 
this  time  to  review  the  history  of  earlier 
discussions  and  to  put  the  present  discus- 
sions in  their  correct  historical  perspective. 

Central  to  today's  discussion  of  the  desir- 
ability of  using  general  revenues  to  finance 
part  of  the  social  security  program  is  the 
amount  of  payroll  tax  that  is  needed  to  pay 
for  the  present  program  and  the  additional 
amounts  that  will  be  needed  to  finance  any 
liberalization  in  the  system. 

3.  The  Social  Security  Act  of  1935 

The  earliest  discussions  of  using  general 
revenues  took  place  in  the  Committee  on 
Economic  Security,  whose  recommendations 
formed  the  basis  of  the  original  Social  Se- 
curity Act.  The  Committee,  which  had  been 
appointed  by  President  Franklin  D.  Roose- 
velt in  1934,  was  composed  of  five  members.1 
The  social  security  program  proposed  by  the 
Committee  had  originally  called  for  a  Gov- 
ernment contribiition  starting  about  1965. 
However,  when  the  President  learned  that 
the  program  was  not  "self-sustaining"  he  in- 
sisted that  it  be  changed.  Edwin  Witte,  Ex- 
ecutive Director  of  the  Committee,  described 
the  President's  reaction  on  learning  that  the 
program  was  not  self-sustaining.  Mr.  Witte 
wrote: 

"On  the  afternoon  of  January  16,  after 
the  President  had  already  notified  Congress 
that  he  would,  on  the  next  day,  submit  a 
special  message  dealing  with  social  secu- 
rity, and  after  press  stories  on  the  message 
and  the  committee's  report  had  already  been 
given  out  at  the  White  House,  the  President 
discovered  a  feature  in  the  old  age  insurance 
part  of  the  program  which  he  did  not  like. 
This  was  the  aspect  that  a  large  deficit  (to 


1  The  members  were:  Frances  E.  Perkins, 
Secretary  of  Labor  (Chairman);  Henry  Mor- 
genthau,  Jr.,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury; 
Homer  Cummings,  Attorney  General;  Henry 
A.  Wallace,  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  Harry 
Hopkins,  Federal  Emergency  Relief  Admin- 
istrator. 


be  met  from  general  governmental  revenues) 
would  develop  in  the  old  age  insurance  sys- 
tem after  1965,  as  was  stated  clearly  in  the 
press  releases  which  were  prepared  by  Mr. 
Fitzgerald  of  the  Department  of  Labor.  The 
President  thereupon  sent  for  Secretary  Per- 
kins, who,  in  turn,  asked  me  to  come  over 
after  the  President  had  indicated  that  he 
could  not  support  such  a  program.  When 
I  arrived,  the  President  was  still  under  the 
impression  that  there  must  be  a  mistake 
somewhere  in  the  tables  which  appeared  in 
our  report.  When  advised  that  the  tables 
were  correct  the  President  insisted  that  the 
program  must  be  changed.  He  suggested  that 
this  table  be  left  out  of  the  report  and  that 
the  committee,  instead  of  definitely  recom- 
mending the  particular  tax  rates  and  benefit 
schedules  incorporated  in  the  original  bill, 
merely  present  these  as  one  plan  for  meeting 
the  problem  which  Congress  might  or  might 
not  adopt. 

"Following  this  conference  with  the  Presi- 
dent, all  members  of  the  Committee  were 
communicated  with  and  all  agreed  that  the 
President's  wishes  .in  that  matter  must  be 
carried  out.  The  report  was  again  withdrawn 
from  the  President  and  changes  made  which 
he  had  suggested.  It  was  not  filed  in  final 
form  until  the  morning  of  January  17,  al- 
though it  bears  the  date  of  January  15,  1935. 
[Witte.  Edwin  E.  "The  Development  of  the 
Social  Security  Act.'  Madison,  1962,  p.  748.]" 

The  President,  however,  was  not  the  only 
one  who  had  some  misunderstanding  about 
the  extent  to  which  general  revenues  were 
to  be  used  to  finance  the  old-age  insurance 
program  that  the  Committee  was  recom- 
mending. Mr.  Witte  believed  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Economic  Security  did 
not  realize  that  benefits  in  excess  of  the 
amount  of  social  security  taxes  would  be 
paid  to  substantially  all  people  who  entered 
employment  prior  to  1957.  Mr.  White  ex- 
plained this  and  the  rationale  for  the  Com- 
mittee's recommendation  in  the  following 
way: 

"The  benefits  provided  in  this  bill  were 
such  as  the  actuaries  figured  could  be  paid 
for  by  5  percent  contributions  on  payroll  over 
a  lifetime  of  employment  in  industry.  This 
meant  that  the  combined  rates  on  employers 
and  employees  would  be  adequate  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  benefits  only  for  employees  enter- 
ing the  old  age  insurance  system  in  1957  and 
thereafter.  In  the  first  twenty  years  of  the 
system  far  less  would  be  collected  than  nec- 
essary to  meet  the  costs  computed  on  an  ac- 
tuarial basis.  Due  to  the  fact,  however,  that 
in  any  old  age  insurance  system  there  are 
relatively  few  retirements  during  the  early 
years,  the  amount  collected  in  these  first 
twenty  years  would  nevertheless  have  been 
considerably  greater  than  the  disbursements 
during  these  years,  so  that  the  inadequacy  of 
the  rates  would  not  create  a  serious  financial 
problem  until  some  years  later.  If  the  ulti- 
mate rate  equaled  only  the  actual  current 
cost,  however,  the  actuaries  estimated  that 
by  1965  a  deficit  would  develop  in  the  old  age 
insurance  fund,  which  would  continue  to  in- 
crease until  1980.  By  that  time  this  deficit 
would  amount  to  approximately  $1,400,000.- 
000  per  year.  This  deficit,  the  old  age  security 
staff  proposed,  should  be  met  through  con- 
tributions from  the  United  States  Treasury, 
although  there  was  no  way  in  which  it  could 
be  guaranteed  that  when  the  deficits  de- 
veloped contributions  would  be  actually 
made  from  general  tax  revenues,  rather  than 
be  met  through  reduction  of  benefits  or  in- 
crease in  the  contribution  rates. 

"The  Committee  on  Economic  Security  was 
told  by  its  staff  that  the  taxes  currently  col- 
lected would  not  meet  the  costs  of  benefits 
after  1965  and  it  accepted  the  idea  that  the 
deficits  resulting  thereafter  should  be  met 
from  general  tax  sources.  In  all  discussions 
preceding  the  committee's  final  decision  on 
the  recommendations  it  should  make  on  old 
age  security,  the  plan  recommended  by  the 
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staff  was  discussed  in  terms  of  larger  bene- 
fits to  workers  approaching  old  age  than  could 
be  paid  for  through  their  contributions  and 
those  of  their  employers,  with  the  United 
States  Government  ultimately  making  up  the 
resulting  deficits  from  general  tax  sources.  It 
is  my  belief  that  no  member  of  the  commit- 
tee understood  that  payments  in  excess  of 
contributions  would  be  made  not  only  to 
workers  already  approaching  old  age,  but  to 
substantially  all  workers  who  entered  em- 
ployment prior  to  1957. 

"When  Secretary  Perkins  and  Mr.  Hopkins, 
acting  for  the  committee,  presented  its  rec- 
ommendations orally  to  the  President  on 
December  24,  [1934]  they  described  the  rec- 
ommendations on  old  age  insurance  in  the 
terms  used  by  the  staff,  and  the  President 
got  the  impression  that  the  plan  proposed 
contemplated  payments  in  excess  of  contri- 
butions only  to  people  approaching  old  age 
who  did  not  have  time  to  build  up  their  own 
old  age  protection  on  a  really  adequate  basis. 
He  also  accepted  the  argument  made  by  the 
staff  and  the  committee  that  the  compulsory 
old  age  insurance  system  would  reduce  the 
costs  of  the  noncontributory  old  age  assist- 
ance grants  and  apparently  formed  the  idea 
that  the  two  programs  combined  would  re- 
sult in  decreasing  governmental  costs  as  the 
years  went  on." 

On  this  point  Mr.  Witte  continued  his 
account. 

"To  satisfy  the  President,  the  committee's 
report  was  altered  at  the  last  minute,  avoid- 
ing a  definite  commitment  to  the  tax  and 
benefit  rates  recommended  by  the  staff.  The 
working  out  of  new  rates  to  make  the  plan 
self-supporting,  however,  required  time.  So 
the  rates  recommended  by  the  staff  had  to 
be  included  in  the  original  bill.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  Security,  however,  had 
definitely  told  the  President  that  it  would 
revise  these  rates  to  accord  with  his  views 
and  would  suggest  an  amendment  to  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  which  would 
make  the  old  age  insurance  system  self- 
support  (assuming  the  correctness  of  the 
actuarial  calculations  and  continuance  of 
the  plan  without  material  amendments  in 
future  years.) 

"Because  Secretary  Morgenthau  presented 
this  amendment,  this  proposal  was  termed 
the  "Morgenthau  amendment,"  and  in  all 
newspaper  accounts  was  represented  as  If 
it  was  a  proposal  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  acting  alone,  whereas  in  fact  it 
was  an  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Economic  Security  and  agreed 
to  by  all  of  its  members.  This  amendment 
revised  the  bill  to  make  the  initial  tax  rate 
(for  the  years  1937,  1938  and  1939)  1  percent 
on  employers  and  1  percent  on  employees, 
and  provided  for  increases  of  0.5  percent  ev- 
ery three  years,  until  a  maximum  of  3  percent 
on  employers  and  3  percent  on  employees 
would  be  reached  in  the  year  1949,  after 
which  this  rate  was  to  be  continued  indefi- 
nitely. The  actuaries  estimated  that  the  in- 
creased tax  revenues  yielded  under  this  plan 
would  enable  the  old  age  insurance  system 
to  remain  entirely  self-supporting,  at  least 
until  1980.  At  the  same  time,  it  would  result 
in  an  ultimate  reserve  of  nearly  $50,000,000,- 
000  as  against  a  reserve  of  $14,000,000,000 
estimated  by  the  actuaries  under  the  origi- 
nal plan.  This  large  reserve  was  regarded 
by  the  President  as  creating  a  far  less  serious 
problem  than  the  deficits  after  1965  con- 
templated under  the  original  plan. 

"The  Morgenthau  amendment  was  criti- 
cized before  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
on  the  score  of  the  large  reserve  which  it 
would  create  by  Messers.  Latimer  and  J. 
Douglas  "Brown,  connected  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  Security,  and  before  the 
Senate  committee  also  by  Mr.  Polsom  of  the 
advisory  council.  Apparently,  however,  their 
arguments  made  little  impression  upon  any 
members  of  either  committee.  The  large  re- 
serve was  used  as  argument  against  the  bill 


by  Senator  Hastings  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate, but  neither  he  nor  any  other  member 
of  either  congressional  committee  ever  of- 
fered an  amendment  to  reduce  the  tax  rates. 
The  rates  of  the  Morganthau  amendment 
were  agreed  to  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee without  a  dissenting  vote  and  re- 
mained in  the  bill  ever  after.  [Ibid.,  pp.  147- 
151]" 

4.  Financing  the  1939  amendments 
An  Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security 
had  been  appointed  by  a  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance  and  the  Social 
Security  Board  in  1937.  It  reported  in  De- 
cember of  1938,  recommending  basic  changes 
in  the  system  which  departed  from  the  1935 
Act's  emphasis  on  the  private  insurance  con- 
cept of  a  benefit  tied  directly  to  the  amount 
of  taxes  paid.  Instead,  it  recognized  depend- 
ents and  survivors  and  accentuated  the  pol- 
icy of  paying  higher  retirement  benefits  than 
the  equivalent  taxes  to  people  who  retired 
early  in  the  program.  As  to  financing,  the 
Council  stated: 

"Since  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  independent 
of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  system,  will  derive 
a  benefit  from  the  old-age  security  program, 
it  is  appropriate  that  there  be  Federal  finan- 
cial participation  in  the  old-age  insurance 
system  by  means  of  revenues  derived  from 
sources  other  than  pay-roll  taxes.  [Hearings 
on  Social  Security,  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  February-April  1939,  76th  Cong.,  p. 
39.]" 

Emphasizing  that  dependency  in  old  age 
was  a  national  problem,  the  Council 
declared : 

"With  the  broadening  of  the  scope  of  the 
protection  afforded,  governmental  participa- 
tion in  meeting  the  costs  of  the  program  is 
all  the  more  justified  since  the  existing 
costs  of  relief  and  old-age  assistance  will  be 
materially  affected. 

"Governmental  participation  in  financing 
of  a  social  Insurance  program  has  long  been 
accepted  as  sound  public  policy  in  other 
countries.  Definite  limits  exist  in  the  proper 
use  of  payroll  taxes.  An  analysis  of  the  in- 
cidence of  such  taxes  leads  to  the  conviction 
that  they  should  be  supplemented  by  the 
general  tax  program.  [Ibid.,  p.  39]" 

The  Council  then  went  on  to  recommend 
a  tri-partite  approach  "of  distributing  the 
eventual  cost"  of  the  system  by  equal  con- 
tributions by  employers,  employees,  and  the 
Government.  The  Council  indicated  that  this 
would  permit  the  redetermination  of  tax 
rates  and  the  "problems  of  financial  policy 
can  be  far  more  readily  resolved"  because  of 
the  Federal  contribution.  As  to  the  question 
of  the  amount  of  reserves  necessary,  the 
Council  stated : 

"With  the  changes  in  the  benefit  struc- 
ture here  recommended  and  with  the  in- 
troduction of  a  definite  program  of  govern- 
mental contributions  to  the  system,  the 
council  believes  that  the  size  of  the  old-age 
insurance  fund  will  be  kept  within  much 
lower  limits  than  are  involved  in  the  present 
act.  Under  social  insurance  programs  it  is 
not  necessary  to  maintain  a  full  invested  re- 
serve such  as  is  required  in  private  insurance, 
provided  definite  provision  is  made  for  gov- 
ernmental support  of  the  system.  The  only 
invested  fund  then  necessary  would  be  a 
reasonable  contingency  fund  [Ibid.,  p.  40]". 

On  January  17,  1939,  President  Roosevelt 
submitted  the  recommendations  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Board  to  the  Congress.  The 
Board  report  stated : 

"As  already  stated,  if  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Board  relating  to  benefits  are 
adopted,  early  payments  under  the  system 
will  Increase  substantially.  The  tax  provisions 
embodied  in  the  present  law  would  probably 
cover  the  increased  annual  cost  for  the  first 
15  years.  They  would  also  probably  provide 
a  small  reserve,  which  would  be  invested  and 
earn  more  interest.  But  when  future  annual 
benefit  disturbances  exceeded   annual  tax 


collections,  plus  interest  earnings,  some  other 
provision  would  have  to  be  made  for  the 
funds  which,  under  the  existing  plan,  would 
be  secured  from  interest  on  accumulated  re- 
serves. It  would  then  be  necessary  to  do  one 
of  two  things:  increase  the  pay-roll  tax,  or 
provide  for  the  deficiency  out  of  other  general 
taxes. 

"The  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  would 
be  sound  public  policy  to  pay  part  of  the 
eventual  cost  of  the  benefits  proposed  out  of 
taxes  other  than  pay-roll  taxes,  preferably 
taxes  such  as  income  and  inheritance  taxes 
levied  according  to  ability  to  pay. 

"The  portion  of  the  total  costs  to  be  met 
by  taxes  other  than  pay-roll  taxes  should 
depend  upon  the  proportion  of  the  general 
population  covered  by  the  insurance  system. 
The  wider  the  coverage,  the  more  extensive 
this  contribution  from  other  tax  sources 
might  properly  be. 

"Although  the  Board  believes  that  con- 
tributions to  the  old-age-insurance  program 
should  eventually  be  made  out  of  Federal 
taxes  other  than  those  on  pay-rolls,  it  does 
not  believe  that  such  taxes  should  be  sub- 
stituted for  any  part  of  the  pay-roll  taxes, 
provided  in  the  present  act,  or  that  such 
other  taxes  should  be  used  until  annual 
benefit  disbursements  begin  to  exceed  annual 
pay-roll-tax  collections,  plus  the  interest 
earned  on  the  small  reserve  which  would  be 
accumulated.  [Ibid.,  pp.  8-9]" 

During  the  public  hearings  on  the  Social 
Security  Act  held  by  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Mor- 
genthau in  late  March  presented  four  plans 
for  modifying  the  contribution  rate  sched- 
ule provided  in  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
variations  in  the  plans  related  only  to  the 
years  prior  to  1943.  [Ibid.,  p.  2114]  All  four 
plans  called  for  the  rate  schedule  as  con- 
tained in  the  Social  Security  Act  of  1935,  for 
1943  and  subsequent  years;  that  is,  2  percent 
each  on  employer  and  employee  in  1943,  2]/2 
percent  in  1946,  and  3  percent  in  1949.  Plan 
number  four,  which  was  finally  adopted  with 
the  enactment  of  the  1939  amendments, 
omitted  the  increase  in  tax  rate  from  1  to  1  y2 
percent  for  the  years  1940-42  as  provided  in 
the  1935  Act. 

As  to  the  revised  thinking  of  the  Roosevelt 
Administration  on  the  government  contribu- 
tion, Secretary  Morgenthau  stated: 

"My  latest  annual  report  presented  the  es- 
timate that,  without  extension  under  the 
present  law,  80  percent  of  the  population  of 
the  United  States  ultimately  will  have  quali- 
fied during  their  working  life  for  at  least 
the  minimum  annuity  under  title  II  of  the 
act. 

"This  experience  throws  new  light  on  our 
original  belief  that  the  act  ought  to  be  self- 
supporting.  Four  years  of  experience  have 
shown  that  the  benefits  of  the  act  will  be 
so  widely  diffused  that  supplemental  funds 
from  general  tax  revenues  may  be  substi- 
tuted— without  substantial  inequity — for  a 
considerable  proportion  of  the  expected  in- 
terest earnings  from  the  large  reserve  con- 
templated by  present  law.  Therefore,  it  be- 
comes apparent  that  the  argument  for  a  large 
reserve  does  not  have  the  validity  which  4 
years  ago  it  seemed  to  possess. 

"There  is  no  need  at  the  present  time  and, 
I  believe,  there  will  be  no  need  in  the  near 
future,  for  supplementing  pay-roll  taxes  from 
general  revenue.  For  all  classes  of  benefi- 
ciaries, the  values  of  the  benefits  which  the 
act  provides,  are,  and  for  a  long  time  will 
be,  substantially  in  excess  of  the  contribu- 
tions under  the  schedule  provided  in  the 
law.  [Ibid.,  p.  2112]" 

Mr.  Morgenthau  indicated  that  he  was  also 
influenced  in  his  thinking  about  the  reserve 
and  the  rate  schedule  by  the  prevailing  eco- 
nomic conditions.  In  this  respect  he  said: 

"There  is  another  reason  for  questioning 
the  schedule  of  tax  rates  and  the  resultant 
reserve  set-up  in  1935.  We  adopted  a  gradual 
step-up  in  the  tax  rate  in  1935  In  order  to 
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give  Industry  an  opportunity  to  accustom 
itself  to  the  new  taxes  and  so  avoid  any  un- 
due restrictive  effects.  The  trend  of  busi- 
ness conditions  in  specific  future  years  could 
not,  of  course,  be  accurately  foreseen.  In 
periods  of  incomplete  business  recovery  like 
the  present,  the  contributory  old-age-assist- 
aiice  system  should  be  so  financed  as  to  have 
the  least  possible  deterring  effect  on  busi- 
ness. It  is,  therefore,  a  pertinent  question 
■whether  a  substantial  increase  in  the  tax  rate 
should  be  allowed  to  occur  at  the  present 
stage  of  business  recovery. 

"The  depressing  effect  of  the  present  dis- 
turbed state  of  world  affairs  upon  the  Amer- 
ican economy  makes  it  especially  urgent  that 
at  this  time  we  do  not  place  any  avoidable 
burdens  on  American  productive  enterprise. 
[raid.,  p.  2112]" 

The  Secretary  recommended  the  adoption 
of  an  "eventual  reserve  amounting  to  not 
more  than  three  times  the  highest  prospec- 
tive annual  benefits  in  the  ensuing  5  years." 
[raid.,  p.  2113]  This  was  cited  by  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  in  their  reports  accom- 
panying the  bill  and  a  provision  was  in- 
serted in  the  law  requiring  the  trustees  to 
report  immediately  whenever  the  trust  fund 
reached  this  magnitude. 

The  Congress  aid  net  authorize  a  Govern- 
ment contribution  in  the  1939  Amendments 
when  it  froze  the  1  percent  tax  until  1943. 
The  Committee  estimated  that  benefits 
would  not  exceed  tax  collections  until  about 
1955  and  that  the  revised  system  was  sounder 
financially.  After  explaining  the  difficulty  of 
estimating  costs,  both  reports  contained  the 
following : 

"Unforeseen  contingencies  may,  however, 
change  the  entire  operation  of  the  plan.  It 
is  important,  therefore,  that  Congress  be 
kept  fully  informed  of  the  probable  future 
obligations  being  incurred  under  the  insur- 
ance plan  as  well  as  the  public-assistance 
plans.  Each  generation  may  then  meet  the 
situation  before  it  in  such  manner  as  it 
deems  best. 

"If  future  annual  pay-roll  tax  collection 
plus  available  interest  are  insufficient  to 
meet  future  annual  benefits  it  will  be  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  pay  the  promised  benefits, 
to  increase  the  pay-roll  tax  or  provide  for  the 
deficiency  out  of  other  general  taxes,  or  do 
both.  [S.  Kept.  734,  76th  Cong.,  p.  18;  H. 
Eept.  728,  p.  17.]" 

The  1939  estimates  of  the  Committ-ees  con- 
cerning the  probable  size  of  the  reserve  fund 
in  future  years  proved  to  be  very  conservative. 
Under  the  proposal  to  "freeze'"'  the  tax  rate  at 
1  percent  until  1943,  and  thereafter  to  follow 
the  original  schedule  as  provided  in  the  So- 
cial Security  Act,  the  Finance  Committee  es- 
timated that  the  reserve  fund  would  be  S6.- 
871.000.000  by  the  end  of  1955.  [S.  Rept.  734, 
p.  17.]  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  esti- 
mated the  fund  would  be  -57,752,000,000  by 
the  end  of  the  same  year.  [H.  Eept.  728,  p. 
15.]  The  change  in  world  conditions  due  to 
World  War  n  and  the  resulting  expansion 
of  industry  increased  the  reserve  fund  fax 
beyond  what  expert  opinion  could  foresee 
in  1939.  Although  the  tax  rate  did  not  rise 
above  1  percent,  at  the  end  of  June  1950  the 
reserve  fund  was  almost  Si 2. 9  billion. 
5.  Financing  issues  in  the  1940's 

In  the  years  between  1942  and  1950  Con- 
gress enacted  seven  more  postponements  of 
the  original  tax  rate.  The  principal  architect 
of  the  '.freeze"  was  Senator  Arthur  Vanden- 
berg.  Those,  who  favored  the  "freeze"  argued 
that  "there  were  sufficient  assets  and  income 
flowing  into  the  trust  funds  to  take  care  of 
the  requirements  of  the  program  for  many 
years,  that  the  Morgenthau  "three  times  rule" 
was  being  more  than  met,  and  that  the  So- 
cial Security  system  was  not  the  proper  ve- 
hicle for  curbing  war-time  inflation.  The 
P.oosevelt  Administration  in  opposing  the 
"freeze"  argued  that  the  Morgenthau  rule 


was  not  supposed  to  be  operative  in  the  early 
years  of  the  system;  that  the  long-term  act- 
uarial soundness  of  the  system  required  the 
tax  increases  scheduled  in  the  Act,  that  if 
the  rates  were  not  allowed  to  go  into  effect 
as  scheduled  in  the  law,  higher  ultimate  rates 
or  a  Government  subsidy  would  be  needed. 
Sometimes  the  argument  was  used  that  to 
allow  the  original  rates  to  go  into  effect 
would  help  finance  the  war  and  curb  war- 
time inflation. 

The  debate  on  the  postponement  of  the 
tax  rate  in  1944  was  of  particular  interest 
in  that  CongTess  froze  (over  Presidential 
veto)  the  tax  and  authorized  an  appropria- 
tion from  general  revenue  to  the  trust  fund 
of  "such  additional  sums  as  may  be  required 
to  finance  the  benefits  and  payments  under 
this  title."  The  general  revenue  authoriza- 
tion was  a  Senate  floor  amendment  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Murray  who  was  opposed  to 
the  tax  "freeze."  He  quoted  the  Senate  com- 
mittee report,  which  had  reported  the 
"freeze"  provision: 

"It  is  obviously  true  that  the  change  to  the 
basis  of  contingent  reserves,  as  contemplated 
by  the  amended  statutes,  that  Congress  obli- 
gates itself  in  the  future  to  make  whatever 
direct  appropriations  (in  lieu  of  appropria- 
tions for  interest  on  bonds  in  reserve)  are 
necessary  to  maintain  the  full  and  complete 
solvency  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  bene- 
fits funds,  because  there  could  be  no  more 
solemn  public  trust.  This  is  inherent  in  the 
decision  made  by  Congress  in  1939.  The  stat- 
utory rule,  requiring  contingent  reserves 
which  are  at  least  three  times  as  large  as  the 
total  cost  of  the  system  in  any  one  of  5  sub- 
sequent years,  is  a  complete  meausre  of  con- 
tingent protection  and  always  gives  Congress 
at  least  5  years'  notice  of  any  possibility  of 
delinauencv.  [S.  Rept.  627,  78th  Cong.,  p. 
19]" 

Senator  Murray  stated  that  his  amendment 
only  carried  out  the  intent  of  the  Committee 
statement.  Senator  Vandenberg  agreed,  say- 
ing, however,  that  there  should  be  "no  im- 
plication that  any  additional  sums  are  neces- 
sary now  or  in  the  foreseeable  future."  [90th 
Cong.,  Rec.  374] 

During  this  period  two  reports  of  advisory 
groups  are  of  interest  as  to  the  issue  of  a 
Government  contribution.  The  Ways  and 
Means  Committee's  Social  Security  Technical 
Staff  establshed  pursant  to  H.  Res.  204,  79th 
Congress,  first  session,  began  its  study  of 
various  phases  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in 
the  summer  of  1945.  Its  report,  Issues  in  So- 
cial Secuuriiy,  noted  the  problem  of  estimat- 
ing benefits  because  World  War  n  "played 
havoc"  not  only  with  estimates,  already  made 
but  also  with  the  basis  for  future  estimates. 
The  report  stated  as  to  the  growth  of  costs 
of  the  program: 

"While  at  present  the  benefits  are  consid- 
erably less  than  half  of  1  percent  of  taxable 
wages,  we  can  foresee  a  possible  growth  to 
as  much  as  9  or  10  percent  of  wages.  Per- 
haps for  present  purposes  it  is  not  really 
important  whether  the  cost  20  years  hence  is 
four  or  seven  times  as  much  as  now  or 
whether  by  1980  the  benefits  will  be  6  or  8 
percent  of  wages.  Perhaps  the  really  impor- 
tant expectation — one  regarding  which  there 
is  no  difierenct  of  opinion — is  that  the  total 
of  benefits  is  going  to  increase  gradually  over 
a  long  period  of  years  and  will  become  many 
times  as  large  as  at  present.  [P.  110] " 

The  report  made  the  following  suggestion 
for  a  tax  schedule  and  a  Government  con- 
tribution : 

"That,  for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
as  now  provided,  social-security  tax  rates  be 
1^  percent  of  the  first  -S3. 000  of  wages  from 
employer  and  employee  alike  during  the  10- 
year  period  1947-56,  inclusive;  that  this  rate 
be  increased  one-half  percent  in  1957,  1967, 
and  1977;  that  a  Federal  subsidy  be  antici- 
pated in  future  years,  any  excess  of  benefit 
and  expense  payments  over  social-security 


taxes  and  interest  on  the  trust  fund  for  a 
particular  year  to  be  met  by  Federal  subsidy 
until  such  time  as  this  subsidy  becomes  a 
third  of  the  year's  total  of  benefit  and  ex- 
pense payments.  Whenever  this  stage  is  re- 
cognized as  imminent,  revision  of  the  tax 
rate  should  be  considered.  Revision  of  the 
tax  rate  should  also  be  considered  if  the 
trust  fund  reaches  some  chosen  total  like  20 
billion  or  30  billion  dollars.  [P.  121]" 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  had 
the  report  of  the  Social  Security  Technical 
Staff  before  it  when  it  began  its  considera- 
tions of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1946.  On  July  1,  the  Committee  reported  out 
a  bill  (H.R.  6911)  which  would  have  raised 
the  tax  rate  to  1^'2  percent  and  also  would 
have  repealed  the  provision  authorizing 
necessary  appropriations  out  of  general  re- 
venue. A  strong  minority  report  was  filed  ob- 
jecting, in  the  main,  to  the  bill's  increased 
Federal  matching  for  public  assistance  but 
also  pointing  out  that  the  Social  Security 
tax  rate  "could  just  as  well  have  been  frozen 
at  1  percent  for  5  years  according  to  the  au- 
thorities appearing  before  the  committee." 
(H.  Rept.  No.  2447,  79th  Cong.)  H.R.  6911  was 
never  brought  to  the  floor  but  another  bill 
1  H.R.  7037)  was  reported  (H.  Rept.  No.  2526, 
79th  Cong.)  and  acted  upon  which  would 
have  frozen  the  tax  at  1  percent  and  have 
repealed  the  provision  authorizing  general 
revenue  financing.  The  Senate  approved  the 
freeze  but  struck  out  the  deletion  of  the 
general  revenue  authorization.  The  Finance 
Committee  report  stated:  "to  repeal  this 
provision,  as  proposed  by  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, while  continuing  to  freeze  the 
tax.  might  be  taken  to  imply  an  unwilling- 
ness of  Congress  to  underwrite  the  solvency 
of  the  svstem.  [S.  Rept.  1862,  79th  Cong!, 
P.  3]" 

The  legislation  also  authorized  survivors 
benefits  for  uninsured  veterans  who  died 
within  three  years  after  discharge.  These 
benefits  were  to  be  financed  out  of  general 
revenue. 

The  Committee  on  Finance  appointed  an 
Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security  in  1947 
which  at  the  end  of  1948  issued  a  report  with 
a  broad  range  of  recommendations  as  to  cov- 
erage, eligibility,  and  benefits.  The  Council 
suggested  that  if  benefits  were  liberalized 
as  it  suggested  ('by  about  50  Tc)  the  tax  rate 
should  be  raised  immediately  to  l1^  percent 
but  that  a  step-up  to  2  percent  "should  not 
take  place  until  actually  needed  to  cover 
current  disbursement."  When  the  2  percent 
rate  was  insufficient  to  meet  current  bene- 
fit costs,  the  Council  believed  that  a  Govern- 
ment contribution  should  be  introduced. 
The  Council  wrote : 

"There  are  compelling  reasons  for  an 
eventual  Government  contribution  to  the 
system,  but  the  Council  feels  that  it  is  un- 
realistic to  decide  now  on  the  exact  timing 
or  proportion  of  that  contribution.  When  the 
rate  of  2  percent  on  employers  and  2  percent 
on  employees,  plus  interest  on  the  invest- 
ments of  the  trust  fund,  is  insufficient  to 
meet  current-  outlays,  the  advisability  of  an 
immediate  Government  contribution  should 
be  considered. 

"The  step-up  to  2  percent  should  be  post- 
poned until  actually  needed.  The  Council 
believes  that  the  excess  of  income  over  out-go, 
inevitable  in  the  early  years  of  the  program, 
should  be  kept  as  low  as  is  consistent  with 
the  contributory  character  of  the  program. 
Even  with  the  increase  to  1%  percent,  assets 
of  the  trust  fund  may  rise  for  a  few  years 
at  an  annual  rate  of  about  32,000,000,000. 

"For  the  reasons  given  above,  the  Council 
believes  that  the  first  step-up  is  needed  when 
the  liberalized  program  becomes  effective, 
but  we  wish  to  emphasize  that  building  up 
the  trust  fund  is  not  the  purpose  of  cur 
proposed  increase  in  the  contribution  rate, 
and  we  therefore  urge  that  additional  In- 
creases in  the  rate  be  postponed.  The  increase 
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in  the  trust  fund  is  an  incidental  result  of 
the  contribution  rates,  the  benefit  rates,  and 
the  eligibility  requirements  that  seem  to  us 
desirable  on  other  grounds.  Unlike  private 
insurance,  a  social-insurance  scheme  backed 
by  the  taxing  power  of  the  Government  does 
not  need  full  resources  sufficient  to  cover  all 
liabilities. 

"Some  people  fear  that  additions  to  the 
trust  fund  will  have  adverse  effects  on  the 
economy.  Whether  the  economic  effects  of 
additions  to  the  trust  fund  are  good  or  bad 
will  depend  on  the  general  economic  situa- 
tion and  on  the  fiscal  policies  of  the  Govern- 
ment. In  any  circumstances,  an  annual  sur- 
plus for  a  few  years  of  as  much  as  $2,000,000 
would  not,  in  our  opinion,  be  unduly  large 
or  unmanageable;  in  fact,  such  a  surplus 
would  be  small  in  comparison  with  the 
amounts  involved  in  many  recent  financial 
operations  of  the  Government.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Council  sees  no  reason  to  increase 
this  surplus  even  further  by  moving  to  the 
2-percent  rate  before  the  demands  of  the 
system  actually  call  for  such  an  increase. 

"The  Council  believes  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  participate  in  financing 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system. 
A  Government  contribution  would  be  a  rec- 
ognition of  the  interest  of  the  Nation  as  a 
whole  in  the  welfare  of  the  aged  and  of 
widows  and  children.  Such  a  contribution  is 
particularly  appropriate,  in  view  of  the  relief 
to  the  general  taxpayer  which  results  from 
the  substitution  of  social  insurance  for  part 
of  public  assistance. 

"The  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  pro- 
gram starts  with  an  accrued  liability  result- 
ing from  the  fact  that,  on  retirement,  the 
present  members  of  the  labor  force  will  not 
have  contributed  toward  their  benefits  over  a 
full  working  lifetime.  Furthermore,  with  the 
postponement  of  the  full  rate  of  contribu- 
tions recommended  above,  even  young  peo- 
ple who  enter  the  labor  force  during  the  next 
decade  will  not  pay  the  full  rate  over  a 
working  lifetime.  If  the  cost  of  this  accrued 
liability  is  met  from  the  contributions  of 
workers  and  their  employers  alone,  those  who 
enter  the  system  after  the  full  rate  is  im- 
posed will  obviously  have  to  pay  with  their 
employers  more  than  is  necessary  to  finance 
their  own  protection.2  In  our  opinion,  the 
cost  of  financing  the  accrued  liability  should 
not  be  met  solely  from  the  payroll  contribu- 
tions of  employers  and  employees.  We  believe 
that  this  burden  would  more  properly  be 
borne,  at  least  in  part,  by  the  general  rev- 
enues of  the  Government. 

"Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits 
should  be  planned  on  the  assumption  that 
general  taxation  will  eventually  share  more  or 
less  equally  with  employer  and  employee  con- 
tributions in  financing  future  benefit  out- 
lays and  administrative  costs.  The  timing  and 
exact  proportion  of  this  contribution,  how- 
ever, cannot  be  decided  finally  now.  They  will 
depend  in  part  on  the  other  obligations  of 
the  Government  and  the  relationship  be- 
tween such  obligations  and  current  income. 
We  believe  that  a  Government  contribution 
should  be  considered  when  the  2  percent 
rate  for  employer  and  employee  plus  interest 
on  the  investments  of  the  trust  fund  is  in- 
sufficient to  meet  current  costs.  To  increase 
the  pay-roll  contributions  above  the  2  per- 
cent rate  before  the  introduction  of  a  Gov- 
ernment contribution  might  mean  that  the 
Government  contribution  would  never  reach 


2  It  is  estimated  that  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
tection for  a  generation  of  workers  under  the 
program  for  a  full-working  lifetime  would 
be  from  3  to  5  percent  of  payroll,  while  the 
level  premium  cost  of  the  whole  system  in- 
cluding the  accrued  liability,  is  from  4.9  to 
7.3  percent  of  pay  roll. 

[Recommendations  for  Social  Security  Legis- 
lation, S.  Doc.  No.  208,  80th  Cong.,  pp.  45- 
47] 


one-third  of  eventual  benefit  outlays,  since 
under  our  low-cost  estimates  the  annual  cost 
of  the  benefits  never  exceeds  6  percent  of 
pay  roll  even  though  it  reaches  9.7  percent 
under  the  high  estimate. 

6.  Financing  issues  in  the  1950' s 

Although  the  Congress  did  enact  into  law 
many  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Ad- 
visory Council,  it  did  not  accept  the  idea  of 
a  Government  contribution.  In  fact,  both 
Committee  reports  stated  that  the  system 
"should  be  on  a  completely  self-supporting 
basis"  and  the  Congress  repealed  the  1944 
authorization  for  an  appropriation  from  gen- 
eral revenue.  The  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  stated: 

"Your  committee  has  very  carefully  con- 
sidered the  problems  of  cost  in  determining 
the  benefit  provisions  recommended.  Also 
your  committee  is  firmly  of  the  belief  that 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance program  should  be  on  a  completely 
self-supporting  basis.  Accordingly,  the  bill 
eliminates  the  provision  added  in  1943 — 
actually  added  in  1944 — authorizing  appro- 
priations to  the  program  from  general  reve- 
nues. At  the  same  time,  your  committee  has 
recommended  a  tax  schedule  which  it  be- 
lieves will  make  the  system  self-supporting 
(or  in  other  words,  actuarially  sound)  as 
nearly  as  can  be  foreseen  under  present  cir- 
cumstances. Future  experience  may  differ 
from  the  estimates  so  that  this  tax  schedule, 
at  least  in  the  distant  future,  may  have  to 
be  modified  slightly — either  upward  or  down- 
ward. This  may  readily  be  determined  by 
future  Congresses  after  the  revised  program 
has  been  in  operation  for  a  decade  or  two. 
[H.  Rept.  1300,  81st  Cong.,  p.  31]" 

Also  of  interest  is  the  provision  of  the  1950 
Social  Security  Amendments  which  granted 
special  wage  credits  to  veterans  of  World 
War  II  and  continued  the  benefits  to  sur- 
vivors of  veterans  who  died  within  three 
years  of  discharge.  The  bill  that  was  re- 
ported by  Ways  and  Means  had  authorized 
that  the  cost  of  these  benefits  be  borne  by 
general  revenues  while  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee provided  that  the  cost  be  borne  by  the 
trust  fund.  The  bill  reported  by  the  Confer- 
ence Committee  accepted  the  Senate  version. 
The  Senate  report  stated  that  the  money 
should  come  from  the  trust  fund  "since 
there  is  a  substantial  amount  now  in  the 
trust  fund  and,  as  will  be  indicated  subse- 
quently, the  trust  fund  will  continue  for  a 
considerable  time  to  have  an  excess  of  in- 
•come  from  contributions  over  outgo  for 
benefit  payments."  [S.  Rept.  1669,  p.  19.] 

The  Committee  reports  on  all  the  major 
Social  Security  legislation  enacted  during 
this  period  emphasized  that  the  system 
should  be  "self-supporting."  The  report  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  on  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1956  which 
introduced  cash  disability  benefits  into  the 
system  is  typical : 

"Your  committee  continues  to  believe  that 
the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the 
system  self-supporting  as  nearly  as  can  be 
foreseen,  or  in  other  words,  actuarially 
sound."  [H.  Rept.  1159,  84th  Cong.,  p.  11.] 

Another  enactment  in  1956  (Public  Law 
881,  84th  Congress)  changed  the  financing  of 
the  gratuitous  wage  credits  previously 
granted  for  military  service  from  the  trust 
fund  to  general  revenue  and  provided  for  the 
future  contributory  coverage  of  servicemen. 
The  1950  amendments  which  provided  non- 
contributory  $160  monthly  wage  credits  to 
persons  who  served  in  the  Armed  Forces 
during  World  War  II  (the  1952,  1953,  1955, 
and  1956  legislation,  also  provided  similar 
credits  on  account  of  service  from  July  25, 
1947,  through  December  31,  1956)  had 
charged  to  the  trust  funds  the  additional 
cost  of  the  credits.  The  Select  Committee  on 
Survivor  Benefits  which  reported  the  1956 
legislation  stated : 

"The  Committee  deems  it  highly  appro- 


priate for  the  Federal  Government  to  ack- 
nowledge this  debt  to  the  OASDI  trust  fund, 
for  the  program  under  which  this  debt  was 
contracted  is  being  terminated. 

"The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
legally  no  statutes  have  bound  the  Federal 
Government  to  reimburse  the  OASI  trust 
fund,  but  there  is  no  doubt  that  there  was 
an  implied  responsibility,  and  it  would  be 
unconscionable  for  the  Federal  Government 
not  to  acknowledge  its  obligation  in  this 
regard.  [H.  Rept.  no.  993,  Part  1,  p.  27]" 

The  1956  enactment,  however,  switched  the 
cost  of  the  1946  special  veteran  survivor 
benefit  from  the  trust  fund  to  general  rev- 
enue, but  no  payments  were  made  under 
this  provision. 

During  the  period,  there  was  one  impor- 
tant report  of  an  advisory  council  in  this 
area.  The  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1956  established  an  Advisory  Council  on  So- 
cial Security  Financing  which  reported  on 
January  1,  1959,  on  what  it  considered  its 
main  responsibility — "the  method  of  financ- 
ing old-age  and  survivors  insurance  and  dis- 
ability insurance."  [Appendix  IV  to  19th 
Annual  Trustees  Report,  House  Doc.  181, 
86th  Cong.,  p.  59] 

The  Council  did  not  consider  it  part  of 
its  task  "to  evaluate  in  detail  the  effect  of 
this  system  of  social  insurance  on  the  sta- 
bility and  productivity  of  the  economy." 
They  believed,  however,  that  a  sound  pro- 
gram could  be  of  great  value  to  the  economy 
as  well  as  to  the  individual  citizen.  In  their 
major  finding  the  Council  stated  that  "the 
method  of  financing  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  program  is  sound, 
and  based  on  the  best  estimates  available, 
the  contribution  schedule  now  in  the  law 
makes  adequate  provision  for  meeting  both 
short-range  and  long-range  costs"  and  that 
the  Council  had  "no  suggestions  for  basic 
changes  in  the  present  plan  of  financing." 
[Ibid.,  p.  60-61]  They  also  stated  that  it  was 
important  that  the  income  exceed  outgo  dur- 
ing the  early  years~of  the  system  and  that 
the  system  be  in  close  actuarial  balance  over 
the  long  range.  The  Council  endorsed  both 
the  employer  and  employee  contribution.  As 
to  the  worker's  contribution  it  stated: 

"The  fact  that  the  worker  pays  a  substan- 
tial share  of  the  cost  of  the  benefit  provided, 
in  a  way  visible  to  all,  is  his  assurance  that 
he  and  his  dependents  will  receive  the  sched- 
uled benefits  and  that  they  will  be  paid  as  a 
matter  of  right  without  the  necessity  of 
establishing  need.  The  contribution  sets  the 
tone  of  the  program  and  its  administration 
by  making  clear  that  this  is  not  a  program 
of  government  aid  given  to  the  individual, 
but  rather  a  cooperative  program  in  which 
the  people  use  the  instrument  of  govern- 
ment to  provide  protection  for  themselves 
and  their  families  against  loss  of  earnings 
resulting  from  old  age,  death,  and  disability. 
The  Council  also  believes  that  the  direct  ear- 
marked tax  on  prospective  beneficiaries  pro- 
motes a  sense  of  financial  responsibility.  It 
is  very  important  that  people  see  clearly  that 
increases  in  protection  necessarily  involve 
increases  in  costs  and  contributions.  [Ibid., 
p.  62]" 

As  to  the  use  of  general  tax  funds  it  de- 
clared : 

"We  believe  that  the  experience  of  the 
last  22  years  has  shown  the  advantages  of 
contributory  social  insurance  over  grants 
from  general  tax  funds.  It  is  true  that,  up 
to  the  present  time,  workers  as  a  group  have 
not  contributed  a  large  share  of  the  cost  of 
their  own  protection.  Most  workers  covered 
in  the  early  years  of  the  program  will  con- 
tribute during  only  a  part  of  their  working 
lifetime,  and,  under  the  graduated  schedule 
in  the  law,  contribution  rates  have  been  low 
relative  to  the  value  of  the  protection  pro- 
vided. But  this  situation  is  changing.  Young 
workers  starting  out  under  the  system  in  re- 
cent years  will  contribute  a  substantial  part 
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of  the  cost  of  their  protection.  [Ibid.,  pp. 
62-63]" 

As  to  the  contribution  of  the  employer  and 
self-employed,  a  similar  conclusion  was 
reached: 

"Protecting  the  members  of  the  labor  force 
and  their  dependents  against  loss  of  income 
from  ihe  hazards  of  old-age  retirement,  per- 
manent and  total  disability,  and  death  is, 
at  least  in  part,  a  proper  charge  on  the  cost 
of  production.  Moreover,  business  enterprises 
have  a  significant  stake  in  assuring  that 
orderly  provision  is  made  to  meet  the  needs 
of  their  employees  and  their  families  for 
income  when  their  working  lives  are  over. 
The  earmarked  contribution  for  social  se- 
curity is  a  recognition  of  this  stake.  The  direct 
contribution  gives  empolyers  status  in  the 
program  and  a  clear  right  to  participate  in 
the  development  of  the  program  and  in  the 
formation  of  policy. 

"The  rate  for  the  self-employed — 1 K  times 
the  rate  paid  by  ihe  employee — is  a  recog- 
nition of  the  fact  that  the  self-employed 
person,  in  respect  to  his  own  employment, 
has  some  of  the  characteristics  both  of  em- 
ployee and  employer.  The  Council  has  found 
no  reason  for  a  change  in  this  rate.  [Ibid., 
p.  63]" 

The  Council  also  recommended  retaining 
a  maximum  limit  on  the  amount  of  earnings 
taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits  and  that 
"the  contribution  should  be  levied  on  the 
same  amount  of  earnings  as  the  amount 
which  is  credited  for  benefits."  It  also  rec- 
ommended that  the  maximum  should  be  in- 
creased from  time  to  time  as  wages  rise.  As 
the  role  of  trust  funds — 

"The  Council  approves  of  the  accumula- 
tion of  funds  that  are  more  than  sufficient 
to  meet  all  foreseeable  short-range  con- 
tingencies, and  that  will  therefore  earn  in- 
terest in  somewhat  larger  amounts  than 
would  be  earned  if  the  fund  served  only  a 
contingency  purpose.  The  Council  concludes, 
however,  that  a  "full"  reserve  is  unnecessary 
and  does  not  "Relieve  that  interest  earnings 
should  be  expected  to  meet  a  major  part 
of  the  long-range  benefit  costs.  [Ibid.,  p. 
67]" 

As  to  the  Morgenthau  "three  times  rule" 
the  Council  called  for  its  repeal : 

"We  see  no  merit  in  the  provision  of  pres- 
ent law  which  requires  the  trustees  to  re- 
port to  the  Congress  whenever,  in  the  course 
of  the  next  5  years,  it  is  expected  that  either 
of  the  trust  funds  will  exceed  three  times 
expenditures  in  any  one  year.  The  impli- 
cation of  the  provision  is  that  the  trust 
funds  should  not  be  allowed  to  exceed  the 
result  of  this  formula.  We  do  not  believe 
that  the  trust  funds  should  be  held  to  any 
arbitrary  relationship  to  expected  annual  ex- 
penditures, and  we  recommend  that  the  pro- 
vision be  repealed.  [Ibid.,  p.  68]" 

Such  a  repeal  was_effectuated  in  the  1960 
Social  Securitv  Amendments  I  701,  P.L.  86- 
778. 

7.  Financing  Issues  in  the  Early  1960's 
The  sixties  started  with  the  Congress  and 
the  Administration  ma-intairhng  much  the 
same  position  that  had  been  held  since  1950, 
that  the  social  security  program  ought  to  be 
fully  self-supporting  through  the  payroll 
tax.  However,  in  1&65  and  1966  legislation 
was  enacted  that  provided  for  significant  ap- 
propriations from  general  revenues  to  pay 
for  social  security  benefits.  The  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1965  extended  hos- 
pital insurance  to  everyone  who  attains  age 
65  before  1968  without  regard  to  whether 
they  could  qualify  for  monthly  social  security 
benefits.  The  cost  of  these  benefits  is  paid  out 
of  general  revenues  appropriated  by  the 
Congress.  Also,  the  Prouiy  amendment  to  the 
Tax  Adjustment  Act  of  1966  provides  benefits 
paid  for  out  of  general  revenues  to.  people 
who  are  currently  over  72  and  who  would  not 
otherwise  be  eligible  for  monthly  social  se- 
curity benefits. 


In  the  1960's  the  OASDI  part  of  the  pro- 
gram underwent  three  major  amendments, 
those  of  1960,  1961  and  1965.  The  financing 
of  these  amendments  continued  the  poli- 
cies of  the  1950's.  Two  brief  statements  from 
the  Committees  that  considered  these 
amendments  reflect  the  position  of  the  Con- 
gress in  this  respect.  The  first  report  issued 
by  a  Congressional  Committee  in  the  1960's 
was  that  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  on  the  1960  Amendments.  In  its  report 
the  Committee  stated : 

"The  Congress  has  always  carefully  con- 
sidered the  cost  aspects  of  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  when 
amendments  to  the  program  have  been  made. 
In  connection  with  the  1950  amendments, 
the  Congress  was  of  the  belief  that  the  pro- 
gram should  be  completely  self-supporting 
from  the  contributions  of  covered  individuals 
and  employers.  Accordingly,  in  that  legisla- 
tion, the  provision  permitting  appropriations 
to  the  system  from  general  revenues  of  the 
Treasury  was  repealed.  This  policy  has  been 
continued  in  subsequent  amendments.  Thus, 
the  Congress  has  always  very  strongly  be- 
lieved that  the  tax  schedule  in  the  new  law 
should  make  the  system  self-supporting  as 
nearly  as  can  be  foreseen  and.  therefore 
actuarially  sound.  [H.  Rept.  1799,  86th  Cong., 
p.  34]" 

Identical  statements  appear  in  subsequ- 
ent Committee  reports.  In  the  period  after 
1960  there  was  a  growing  awareness  of  the 
amounts  of  money  involved  in  the  social 
security  program  and  a  growing  concern  as 
to  whether  the  payroll  tax  could  be  ex- 
pected to  continue  to  carry  the  whole  bur- 
den of  the  growing  program. 

In  1963  and  1964,  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Social  Security  made  a  major  study  of  the 
Social  Security  program.  A  large  part  of  its 
effort  was  devoted  to  the  financing  of  the 
program.  Its  report  issued  in  January  1965 
stated : 

"The  Council  strongly  endorses  the  social 
insurance  approach  as  the  best  way  to  pro- 
vide, in  a  way  that  applies  to  all,  that  family 
income  will  continue  when  earnings  stop  or 
are  gretly  reduced  because  of  retirement,  to- 
tal disability  or  death.  It  is  a  method  of 
preventing  destitution  and  poverty  rather 
than  relieving  those  conditions  after  they 
occur.  And  it  is  a  method  that  operates 
through  the  individual  efforts  of  the  worker 
and  his  employer,  and  thus  is  in  total  har- 
mony with  general  economic  incentives  to 
work  and  save.  It  can  be  made  practically 
universal  in  application,  and  it  is  designed  so 
as  to  work  in  ongoing  partnership  with 
voluntary  insurance,  individual  savings,  and 
private  pension  plans. 

"Under  the  social  security  program  the 
right  to  benefits  grows  out  of  work;  the  in- 
dividual earns  protection  as  he  earns  his 
living,  and  up  to  the  maximum  amount  of 
earnings  covered  under  the  program,  the 
more  he  earns  the  greater  is  his  protection. 
Since,  unlike  relief  or  assistance,  social  se- 
curity benefits  are  paid  without  regard  to  the 
beneficiary's  savings  and  resources,  people 
can  and  do  build  upon  their  basic  social 
security  protection  and  they  are  rewarded 
for  their  planning  and  thrift  by  a  higher 
standard  of  living  than  the  benefits  alone 
can  provide. 

"The  fact  that  the  program  is  contribu- 
tory— that  employees  and  self-employed 
workers  make  contributions  in  the  form  of 
earmarked  social  security  taxes  to  help  fi- 
nance the  benefits — protects  the  rights  and 
dignity  of  the  recipient  and  at  the  same  time 
helps  to  guard  the  program  against  unwar- 
ranted liberalization.  The  covered  worker  can 
expect  because  he  has  made  social  security 
contributions  out  of  his  earnings  during  his 
working  lifetime,  that  social  security  benefits 
will  be  paid  in  the  spirit  of  an  earned  right, 
without  undue  restrictions  and  in  a  manner 
which  safeguards  his  freedom  of  action  and 


his  privacy.  Moreover,  the  tie  between  bene- 
fits and  contributions  fosters  responsibility 
in  financial  planning;  the  worker  knows  that 
improved  benefits  mean  higher  contributions. 
In  social  insurance  the  decision  on  how  to 
finance  improvements  is  always  an  integral 
part  of  the  decision  on  whether  they  are 
to  be  made.  [The  Status  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Program  and  Recommendations  for  its 
Improvement,  Report  of  the  Advisory  Coun- 
cil on  Social  Security,  p.  2.] " 

8.  Appropriations  for  military  service  credits 
One  section  of  the  1965  amendments  de- 
serves special  mention  because  it  illustrates 
a  problem  that  occurs  when  appropriations 
from  general  revenues  are  used.  Military 
service,  which  before  1957  had  not  been  cov- 
ered on  a  contributory  basis,  qualified  vet- 
erans and  their  survivors  for  benefits  under 
special  provisions.  As  indicated  earlier,  the 
cost  of  benefits  based  on  this  military  service 
was  to  have  been  paid  out  of  general  reve- 
nues. Up  to  the  time  of  the  1965  amend- 
ments, however  the  Social  Security  Trust 
Funds  had  been  reimbursed  only  for  the 
cost  of  the  benefits  through  August  1950. 
The  law  in  effect  prior  to  the  1965  amend- 
ments provided  that  the  costs  incurred  after 
August  1950  and  through  June  30,  1956  were 
to  have  been  paid  over  the  ten  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  the  costs  incurred 
after  June  1956  were  to  have  been  paid 
annually.  However,  no  payments  were  ever 
made  under  this  provision.  The  1965  amend- 
ments authorized  a  level  annual  appropria- 
tion from  general  revenues,  starting  in  fiscal 
1966,  to  amortize  both  the  accumulated  costs 
and  the  additional  costs  but  would  accrue 
through  fiscal  2015  with  annual  appropria- 
tions for  costs  incurred  after  fiscal  2015. 
Following  enactment  of  the  1965  amend- 
ments, annual  appropriations  form  general 
revenues  have  been  made  for  this  purpose 
but  the  administration  has  not  always  re- 
quested the  full  amount  as  calculated  by  the 
Social  Security  Administration  Actuary. 

9.  Blankeiing-in  the  uninsured  for  cash 

benefits 

One  of  the  most  persistent  issues  in  social 
security  has  been  that  of  blanketing-in  the 
uninsured.  For  the  OASDI  part  of  the  pro- 
gram the  number  of  quarters  of  coverage  re- 
quired before  a  person  can  be  paid  benefits 
has  been  gradually  reduced  but  until  1965 
the  minimum  number  had  always  been  six. 
The  1965  amendments  provided  special  bene- 
fits at  age  72  for  certain  people  who  had  as 
few  as  three  quarters  of  coverage.  Subse- 
quently, the  Prouty  Amendment  to  the  Tax 
Adjustment  Act  of  1966  provided  benefits  for 
people  with  no  quarters  of  coverage  provided 
that  they  reach  72  prior  to  1968.  As  noted 
the  hospital  insurance  program  covers  all 
people  who  attain  age  65  prior  to  1968.  The 
major  portion  of  the  costs  of  the  benefits 
paid  under  these  provisions  will  be  paid  out 
of  general  revenues.  The  only  exception  is 
that  the  benefits  paid  to  people  with  three  or 
more  quarters  of  coverage  will  be  paid  out  of 
the  social  security  trust  funds. 

10.  Financing  health  care  benefits 

A  major  issue  in  the  1960's,  hospital  care 
for  the  aged,  highlighted  the  question  of 
how  high  the  social  security  tax  could  go  if 
the  self-financing  principle  were  retained,  as 
well  as  whether  this  principle  applied  equally 
to  service  benefits  and  to  cash  benefits.  The 
original  Forand  bill,  around  which  the  early 
controversy  developed,  used  the  self-financ- 
ing method,  and  furnished  the  hospital  bene- 
fits only  to  people  over  65  entitled  to  social 
security  benefits  in  their  own  right. 

The  financing  of  the  health  and  medical 
care  programs  for  the  aged  established  by  the 
1965  amendments  goes  in  two  directions.  The 
financing  of  the  hospital  insurance  program 
(Part  A)  follows  the  payroll  tax  pattern 
established  for  the  OASDI  program  in  the 
1950's.  The  medical  care  program  (Part  B) 
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on  the  other  hand,  gets  one-half  of  its  fi- 
nancing from  general  revenues  and  one-half 
from  fees  paid  by  those  enrolled  in  the 
program.  The  self-supporting  nature  and  the 
actuarial  soundness  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance program  (Part  A)  is  described  in  ident- 
ical words  in  the  reports  of  both  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance : 

"Just  as  has  always  been  the  case  in  con- 
nection with  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  system,  the  committee  has 
very  carefully  considered  the  cost  aspects  of 
the  proposed  hospital  insurance  system.  In 
the  same  manner,  the  committee  believes 
that  this  program  should  be  completely 
self-supporting  from  the  contributions  of 
covered  individuals  and  employers  (the 
transitional  uninsured  group  that  would  be 
covered  by  this  program  would  have  their 
benefits,  and  the  resulting  administrative  ex- 
penses, completely  financed  from  general 
revenues,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
bill).  Accordingly,  the  committee  very 
strongly  believes  that  the  tax  schedule  in 
the  law  should  make  the  hospital  insurance 
system  self-supporting  over  the  long  range 
as  nearly  as  can  be  foreseen,  as  well  as  ac- 
tuarially sound. 

"The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it 
applies  to  the  hospital  insurance  system  is 
somewhat  similar  to  that  concept  as  it  ap- 
plies to  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disabil- 
ity insurance  system  .  .  .  but  there  are  im- 
portant differences. 

"One  major  difference  in  this  concept  as 
it  applies  between  the  two  different  systems 
is  that  cost  estimates  for  the  hospital  insur- 
ance program  should  desirably  be  made  over 
a  period  of  only  25  years  in  the  future,  rather 
than  75  years  as  in  connection  with  the  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  pro- 
gram. A  shorter  period  for  the  hospital  in- 
surance program  is  necessary  because  of  the 
greater  diffculty  in  making  forecast  assump- 
tions for  a  service  benefit  than  for  a  cash 
benefit.  Although  there  is  reasonable  likeli- 
hood that  the  number  of  beneficiaries  aged 
65  and  over  will  tend  to  increase  over  the 
next  75  years  when  measured  relative  to  cov- 
ered population  (so  that  a  period  of  this 
length  is  both  necessary  and  desirable  for 
studying  the  cost  of  the  cash  benefits  under 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance program) ,  it  is  far  more  difficult  to 
make  reasonable  assumptions  as  to  the  trends 
of  medical  care  costs  and  practices  for  more 
than  25  years  in  the  future. 

"In  starting  a  new  program  such  as  hos- 
pital Insurance,  it  seems  desirable  to  the 
committee  that  the  program  should  be  com- 
pletely in  actuarial  balance.  In  order  to  ac- 
commodate this  result,  the  committee  has 
developed  a  contribution  schedule  that  will 
meet  this  requirement,  according  to  the  un- 
derlying cost  estimates.  [H.  Rept.  213,  p.  49; 
S.  Rept.  404,  p.  57]" 

The  financing  of  the  voluntary,  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program  (Part 
B) ,  as  noted  above,  represented  a  departure 
from  the  payroll  tax  financing  which  had  been 
used  up  to  that  time.  Not  only  is  one-half 
of  the  cost  of  the  program  paid  out  of  gen- 
eral revenues  but  none  of  the  cost  is  paid 
from  payroll  taxes.  Moreover,  the  financing 
adopted  is  current  financing.  Thus  those 
eligible  for  benefits  pay  (in  1967  and  1968) 
$3  a  month  for  the  insurance  and  the  Gov- 
ernment pays  an  equal  amount.  In  1969  the 
amount  may  rise  to  about  $4  a  month.  The 
reports  of  the  Committees  that  studied  this 
legislation  said: 

"The  supplementary  medical  insurance 
system  that  would  be  established  by  the 
committee-approved  bill  has  an  estimated 
cost  for  benefit  payments  insured  and  for  ad- 
ministrative expenses  that  would  adequately 
be  met  during  the  first  2  years  of  operation 
(1967-68)  by  the  Individual  premium  rates 
prescribed  plus  the  equal  matching  con- 
tributions from  the  general  fund  of  the 


Treasury.  Both  contributions  and  benefit 
payments  would  begin  in  January  1967.  In 
subsequent  years,  the  committee-approved 
bill  provides  for  appropriate  adjustment  of 
the  premium  rates  so  as  to  assure  that  the 
program  will  be  adequately  financed,  along 
with  the  establishment  of  sufficient  contin- 
gency reserves.  Although  provision  is  made 
for  an  advance  appropriation  from  general 
revenues  to  provide  a  contingency  reserve 
during  the  period  January  1967  through  De- 
cember 1968,  it  is  believed  that  this  will  not 
actually  have  to  be  drawn  upon,  but  none- 
theless it  serves  as  a  desirable  safeguard  to 
the  financing  basis  of  the  program. 

"The  committee  has  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  that  can  be  voluntarily 
elected,  on  an  individual  basis,  by  virtually 
all  persons  aged  65  and  over  in  the  United 
States  (excluding  only  those  aliens  who  have 
not  been  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent 
residence  or  who  have  not  had  10  continuous 
years  of  residence) .  This  program  is  intended 
to  be  completely^  self-supporting  from  the 
contributions  of  covered  individuals  and 
from  the  equal-matching  contributions  from 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury.  .  .  Un- 
der the  committee-approved  bill,  the  monthly 
premium  rate  can  be  adjusted  for  future 
years  after  1968,  so  as  to  reflect  the  expected 
experience  including  an  allowance  for  a  mar- 
gin for  contingencies.  All  financial  opera- 
tions for  this  program  would  be  handled 
through  a  separate  fund,  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  trust  fund.  .  .  . 

"The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  for 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance system  and  for  the  hospital  insurance 
system  is  somewhat  different  than  that  for 
the  supplementary  medical  insurance  pro- 
gram. In  essence,  the  last  system  is  on  a 
"current  cost"  financing  basis.  The  situations 
are  essentially  different  because  the  financial 
support  of  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance system  comes  from  a  premium  rate  that 
is  subject  to  change  from  time  to  time,  in 
accordance  with  the  experience  actually  de- 
veloping and  with  the  experience  anticipated 
in  the  near  future.  The  actuarial  soundness 
of  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  pro- 
gram, therefore,  depends  only  upon  the 
"short-term"  premium  rates  being  adequate 
to  meet,  on  an  accrual  basis,  the  benefit  pay- 
ments and  administrative  expenses  over  the 
period  for  which  they  are  established  (In- 
cluding the  accumulation  and  maintenance 
of  a  contingency  fund) . 

In  the  course  of  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee's consideration  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965,  Senator  Russell  B.  Long 
proposed  an  amendment  which  would  sub- 
stitute a  single  and  much  broader  system  of 
health  care  aimed  at  covering  catastrophic 
costs  for  the  two  complementary  health  care 
plans  (Parts  A  and  B)  contained  in  the 
House-passed  bill,  and  in  the  legislation  as 
it  was  finally  enacted.  Two-thirds  of  the  cost 
of  this  program  would  have  been  paid  from 
payroll  taxes  and  one-third  from  general  rev- 
enues. In  a  press  release  describing  the 
amendment  the  Senator  said: 

"My  plan  would  also  utilize,  to  a  greater 
extent,  general  revenue  financing.  This  is  in 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  workers  who  will 
enter  the  labor  force  in  the  future  (and  their 
employers)  would  have  to  pay  at  least  40% 
more  in  payroll  taxes  than  would  be  neces- 
sary to  finance  their  own  costs  if  the  benefits 
of  the  presently  retired  and  current  workers 
were  paid  for  wholly  under  the  payroll  sys- 
tem. This  "social"  cost  of  establishing  the 
system,  I  believe,  is  more  appropriately  borne 
by  federal  revenue." 

11.  The  issue  now 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1965  there  had  been 
discussion  of  what  should  be  the  limit  of 
Social  Security  payroll  taxation.  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare  Ribicoff  had 
stated  in  1961  that  he  thought  the  combined 


employer-employee  limit  should  be  about 
10%  of  payroll  but  left  open  possible  in- 
creases in  the  tax  base.  The  combined  hos- 
pital insurance  and  OASDI  tax  under  the  1965 
Amendments  amounted  to  11.4%  of  payroll 
and  there  appeared  to  be  a  growing  feeling 
among  those  who  wished  to  further  liberalize 
the  social  security  program  that  future 
changes  involving  significant  costs  would  be 
difficult  to  justify  if  they  were  to  be  financed 
solely  through  additional  payroll  taxes.  In 
this  context  Robert  M.  Ball,  the  Commission- 
er of  Social  Security,  wrote  in  the  fall  of 
1965: 

"Improvements  in  the  social  security  pro- 
gram of  the  kind  suggested  call  for  a  recon- 
sideration of  the  financial  basis  of  the  sys- 
tem. Workers  in  general  have  shown  them- 
selves willing  to  pay  for  improved  social  in- 
surance protection,  and  there  is  no  question 
that  the  major  part  of  the  cost  of  social  in- 
surance should  continue  to  be  met  by  a 
tax  on  covered  payrolls.  There  is,  though, 
justification  for  a  contribution  from  the  gen- 
eral revenues  of  the  Treasury. 

"The  justification  for  such  a  Government 
contribution  arises  from  the  fact  that  in 
order  to  make  the  program  quickly  effective 
in  its  early  years  full-rate  benefits  are  being 
paid  to  people  who  were  already  old  at  the 
time  their  work  was  first  covered  under  the 
program,  even  though  only  a  small  percen- 
tage of  the  actual  cost  of  the  benefits  being 
paid  to  these  people  was  met  by  the  con- 
tributions they  and  their  employers  paid. 
Under  the  present  financial  arrangement  the 
excess  of  the  value  of  benefits  over  the  value 
of  the  contributions  in  the  early  years  of 
operation  will  be  financed  from  future  con- 
tributions. As  a  result,  future  generations  of 
covered  workers  will  get  protection  that  is 
worth  less  than  the  combined  employer-em- 
ployee contributions  with  respect  to  their 
earnings,  since  some  part  of  those  combined 
contributions  will  go  to  pay  part  of  the  cost 
of  paying  full  benefits  in  the  early  years, 
(Future  generations  of  workers  will,  how- 
ever, get  protection  that  is  worth  at  least  as 
much  as  the  value  of  their  own  contribu- 
tions.) Since  society  as  a  whole  benefits  from 
a  national  social  security  system,  it  can  be 
argued  that  the  cost  of  the  benefits  for  peo- 
ple already  old  when  the  social  security  pro- 
gram went  into  effect  should  be  borne  by 
the  general  revenues  rather  than  by  the 
social  security  tax.  [Robert  M.  Ball,  Com- 
missioner of  Social  Security.  "Social  Secur- 
ity: A  Changing  Program  for  a  Changing 
World:  St.  Louis  University  School  of  Law. 
Volume  10,  Number  2,  Winter,  1965:  p.  237.]" 

At  about  the  same  time  the  AFL-CIO 
adopted  a  resolution  calling  for  extensive 
changes  in  the  Social  Security  program,  in- 
cluding a  50%  rise  in  benefits  and  a  sub- 
stantial contribution  from  general  revenues. 
The  resolution  states: 

"In  order  to  make  the  social  security  pro- 
gram quickly  effective  in  its  early  years,  it 
was  the  decision  of  the  Congress  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  full-rate  benefits  to  peo- 
ple who  were  already  old  at  the  time  their 
work  was  first  covered  under  the  program, 
even  though  only  a  small  perecntage  of  the 
actual  cost  of  the  benefits  being  paid  to 
these  people  was  met  by  the  contributions 
they  and  their  employers  paid.  This  has  been 
sound  public  policy,  necessary  to  help  pre- 
vent widespread  want  and  destitution  and  to 
contribute  to  the  social  and  economic  secu- 
rity of  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  The  cost  of 
the  program  resulting  from  these  payments, 
though — about  one-third  of  the  total  cost — 
should  not  be  charged  to  future  genera- 
tions of  workers  and  their  employers.  It  is 
entirely  appropriate  that  the  cost  of  get- 
ting into  operation  a  national  social  secu- 
rity system  from  which  society  as  a  whole 
benefits,  should  be  borne  by  the  population 
as  a  whole." 

An  elaboration  of  these  Ideas  was  pre- 
sented by  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Secu- 
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rity  in  the  following  spring.  Speaking  before 
the  American  Society  for  Public  Adminis- 
tration, the  Commissioner  discussed  general 
revenue  financing  and  suggested  that  by 
using  general  revenues  it  would  be  possible 
to  increase  benefits  by  about  50%.  He  said: 

"A  general  benefit  increase  any  greater 
than  the  7-percent  increase  of  last  year  could 
not  be  financed  by  an  increase  in  the  con- 
tribution and  benefit  base  alone. 

'Tor  this  purpose  it  would  be  necessary, 
in  addition,  to  raise  the  contribution  rates 
scheduled  in  the  law  or  to  introduce  a  gov- 
ernment contribution.  Various  possibilities 
will  be  considered. 

"Since  the  employer  contribution  in  part, 
at  least,  is  shifted  to  workers  in  the  form 
of  lower  wages,  it  might  be  more  equitable 
to  finance  from  general  taxation  part  or  all 
of  the  so-called  'accrued  liability'  resulting 
from  payment  of  full  benefits  to  the  first 
generation  of  covered  workers  and  so  intro- 
duce another  element  of  progressivity  into 
the  financing  of  the  program. 

"The  idea  that  the  accrued  liability  costs 
could  be  met  from  general  revenues  is  not 
a  new  one.  It  is,  for  example,  part  of  the 
reasoning  behind  the  government  contribu- 
tion in  the  British  system  and  was  men- 
tioned by  the  Committee  on  Economic  Se- 
curity— the  Committee  that  in  1934 
recommended  the  establishment  of  the 
original  program  for  the  United  States.  Just 
recently  in  the  United  States  the  Cabinet 
Committee  Report  on  Federal  Staff  Retire- 
ment Systems,  which  the  President  endorsed 
and  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  March  7, 
used  similar  reasoning  concerning  the  civil- 
service  retirement  system.  They  recom- 
mended that  the  financing  of  the  civil- 
service  retirement  system  should  be  based 
on  the  theory  that  the  contributions  of  em- 
ployees and  of  the  Federal  agencies,  as  em- 
ployers, should  fully  meet  the  system's 
normal  cost — that  is,  the  combined  em- 
ployee-agency contributions  should  be  at  a 
rate  that  would  have  to  be  paid  over  the 
working  lifetime  of  new  entrants  to  the 
system  to  pay  for  the  benefits  provided  under 
current  law,  and  the  Government  should 
finance  the  accrued  liability  by  direct  ap- 
propriations. The  'normal  cost'  of  social 
security  is  about  two-thirds  of  the  total 
costs  over  the  long  run  so  that,  if  general 
revenues  were  to  take  care  of  the  entire  one- 
third  attributed  to  accrued  liability,  about 
one-half  again  as  much  money  as  at  present 
would  be  available  for  program  improve- 
ments. Another  way  of  looking  at  such  a 
government  contribution  is  that  it  is  in 
lieu  of  the  interest  that  would  have  been 
available  from  full  reserve  financing. 

"Contribution  rate  increases  are  also,  of 
course,  a  possibility.  These  could  be  addi- 
tions to  the  present  employee  contribution 
schedule,  which  for  cash  benefits  rises  from 
3.85  percent  this  year  to  4.85  percent  in  1973, 
with  the  employer  paying  a  like  amount. 
Contribution  rates  for  hospital  insurance 
will  be  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent 
next  year  and  will  rise  to  eight-tenths  of  1 
percent  in  1987  and  later  [Robert  M.  Ball, 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security.  Address 
Annual  Meeting  of  the  American  Society  for 
Public  Administration.  Washington,  D.C., 
April  14,  1966.]" 

Still  later  in  the  year,  Senator  Robert  F. 
Kennedy  introduced  a  bill  (on  which  no  ac- 
tion was  taken)  that  in  broad  outline  paral- 
leled the  recommendations  made  the  pre- 
vious winter  by  the_AFL— CIO.  In  addition  to 
Senator  Kennedy,  the  bill  was  sponsored  by 
nine  other  Senators.  Although  the  changes 
c.lled  for  in  the  bill  would  have  increased  all 
benefits  by  about  50%,  the  Senator  eon- 
p'dered  that  the  bill  would  make  only  "min- 
imum improvements  in  Social  Security  bene- 
fits that  are  necessary  now."  The  Senator's 
statement  to  the  Senate  when  he  introduced 
the  bill  contains  an  explanation  of  his  rea- 
sons for  using  general  revenues  in  the  fi- 
nancing of  the  Social  Security  program. 


"What  will  be  the  costs  of  this  legisla- 
tion? The  50-percent  average  increase  in 
benefits  provided  by  the  bill  would  cause  a 
considerable  increase  in  the  payments  out  of 
the  trust  fund  during  1968,  the  year  in  which 
the  bill  would  go  into  effect.  It  is  important 
to  understand,  however,  that  the  bill  does 
no  contempltae,  nor  does  actuarial  soundness 
require,  that  this  increase  in  benefits  would 
not  contemplate,  nor  does  actuarial  sound- 
ness require,  that  this  increase  in  benefits 
would  be  entirely  paid  for  immediately.  The 
trust  fund  would  be  replenished  over  a  period 
of  time.  This  creates  no  difficulty.  The  Social 
Security  Administration  has  told  me  that 
"The  proposed  program  as  a  whole  is  in  close 
actuarial  balance.'  The  'temporary  declines 
in  the  trust  funds,'  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration adds,  'are  not  significant  in 
terms  of  the  financial  soundness  of  the 
program  over  the  long  run.'  Thus  the  costs 
of  the  program  will  be  sperad  over  a  period 
of  years.  This  is  both  actuarially  sound  and 
fiscally  wise. 

"The  important  thing  is  that  we  do  what 
we  can  now  toward  making  social  security 
benefits  truly  adequate.  To  do  that,  in  my 
judgment,  we  must  be  prepared  to  rely  par- 
tially on  general  revenues.  The  general  reve- 
nue contribution  is  the  major  new  aspect  of 
this  bill.  But  that  does  not  mean  that  we 
could  not  add  general  revenues  to  social 
security  financing  on  a  more  gradual  basis 
than  the  9-year  schedule  which  the  bill  pro- 
vides. And,  if  it  becomes  necessary,  the  pro- 
posed benefit  increases  could  be  adopted  in 
steps  rather  than  all  at  once,  although  I 
believe  that  would  be  less  desirable. 

***** 

"The  turn  to  general  revenue  financing  is 
well  supported  by  considerations  of  history 
and  policy. 

"First,  as  a  practical  matter,  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  the  payroll  tax  can  be  raised  too 
much  further.  The  payroll  tax  is  highly 
regressive,  and  for  low-wage  employees  par- 
ticularly, a  required  contribution  beyond 
what  is  contemplated  in  this  bill  would  be 
very  burdensome. 

"And  the  justification  for  total  payroll  tax 
financing  over  the  years  has  been  that  the 
payroll  tax  is  a  contribution  that  each  em- 
ployee makes  to  finance  his  own  benefits.  In 
general,  the  original  purpose  was  that  the 
wage  earner  would  be  paid,  during  his  years 
of  retirement,  what  he  had  put  in  during  his 
working  years.  But  this  original  purpose  has 
been  modified  somewhat  in  practice.  Con- 
siderations of  social  justice  have  caused  us  to 
create  some  benefits  which  are  not  totally 
contributory,  and  these  have  been  financed 
out  of  the  contributions  of  others.  We  have 
provided  benefits,  for  example,  to  poor  and 
more  irregularly  employed  workers;  to 
widows  and  orphans;  and  to  those  disabled 
by  injury  or  illness. 

"Second,  it  is  essential  to  recall  that  Con- 
gress provided  in  the  original  Social  Security 
Act  for  full-rate  benefits  even  for  those  per- 
sons who  were  too  old  to  be  in  the  work  force 
long  enough  to  contribute  fully  for  their 
benefits.  The  cost  of  these  benefits  is  still 
being  financed  by  the  contributions  of  those 
who  have  followed.  .  .  . 

"Third,  the  general  revenue  approach  has 
been  considered  and  discussed  since  the  in- 
ception of  social  security.  The  first  President- 
ially  appointed  Council  on  Economic  Secu- 
rity Act,  said  that  Government  contributions 
to  the  system  would  eventually  be  needed, 
adding  prophetically  that,  'It  will  not  be 
necessary  to  have  actual  Government  con- 
tribution until  after  the  system  has  been  in 
operation  for  30  years.'  [Congressional 
Record,  July  28,  1966,  p.  16606,  16607.]  " 

A.  THE  REVIEW  OP  SOCIAL-  SECURITY  FINANCING 
PRIOR  TO  THE   1967  AMENDMENTS 

Earlier  in  the  year,  President  Lyndon  B. 
Johnson  had  indicated  his  intention  of  rec- 
ommending substantial,  though  unspecified, 
changes  in  the  social  security  program  when 


the  90th  Congress  convened  in  January  1967. 
At  the  time  he  made  this  statement,  he  in- 
structed Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  John  W.  Gardner  to  begin  studies 
and  conversations  with  interested  parties  on 
the  nature  of  the  changes  that  should  be 
sent  to  the  90th  Congress. 

In  this  connection,  John  Carroll  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Administration  prepared  a 
paper,  "Social  Security  Financing  Revisited," 
as  a  background  paper  for  a  conference  on 
Social  Security  financing  held  at  the  Brook- 
ings Institution  on  June  17,  1966.  The  in- 
troduction to  the  paper  indicates  that  it  was 
written  in  response  to  the  President's  state- 
ment that  he  would  ask  the  90th  Congress 
for  a  substantial  increase  in  Social  Security 
benefits.  The  paper  was  designed  to  discuss 
the  financing  involved  in  a  35%  to  55%  rise 
in  Social  Security  benefits.  The  paper  goes  on 
to  say : 

"The  contemplated  liberalization  of  bene- 
fits could  not  be  financed  by  payroll  taxa- 
tion unless  the  rates  were  increased.  Rate 
increases  would  be  necessary  even  if  the 
taxable  wage  base  were  increased  to  $15,000 
from  its  present  level  of  $6,600  or  removed 
entirely.  Past  benefit  increases  have  been 
accomplished  each  time  by  increased  payroll 
taxation;  rate  levels  have  been  increased; 
and,  in  some  cases,  taxable  wage  ceilings 
have  been  raised.  Collections  have  swelled 
after  each  amendment  partly  because  during 
the  period  coverage  was  greatly  expanded. 
This  source  will  not  be  available  in  the 
future  because  coverage  is  nearly  complete. 

"There  is  growing  concern  about  the  wis- 
dom of  continued  reliance  upon  payroll  taxa- 
tion as  the  sole  source  of  funds  for  social 
insurance.  Doubts  have  been  expressed  by  the 
Treasury,  the  President's  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisors,  and  the  National  Commis- 
sion of  Technology,  Automation  and  Eco- 
nomic Progress  that  so  regressive  a  tax  should 
be  increased.  [Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare,  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration, Office  of  Research  and  Statistics,  'So- 
cial Security  Financing  Revisited,'  p.  2.]" 

In  Carroll's  opinion,  the  most  important 
arguments  against  using  general  revenues  in 
the  Social  Security  program  are  considered 
to  be  "institutional."  In  this  connection  the 
paper  points  out  the  important  role  played 
by  the  idea  of  a  self-supporting  system  in 
securing  public  acceptance  of  the  Social 
Security  program.  The  paper  states: 

"There  is  a  belief  that  sole  reliance  upon 
contributions  from  employers  and  employees 
is  closely  tied  to  the  rights  acquired  by  the 
insured  workers.  A  government  contribution 
would  not  be  tied  in  this  way  and  some  be- 
lieve that  the  claim  of  the  worker — his  as- 
surance that  his  pension  is  his  as  a  matter  of 
right — may  be  damaged  or  weakened. 

"Others  fear  that  unless  benefit  levels  are 
closely  related  to  taxes  upon  the  worker — 
taxes  which  can  be  clearly  identified — there 
will  not  be  sufficient  constraint  to  prevent" 
too  liberal  benefit  promises.  Few  doubt  that 
the  statutory  benefits  would  be  paid.  But 
the  real  protection  of  the  system  is  the  readi- 
ness of  the  society  to  keep  benefits  ade- 
quately up  to  date.  Revisions  of  this  sort 
are  expensive  and  unless  promises  are  re- 
strained within  workable  limits  future  gen- 
erations may  allow  benefit  adequacy  to  fall 
behind. 

"It  can  be  scarcely  be  contested  that  ear- 
marking of  payroll  taxes  for  OASDI  re- 
duced resistance  to  the  imposition  of  taxes 
on  low-income  earners,  made  feasible  tax  in- 
creases at  time  when  they  might  not  other- 
wise have  been  made,  and  has  given  trust 
fund  programs  a  privileged  position  semi- 
detached from  the  remainder  of  government. 
Institutionalists  foresaw  these  advantages 
as  means  to  graft  the  new  programs  into 
the  social  fabric. 

"It  is  an  open  question  whether  or  not 
the  OASDHI  program  has  matured  suffi- 
ciently to  be  independent  of  the  need  for 
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institutional  safeguards.  Perhaps  the  ex- 
perience of  the  last  thirty  years  makes  it 
no  longer  necessary  to  place  so  much  em- 
phasis on  these  fears.  It  seems  probable  that 
the  introduction  of  a  government  contribu- 
tion, if  explained  in  terms  of  the  past  serv- 
ice credit,  need  not  weaken  the  system.  There 
may  be  some  advantage  to  having  the  size 
and  timing  of  the  government  contribution 
determined  statutorily.  Provision  of  this  type 
will  draw  the  same  criticism  as  other  arbi- 
trary and  fiscally  inflexible  features  of  the 
system,  but  may  nonetheless  be  wise. 

"There  seems  to  be  little  question  that  the 
well-established  precedent  of  contribution  by 
the  covered  worker  should  be  contimied  for 
a  meaningfully  large  share  of  the  costs. 
There  may  come  a  day  when  the  society  ac- 
cepts fully  the  notion  of  social  responsibility 
for  persons  who  experience  interruption  of 
earnings.  When  that  day  comes  there  is  no 
reason  why  financing  of  the  system  need  be 
tied  to  the  earnings  of  the  insured.  Benefits 
could  continue  to  be  related  to  the  previous 
earnings  experience  of  the  insured — one  of 
the  basic  features  of  our  social  insurance 
system — without  recourse  to  payroll  taxa- 
tion. It  is  a  matter  of  judgment,  but  more 
informed  persons  doubt  that  this  day  has 
yet  dawned.  [Ibid.,  pp.  26-28]" 

Later  in  the  summer,  another  element  was 
added  when  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion's Actuary,  Robert  J.  Myers,  revised  his 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  the  Social  Security 
program  to  take  account  of  certain  changes 
in  assumption  growing  out  of  more  recent 
experience  in  assessing  the  long-term  opera- 
tion of  the  system.  The  revised  estimate 
showed  an  actuarial  surplus  of  0.89%  of  tax- 
able payroll  for  OASI  while  the  Disability 
Insurance  part  of  the  pogram  was  under- 
financed by  0.15%  of  taxable  payroll.  Com- 
bined, the  OASDI  program  had  a  surplus  of 
0.74%  of  taxable  payroll  or  enough  to  finance 
an  8%  increase  in  benefits.  When  the  esti- 
mates were  made  public  in  October,  Presi- 
dent Lyndon  B.  Johnson  indicated  that  he 
would  send  the  90th  Congress  a  recommenda- 
tion that  Social  Security  benefits  be  in- 
creased by  at  least  10%  and  perhaps  by  as 
much  as  15%.  His  recommendations  for  15% 
benefit  increase  were  sent  to  the  Congress  on 
January  23,  1967,  and  were  to  be  financed  by 
the  surplus  and  by  increases  in  the  tax  rates 
and  the  tax  base. 

In  December  of  1966  the  Brookings  Insti- 
tution published  a  study  by  Joseph  H.  Pech- 
maa  on  tax  policy  which  considers  the  ques- 
tion of  continued  reliance  on  payroll  taxes 
to  finance  Social  Security  benefits.3  While 
much  of  the  author's  concern  in  this  area 
is  with  the  regressive  nature  of  the  Social 
Security  tax  and  its  built-in  inflexibility,  he 
points  out  that  there  is  considerable  psy- 
chological advantage  to  the  payroll  tax. 

"Financing  of  Social  Security  through  con- 
tributory and  often  regressive  taxes  is  well 
established  in  most  countries.  Receipts  are 
earmarked  to  make  workers  feel  that  they 
are  receiving  benefits  as  a  matter  of  right 
rather  than  as  a  government  donation.  The 
ear-marked  taxes  emphasize  the  statutory 
reductions  when  the  budget  is  tight.  More- 
over, increases  in  benefits  are  believed  easier 
to  obtain  if  they  are  financed  by  the  con- 
tributions of  future  beneficiaries  rather  than 
from  taxes  in  general.  [Pechman,  op.  ext., 
p.  172.]" 

As  to  the  use  of  general  revenues  he  men- 
tions the  precedents  that  exist  in  present 
law  and  that  the  combined  employer-em- 
ployee tax  rate  is  scheduled  to  exceed  10%. 
Therefore,  he  feels  that  ".  .  .  use  of  the  gen- 
eral fund  should  be  considered  as  an  alter- 
native to  rate  increases  when  additional 
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The  Brookings  Institution,  Washington, 
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funds  are  required  to  finance  benefits." 
[Ibid.,  p.  175] 

When  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
took  up  the  review  of  financing  in  connec- 
tion with  the  1967  amendments,  the  Admin- 
istration's recommendation  for  changes  in 
the  Social  Security  program  (H.R.  5710)  in 
March  1967,  considerable  interest  was  shown 
during  the  public  hearings  in  the  financing 
of  the  costs  of  future  changes  in  the  pro- 
gram. There  seemed  to  be  a  widespread  feel- 
ing that  future  changes  would  probably  re- 
quire some  changes  in  the  way  the  Social 
Security  program  is  financed.  In  this  con- 
nection it  should  be  noted  that  while  a  large 
number  of  witnesses  showed  concern  about 
the  financing  of  the  program,  there  was  no 
general  agreement  that  future  changes 
should  be  financed  out  of  general  revenues. 
Many  argued  that  the  Administration's  pro- 
posals should  not  be  enacted  because  the 
program  was  properly  financed  through  pay- 
roll taxes  and  that  because  payroll  taxes  had 
risen  to  about  the  bearable  limit,  money  was 
not  available  to  pay  the  increased  costs  pro- 
posed by  the  administration. 

In  a  broad  way,  the  position  of  the  AFL- 
CIO  on  the  future  need  for  general  revenues 
is  representative  of  the  position  of  those 
who  argue  that  future  increases  in  cost  will 
have  to  be  financed  out  of  general  revenues. 
Testifying  for  the  AFL-CIO,  its  President, 
George  Meany  said: 

"AFL-CIO  members  are  properly  known 
for  their  willingness  to  pay  for  what  they  get, 
in  war  and  peace.  I  am  completely  confident 
that  they  will  gladly  pay  their  fair  share  to- 
ward a  better  Social  Security  system.  Yet,  it 
must  be  recognized  that  as  we  approach  the 
goal  of  a  50-percent  increase  in  benefits,  as 
we  continue  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  sys- 
tem, a  heavier  proportion  of  the  tax  load  will 
fall  upon  wage  earners. 

1  "Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  realize  that 
because  the  Social  Security  tax  is  not  pro- 
gressive as  to  amount  of  income,  it  is  regres- 
sive in  the  classic  sense.  We  in  the  AFL-CIO 
have  ridden  along  with  this,  over  the  years, 
for  the  sake  of  the  greater  objective  which 
we  know  you  share. 

"But  in  all  candor  I  think  you  should 
know  that  in  time,  we  shall  urge  a  modest 
and  gradual  contribution  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund  from  the  general  revenues 
of  the  United  States.  We  believe  this  would 
be  an  effective  way — and  a  simple  one — to 
introduce  the  principle  of  progressive  taxa- 
tion to  the  Social  Security  system.  We  are 
not  asking  for  this  now,  so  I  will  not  argue 
the  case  for  it.  But  we  will  be  back.  [Presi- 
dent's Proposals  for  Revising  the  Social 
Security  System.  Hearings  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, 90th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  p.  576.  Here- 
inafter cited  'Hearings.']" 

The  arguments  against  the  use  of  gen- 
eral revenues  in  the  financing  of  the  Social 
Security  program  presented  to  the  committee 
generally  avoid  direct  argument  and  rely 
rather  on  laudatory  statements  regarding 
the  self-supporting  nature  of  the  program  by 
means  of  the  payroll  tax.  Typical  of  these 
arguments  is  the  testimony  of  Henry  R. 
Chase  who  represented  the  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce of  the  United  States  of  America  at 
the  public  hearings.  He  praised  the  com- 
mittee for  keeping  the  Social  Security  pro- 
gram on  a  self-supporting  basis  and  pointed 
out: 

"In  financing  the  many  amendments  to 
Social  Security,  Congress  did  so  by  levying 
additional  taxes  to  cover  current  costs,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  provided  for  escalating  tax 
rates  to  meet  growing  future  commitments. 
Success  for  this  method  of  financing  de- 
pends upon  the  willingness  of  today's  and 
tomorrow's  workers  to  pay  the  full  cost  of 
benefit  commitments  promised  by  Congress." 

But  he  also  warned: 


"The  ever  present  danger  of  this  method 
of  financing  is  that  Congress,  through  re- 
peated and  rapid  liberalizations,  may  so  load 
up  the  burden  of  taxes  as  to  undermine 
the  willingness  of  workers  to  support  the  full 
cost  of  Social  Security.  [Hearings,  p.  1342]" 

In  developing  the  Chamber's  objections  to 
much  of  the  Administration's  program,  Mr. 
Chase  presented  the  Chamber's  position  on 
increasing  the  cost  of  the  Social  Security 
program.  He  said: 

"We  seriously  question  the  advisability  and 
prudence  of  piling  further  heavy  tax  costs 
on  top  of  the  already  high  and  rising  tax 
requirements  for  Social  Security.  No  one 
knows  whether  today's  workers  or  the  young 
workers  of  tomorrow  are  willing  to  support 
the  full  cost  of  the  present  Social  Security 
cash  benefits  programs.  We  won't  know  this 
until  1974 — six  years  from  now — when  the 
maximum  Social  Security  tax  for  cash  bene- 
fits become  effective  under  the  present  pro- 
gram. 

"In  fact,  we  wonder  in  view  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Goerge  Meany,  President  of  the 
AFL-CIO,  whether  workers  are  willing  to 
support  the  present  program,  let  alone  the 
added  burden  proposed  by  H.R.  5710.  This 
is  because  the  AFL-CIO  favors  '.  .  .  a  modest 
and  gradual  contribution  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity Trust  Fund  from  the  general  revenues 
of  the  United  States.'  [Hearings,  p.  1344]" 

In  the  course  of  the  public  hearings  on 
H.R.  5710,  Representative  Herlong  questioned 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education 
and  Welfare,  Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  about  the  use 
of  general  revenues  to  finance  the  costs  of 
some  of  the  "welfare"  aspects  of  the  Social 
Security  program.  In  his  reply  Mr.  Cohen 
stated  his  belief  that  the  contributory  aspect 
of  the  program  was  necessary  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  public  confidence,  but  that  a  situ- 
ation could  develop  in  which  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  use  general  revenues  to  meet 
"social  cost."  The  exchange  between  Mr. 
Herlong  and  Mr.  Cohen  follows: 

"Mr.  Herlog.  It  seems  to  me  that  to  the 
extent  that  we  continue  to  add  war  on  pov- 
erty items  to  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  that 
extent  we  destroy  the  insurance  concept  of 
the  whole  program. 

"Mr.  Cohen.  I  don't  think  so  for  this  rea- 
son, Mr.  Herlong:  a  social  insurance  program 
is  not  like  a  private  insurance  program  in  a 
strict  private-contract  sense  of  returning  to 
an  individual,  or  a  small  group  of  individuals, 
only  what  they  have  paid  in.  As  Mr.  Ball  said 
yesterday,  and  as  we  have  said  several  times 
before  the  commite,  one  has  to  look  at  the 
employer  contributions  in  this  system  as 
trying  to  carry  out  certain  social  objectives 
of  seeing  that  the  benefits  meet  certain  mini- 
mum needs,  and  this  may  mean  paying  to  an 
individual  more  than  he  or  she  has  paid  in. 
If  I  thought  that  any  benefit  in  this  bill 
undermined  the  contributory  insurance  sys- 
tem, I  would  not  be  for  that  particular  type 
of  benefit,  because  I  think  that  the  payment 
of  this  benefit  as  a  matter  of  earned  right 
and  payment  through  a  separate  trust  fund 
is  essential  to  giving  people  a  sense  of  se- 
curity about  the  receipt  of  their  benefits. 

"Mr.  Herlong.  The  point  I  was  trying  to 
make  here  is  that  in  my  judgment  the  pov- 
erty program  or  the  war  on  poverty  items 
that  are  constantly  being  added  to  this 
program,  it  seems  to  me,  ought  more  ap- 
propriately to  be  paid  for  by  the  general 
taxpayer  rather  than  by  the  worker  alone  and 
his  employer. 

"That  is  the  point  I  was  trying  to  make. 

"Mr.  Cohen.  Well,  as  the  chairman 
brought  out  in  his  questioning,  I  do  think 
that  there  is  a  point  where,  if  one  is  going 
to  raise  the  minimum  benefits  substantially 
beyond  a  level  that  is  consistent  with  the 
total  wage  related  system,  then  that  increase 
ought  to  be  paid  out  of  general  revenues  in 
recognition  of  social  cost. 
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"I  would  certainly  concede  that  as  a  mat- 
ter of  principle,  this  ought  to  be  carefully 
looked  into.  [Hearings,  pp.  371-372]" 

Representative  Ullman  inquired  of  sev- 
eral witnesses  whether  they  had  developed 
a  rationale  for  using  general  revenues  in 
the  Social  Security  program.  The  replies,  in 
general,  pointed  out  that  over  the  years  the 
Social  Security  program  had  developed  a 
large  number  of  social  aspects  that  should 
not  be  paid  for  as  social  insurance  but  rath- 
er as  welfare. 

The  use  of  general  revenues  was  not  a 
direct  issue  before  the  committee  inasmuch 
as  no  such  provision  was  included  in  the 
Administration's  bill. 

In  the  spring  of  1967  the  general  revenue 
issue  also  came  up  in  the  consideration  of 
a  particular  proposal.  On  April  18,  1967  when 
the  Senate  was  debating  the  Investment  Tax 
Credit  bill  (H.K.  6950)  Senators  Prouty  and 
Cotton  introduced  an  amendment  (which 
was  not  adopted)  to  increase  Social  Security 
benefits.  The  amendment  called  for  increased 
expenditures  of  about  $4  billion  in  the  first 
year  and  would  have  been  financed  largely 
out  of  general  revenues.  The  largest  increases 
would  have  gone  to  people  at  the  lower 
earnings  levels  with  those  at  the  highest  level 
getting  only  a  token  increase.  Senator  Prouty 
stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate : 

"Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  one  of  the 
most  significant  features  of  this  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  and  me  is  the 
provision  which  provides  for  the  financing 
of  the  increased  benefits.  This  amendment 
provides  that  the  costs  entailed  in  it  be 
paid  from  general  revenues  rather  than  from 
additional  increases  in  an  already  too  re- 
gressive social  security  payroll  tax. 

"The  social  security  payroll  tax  places  too 
great  a  burden  on  low-income  families  who 
can  least  afford  to  pay  for  increases  moti- 
vated by  need  rather  than  insurance  prin- 
ciples. General  revenues,  which  are  obtained 
in  a  large  part  from  the  progressive  income 
tax,  provide  a  source  which  is  based  on  the 
ability  to  pay.  Utilization  of  general  revenues 
for  all  future  benefit  increases  will  at  least 
hold  the  line  on  the  social  security  payroll 
t'ax  which  cuts  most  cruelly  into  the  pocket- 
books  of  low-income  groups.  [Congressional 
Record,  Vol.  113,  no.  58,  p.  S5412]" 

The  debate  on  the  amendment  revolved 
largely  around  the  question  of  using  general 
revenues  in  the  Social  Security  program.  Op- 
ponents of  the  amendment  stated  that  the 
use  of  general  revenues  was  a  radical  depar- 
ture from  established  practice.  Senator  Wil- 
liams of  Delaware  set  the  tone  of  the  debate 
saying: 

"Once  we  start  down  the  road  of  financing 
Social  Security  benefits  from  general  revenue 
by  direct  appropriations  we  will  have  de- 
parted from  the  insurance  concept  of  Social 
Security  and  changed  it  into  a  general  wel- 
fare program.  [Ibid.,  p.  S5415]" 

Senator  Gore  believed  that  the  Prouty- 
Cotton  amendments  would  destroy  the  So- 
cial Security  program  and  the  following  ex- 
change took  place: 

"Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  All  of  these 
amendments  have  merit.  I  said  yesterday  that 
one  can  take  any  of  J;he  proposed  Social  Se- 
curity amendments  by  itself  and  make  a 
wonderful  argument  as  to  its  merits.  I  do  not 
question  that.  On  the  other  hand,  any  meri- 
torious proposal  which  would  give  benefits 
to  any  group  will  cost  some  money. 

"While  the  Senate  is  voting  for  those  bene- 
fits let  us  include  in  the  bill  provisions  to  pay 
for  them.  If  we  are  willing  to  vote  for  the  in- 
creases and  if  we  consider  them  to  be  meri- 
torious certainly  we  should  be  willing  at  the 
same  time  to  include  whatever  payroll  tax 
increase  may  be  necessary  to  finance  them; 
or  if  we  are  going  to  put  a  tax  on  the  general 
revenue  why  not  include  a  proposal  to  in- 
crease income  taxes  in  order  to  bring  in  the 
necessary  revenue  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  the 


bill?  If  we  do  not  want  to  Increase  Income 
taxes  to  pay  for  these  benefits  or  If  we  do  not 
want  to  increase  payroll  taxes  with  an  extra 
$4  billion  then  we  must  increase  the  ceiling 
on  the  national  debt  in  order  to  pay  for  the 
cost;  otherwise  the  Senate  is  merely  going 
through  the  formality  of  saying  it  is  in  favor 
of  something  for  which  it  does  not  have  the 
money,  and  that  is  a  farce. 

"Mr.  Gore.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator 
yield? 

"Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

"Mr.  Gore.  Does  the  able  senior  Senator 
from  Delaware  agree  that  the  pending 
amendment  would  destroy  the  contributory 
nature  of  the  Social  Security  program,  that 
it  would  invalidate  the  integrity  of  the  fund, 
violate  the  ratio  between  benefits  received 
and  wages  earned,  or  payments  made  into 
the  fund,  and  instead,  by  going  into  general 
revenue,  make  of  this  another  mass  general 
welfare  program? 

"Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  There  is  no 
question  about  it.  I  have  pointed  out  those 
facts  before.  The  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment would  be  a  great  disservice  to  those 
who  are  depending  on  social  security.  The 
entire  principle  of  social  security  has  been 
that  it  was  an  Insurance  type  of  operation. 
We  all  recognized  that  those  persons  who 
came  in  at  a  later  date  would  not  pay  as 
much  money,  but  everybody  was  paying  un- 
der the  program.  Social  security  was  estab- 
lished on  the  principle  that  we  wanted  these 
elderly  persons  upon  retirement  to  be  able 
to  walk  into  the  post  office,  accept  their 
check,  and  walk  out  with  dignity  saying, 
'This  is  something  I  paid  for.'  This  is  impor- 
tant. 

"I  recognize  that  we  did  depart  from  the 
principle  in  one  instance  last  year  or  the 
year  before  when  we  blanketed  in  those 
persons  over  72  years  of  age.  We  did  that 
knowingly  because  there  was  no  possible  way 
in  which  these  people  could  qualify  in  the 
labor  force.  They  were  out  of  the  labor 
force,  and  recognizing  that  and  that  in  a 
few  years,  based  on  the  normal  lifespan,  the 
program  would  revert  to  a  general  insurance 
program  we  brought  in  that  small  group. 
However,  those  affected  by  the  present 
amendment  were  contributors.  They  build  up 
their  equity.  Any  increased  benefits  given  to 
them  should  be  on  the  basis  of  increasing 
the  contributing  rate  so  that  the  program 
will  remain  as  an  insurance  fund.  [Ibid.]" 

B.  THE  REVIEW  OF  FINANCING  BY  THE  COMMIT- 
TEE ON  WATS  AND  MEANS  IN  CONNECTION 
WITH  THE   1967  AMENDMENTS 

The  hearings  before  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  which  opened  on  March  1, 
1967,  brought  forth  a  further  discussion  of 
the  appropriate  method  of  financing  the 
social  insurance  programs. 

Dr.  Carl  H.  Fischer  of  the  University  of 
Michigan  is  an  actuary  and  was  a  member 
of  the  1958  Advisory  Council  on  Social  Se- 
curity Financing.  He  believes  that  it  would 
be  best  to  maintain  the  Social  Security  pro- 
gram on  the  present  self-supporting  basis. 
However,  he  feels  compelled  to  examine  the 
use  of  general  revenues  as  a  way  of  main- 
taining individiial  equity,  i.e.:  a  correspond- 
ence between  the  value  of  the  contingent 
benefit  for  the  individual  and  the  taxes 
which  he  and  his  employer  pay  into  the  sys- 
tem. Excerpts  from  his  testimony  on  H.R. 
5710  are  an  appendix  to  this  report. 

The  question  of  individual  equity  was  con- 
sidered by  Walter  Reuther,  the  UAW  Presi- 
dent. In  Mr.  Reuther's  view  the  choice  is 
plainly  one  of  continuing  to  neglect  the 
needs  of  the  elderly  or  of  placing  an  undue 
tax  burden  on  younger  workers.  Rejecting 
both  possibilities,  he  sees  the  use  of  gen- 
eral revenues  as  a  "rational,  and  reasonable 
and  equitable"  way  of  building  and  paying 
for  an  adequate  Social  Security  program. 
The  UAW,  therefore,  recommends  that  the 
cost  of  the  Social  Security  program  be  paid 
by  equal  contributions  from  employees,  their 


employers  and  the  Federal  Government. 
This,  they  say,  would  be  a  way  to  ".  .  .  face 
up  to  the  basic  problem  that  you  can't  pro- 
vide an  adequate  system  of  social  insurance 
and  meet  the  complex  problems  of  a  highly 
industrialized  society  in  the  20th  century 
and  expect  to  do  that  by  a  constant  pyramid- 
ing of  the  payroll  tax  burden." 

Following  his  prepared  testimony  Mr. 
Reuther  was  questioned  on  this  point  by 
Congressman  Ullman.  The  following  exchange 
took  place: 

"We  have  had  a  number  of  proposals,  Mr. 
Reuther,  to  use  general  revenues  for  financ- 
ing. Dr.  Campbell  presented  one  such  point 
of  view  yesterday.  But  if  we  are  going  to  do 
it,  it  seems  to  me  we  need  a  rationale  to 
limit  such  participation.  Are  we  going  to 
raise  it  from  a  third  to  40  percent  Federal 
revenues  just  because  we  need  it?  Are  the 
composition  of  the  committee  and  the  po- 
litical climate  in  the  country  to  decide 
which  way  we  are  going  to  go  in  financing? 

"This  would  really  be  a  hodgepodge  system. 
What  we  need  if  we  are  going  to  use  general 
revenues  is  a  real  rationale  upon  which  we 
can  build  a  permanent  system,  a  guideline 
for  the  committee  so  that  when  we  do  need 
increased  financing  we  know  exactly  what 
the  limitations  of  the  system  are.  Do  you 
have  such  a  rationale  in  your  proposal  here 
today? 

"Mr.  Reuther.  We  are  not  proposing  the 
use  of  general  revenue  as  a  matter  of  po- 
litical expediency.  I  think  that  that  would 
be  unsound.  I  think  that  the  social  content 
of  the  overall  social  security  system  is  a 
broad  character  which,  as  a  matter  of  public 
policy,  makes  it  not  proper  to  place  the  ex- 
clusive burden  of  that  cost  upon  the  payroll 
tax. 

"It  seems  to  me  that  this  does  give  you  a 
rationale  upon  which  you  can  defend  the 
use  of  general  revenues.  The  ratio  of  the  gen- 
eral revenue,  its  contribution  as  compared 
to  that  of  the  employer  and  the  employee, 
this  is  a  changing  thing. 

"Obviously  a  wage  earner  who  has  access 
to  the  kind  of  affluence  that  is  going  to  be 
possible  10  years  from  now  will  be  in  a  dif- 
ferent position.  I  think  in  terms  of  an  UAW 
member  15  years  from  now  getting  $30,000 
a  year  income.  Well  syphoning  off  a  portion 
of  his  wage  is  quite  a  different  economical 
thing  from  syphoning  off  the  same  propor- 
tion of  wage  of  a  worker  making  $1,000  a 
year.  What  you  are  dealing  with  here  is  a  dy- 
namic economic  equation  that  is  going  to 
change.  I  think  you  have  to  start  out  with  a 
sound  rationale  so  that  you  are  not  acting 
out  of  expediency  and  then  the  relationship 
of  the  relative  elements  in  the  total  equa- 
tion will  respond  to  rational  judgment  in  any 
given  situation.  [Hearings  on  H.R.  5710, 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  90th  Cong., 
1st  sess.,  pp.  1462-1463]" 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Reuther  furnished  the 
Committee  with  additional  arguments  on 
the  case  for  using  general  revenues.  While 
the  statement  produced  no  new  arguments, 
it  does  contain  an  interesting  summary  of 
the  principle  arguments  that  have  been  ad- 
vanced in  favor  of  general  revenue  financ- 
ing: 

"(a)  Increasing  the  already  regressive  pay- 
roll taxes  would  create  an  unjustifiable 
burden  on  low  paid  workers,  young  workers 
and  middle-income  families  with  two  wage 
earners,  and  small  businessmen. 

"(b)  It  would  be  grossly  inequitable  to 
expect  Social  Security  taxpayers  alone  to 
finance  the  needed  benefit  increases  for  cur- 
rent beneficiaries  who  would  not  be  paying 
for  the  added  benefits. 

"(c)  As  a  practical  matter  the  difficulties 
of  raising  payroll  taxes  sufficiently  to  finance 
truly  adequate  benefits  are  probably  unsur- 
mountable. 

"(d)  More  adequate  Social  Security  bene- 
fits with  partial  general  revenue  financing 
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would  reduce  the  cost  of  welfare  programs 
also  financed  from  general  revenues. 

"(e)  The  concept  of  general  revenue  fi- 
nancing for  Social  Security  is  not  novel  and 
has  been  recommended  by  many  competent 
and  responsible  groups.  The  Congress  has 
already  adopted  the  principle  with  respect 
to  certain  payments  for  Social  Security  bene- 
ficiaries over  72  and  for  Part  B  of  Medicare. 

"(f)  When  we  do  not  count  social  insur- 
ance payments,  because  they  are  financed  by 
employee-employer  contributions,  we  are 
actually  spending  a  smaller  percentage  of 
Gross  National  Product  for  social  welfare 
programs  than  we  were  in  1940. 

"Those  who  claim  that  general  revenue 
contributions  would  add  a  welfare  compon- 
ent to  the  social  security  system  simply  do 
not  recognize  that  this  is  a  social  insur- 
ance system  designed  to  achieve  social  ob- 
jectives. Properly  restructed,  as  we  are  pro- 
posing, it  will  reduce  public  welfare  pro- 
grams.   [Hearings,  pp.  1473-1474]" 

Dr.  Colin  D.  Campbell,  a  Professor  of  Eco- 
nomics at  Dartmouth  College,  expressed  his 
concern  before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Social  Security 
payroll  tax  on  the  incomes  of  younger  people. 
In  his  view,  the  young  worker  will  be  grossly 
overcharged  for  his  Social  Security  benefit; 
to  prevent  this,  the  payroll  tax  should  be 
reduced  so  that  no  one  will  pay  more  than 
the  cost  of  the  benefits  he  might  expect  and 
the  social  cost  of  the  welfare  aspects  should 
be  paid  out  of  general  revenues.  When  Dr. 
Campbell  testified  before  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  he  was  questioned  rather 
closely  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee, 
Wilbur  D.  Mills.  The  chairman's  questions 
bring  out  the  rather  substantial  cost  to  gen- 
eral revenues  that  could  result  from  the 
adoption  of  some  of  the  proposals  that  have 
been  brought  up  for  discussion.  The  ex- 
change between  the  Chairman  and  Dr. 
Campbell  follows: 

"The  Chairman.  Very  frankly,  when  any 
witness  before  this  committee  begins  to  sug- 
gest that  we  start  paying  benefits  out  of  the 
general  funds  of  the  Treasury  he  raises  my 
curiosity  beyond  the  point  of  containment. 

"How  much  would  it  cost  to  do  what  you 
suggest;  namely,  to  finance  out  of  the  gen- 
eral funds  of  the  Treasury  all  the  benefits 
paid  to  presently  retired  beneficiaries  in  ex- 
cess of  what  they  themselves  paid  for  those 
benefits? 

***** 

"Dr.  Campbell.  I  am  suggesting  that  you 
reduce  the  payroll  tax  .  .  . 

"The  Chairman.  I  am  not  suggesting  that 
either.  I  am  talking  about  leaving  the  pay- 
roll tax  exactly  as  it  is  and  looking  back  to 
those  who  have  retired  and  paid  for  their 
benefits,  determining  what  we  pay  them  in 
the  way  of  benefits. 

"The  difference  between  what  they  have 
actually  paid  and  what  we  have  given  them 
in  benefits  is  around  $20  billion  a  year. 

"Dr.  Campbell.  That  is  right. 

"The  Chairman.  In  the  future  that  would 
probably,  as  time  goes  on,  be  about  half  the 
program  cost  throughout  the  future  of  the 
program.  That  will  have  to  be  paid  for  some 
way. 

"I  don't  know  what  your  deficit  is  for  1968. 
It  is  argumentative  right  now.  Some  people 
say  it  could  be  as  much  as  $18  billion.  But 
if  we  began  this  in  fiscal  year  1968  the  defi- 
cit would  then  be  $38  million.  We  would  have 
to  raise  some  income  taxes  from  somebody. 

"These  very  people  you  are  concerned 
about,  and  I  am  concerned  about,  are  going 
to  pay  income  taxes,  too.  That  would  be  a 
rather  sizable  bite  out  of  the  pocket  of  the 
young  workers.  I  am  Just  wondering. 

"I  am  not  arguing  with  you. 

"Dr.  Campbell.  To  a  certain  extent  it  would 
mean  just  replacing  payroll  taxes  with  in- 
come taxes  but  these  are  not  exactly  the 
same  two  groups. 


"The  Chairman.  I  understand  the  differ- 
ence between  them. 

"Dr.  Campbell.  I  think  the  gap  between 
what  people  have  paid  for  and  what  they 
have  not  paid  for,  unless  the  welfare  aspect 
of  the  program  is  increased  considerably  in 
the  future,  is  going  to  diminish. 

"The  Chairman.  I  will  check  my  figures.  I 
think  I  am  right  on  it. 

"I  made  quite  a  point,  myself,  out  of  the 
fact  that  those  who  have  retired  have 
qualified  for  benefits  under  very  liberal  eligi- 
bility requirements.  Some  people  could  re- 
tire with  18  months  of  tax  payment,  paying 
a  very  small  amount,  and  receive  for  the  re- 
mainder of  their  lifetime  a  benefit  which  is 
now  at  least  $44  a  month. 

"When  you  think  in  terms  of  the  small 
amount  they  have  paid  and  the  large 
amounts  that  are  paid  to  them  in  benefits, 


1967.    3.9  3.9 

1968._.   3.9  3.9 

1969-70   4.  4  4. 2 

1971-72   4.4  4.6 

1973-75   4. 85  5. 0 

1976-79   4. 85  5. 0 

1980-86.    4.85  5.0 

1987  and  after   4.85  5.0 


1967    5.9  5.9 

1968...   5.9  5.9 

1969-70.   6.6  6.3 

1971-72   6.6  6.9 

1973-75   7.0  7.0 

1976-79   7.0  7.0 

1980-86   7. 0  7. 0 

1987  and  after  „  7.0  7.0 


Excerpts  From  Testimony  of  Dr.  Carl  H. 

Fischer  Before  the  Committee  on  Wats 

and  Means,  March  21,  1967 
alleviation  of  inequities  bt  supplementary 
financing 

By  individual  equity  is  meant  that  there 
should  exist  a  correspondence  between  the 
value  of  the  contingent  benefits  for  the  in- 
dividual and  the  taxes  which  he  and  his 
employer  pay  into  the  system.  The  lack  of 
individual  equity  is  due  in  large  measure  to 
the  practice  of  charging  all  individuals  the 
same  tax  rate  regardless  of  age  at  entry  or 
other  factors.  It  is  fairly  obvious  that  the 
annual  cost  per  individual  required  to  pro- 
vide a  given  level  of  old  age  benefits  would 
have  to  be  greater  for  those  who  enter  the 
system  at  a  higher  age.  Thus,  it  is  clear  that 
the  old  age  benefits  received  by  persons  older 


I  don't  think  the  $20  billion  figure  that  has 
been  given  me  is  very  far  off. 

"Dr.  Campbell.  No;  it  is  not.  [Hearings  on 
H.R.  5710,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
90th  Cong.,  1st  6ess.,  pp.  1392-1393]" 

As  has  been  shown  in  the  preceding  pages, 
the  question  of  the  role  general  revenue  fi- 
nancing should  play  in  the  development  of 
social  security  is  not  the  closed  question  it 
may  have  appeared  to  be  in  the  1950's.  There 
is,  of  course,  no  agreement  that  it  would  be 
either  good  or  bad  to  make  more  extensive 
use  of  general  revenues  to  support  the  pro- 
gram, however,  an  open  debate  is  in  process 
among  people  knowledgeable  about  the  fi- 
nancing of  the  social  security.  If  the  present 
trends  continue,  it  would  not  be  unreason- 
able to  expect  the  debate  to  be  settled,  one 
way  or  another,  in  the  Congress. 


Employer-employee,  each 


0.5  0.5  4.4  4.4 

.5  .5  4.4  4.4 

.5  .6  4.9  4.8 

.5  .6  4.9  5.2 

.55  .65  5.4  5.65 

.6  .7  5.45  5.7 

.7  .8  5.55  5.8 

.8  .9  5.65  5.9 


Self-employed 


0.5  0.5  6.4  6.4 

.5  .5  6.4  6.4 

.5  .6  7.1  6.9 

.5  .6  7.1  7.5 

.55  .65  7.55  7.65 

.6  .7  7.6  7.7 

.7  .8  7.7  7.8 

.8  .9  7.8  7.9 


at  the  time  of  entry  into  OASDI  are  worth 
considerably  more  than  the  value  of  the 
pension  taxes  paid  by,  them  and  by  their 
employers.  This  implies  that  at  present  per- 
sons entering  the  system  at  a_  younger  age 
must  pay  more  than  the  value  of  their  own 
retirement  benefits  because  part  of  their 
own  pension  taxes  flow  to  other  participants. 
This  unfavorable  and  inequitable  position  of 
the  younger  members  has  been  pointed  out 
by  numerous  critics. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  portion  of 
an  employee's  benefits  not  financed  com- 
pletely by  his  and  his  employer's  pension 
taxes  should  be  paid  out  of  general  taxation 
revenues.  In  support,  it  is  contended  that  a 
portion  of  the  benefits  are  gifts — really  wel- 
fare payments — and  it  Is  unfair  for  the  Gov- 
ernment to  saddle  the  younger  generation  of 
workers  with  taxes,  unrelated  to  their  own 


TABLE  1.— TAX  RATES  IN  EFFECT  THROUGH  1967,  AND  SCHEDULED  IN  PRESENT  LAW  FOR  THE  FUTURE 


Period 


Contribution 
and 
benefit 
base 


Employer  and  employee,  each 


OASDI 


Hospital 
insurance 


Total 


OASDI 


Self-employed 


Hospital 
insurance 


Total 


1937-49   __  $3,000 

1950.     3,000 

1951-53    3,600 

1954.. ._    3,600 

1955-56    4,200 

1957-58   4, 200 

1959    4,800 

1960-61    4,800 

1962    4,800 

1963-65...   4,800 

1966.   6,600 

1967-68     6,600 

1969-72..   6,600 

1973-75   6,600 

1976-79  '._   6,600 

1980-86. __  1   6,600 

1987  and  after   6,600 


Percent  Percent  Percent 

1    1 

1.5   1.5 

1.5    1.5 

2.0   2.0 

2. 0    2. 0 

2.25    2.25 

2. 5    2. 5 

3. 0    3. 0 

3. 125    3. 125 

3.625     3.625 

3. 85  0. 35  4. 2 

3. 9  .5  4. 4 

4. 4  .5  4. 9 

4.85  .55  5.4 

4. 85  .6  5. 45 

4. 85  .7  5. 55 

4. 85  .8  5. 65 


Percent  Percent  Percent 

(')  -   0) 

(')     (') 

2.25   2.25 

3.0   .-.  3.0 

3.0   3.0 

3.375  ._   3.37 

3.75   3.75 

4.5     4.5 

4.7     4.7 

5.4    5.4 

5.8  0.35  6.15 

5. 9  .5  6. 4 

6.6  .5  7.1 
7. 0  .55  7. 55 
7.0  .6  7.6 
7. 0  .7  7. 7 
7. 0  .8  7. 8 


1  Self-employed  not  covered  in  this  period. 

TABLE  2.— TAX  RATES  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  H.R.  12080  AS  PASSED  BY  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

[In  percent] 


Period 


OASDI 


Hospital  insurance 


Total 


Present  law 


H.R.  12080 


Present  law 


H.R.  12080 


Present  law 


H.R.  12080 
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benefits,  to  finance  welfare  payments  for  oth- 
ers. If  the  general  public  believes  that  these 
welfare  benefits  are  socially  desirable,  then 
it  appears  logical  for  the  general  public  1x3 
pay  for  them  out  of  general  tax  revenues. 

This  deceptively  simple  proposal  has  at 
least  two  possible  drawbacks: 

(1)  There  is  danger  in  upsetting  the  pres- 
ent provisions  requiring  the  social  security 
system  to  be  self-supporting. 

(2)  The  proposal  does  not  take  into  ac- 
count the  further  inequities  created  each 
time  the  social  security  law  is  amended. 

DANGERS    INHERENT    rN    GENERAL  TAXATION 
SUPPLEMENT 

There  is,  of  course,  a  danger  in  permitting 
partial  financng  of  social  security  by  means 
of  general  taxation.  Excessively  large  bene- 
fits could  be  legislated  with  the  tacit  ap- 
proval of  the  members  of  the  system  who 
might  be  under  the  illusion  that  they  are 
receiving  something  for  nothing.  As  long  as 
the  OASDI  system  is  a  financially  self-sup- 
porting unit,  as  at  present,  any  increase  in 
benefits  must  be  accompanied  by  an  increase 
in  FICA  taxes.  This  brings  home  to  the  par- 
ticipants that  there  is  no  magic  in  Federal 
benefits — that  the  benefits  must  be  paid  for. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  advisory  council  on 
social  security  financing,  1957-58,  on  which 
I  had  the  privilege  of  serving,  this  concept  of 
long  range  actuarial  balance  was  so  impor- 
tant that  it  overrode  the  individual  equity 
concept.  In  the  words  of  the  unanimously 
adopted  report: 

"The  council  endorses  the  long-standing 
practice  adopted  by  Congress  of  including  in 
the  law  a  contribution  schedule  which  ac- 
cording to  the  cost  estimates  places  the  sys- 
tem substantially  in  actuarial  balance  into 
the  indefinite  future.  We  believe  this  pro- 
cedure to  be  the  best  way  of  making  people 
conscious  of  the  long-range  cost  of  proposals 
'to  modify  the  present  program." 

It  might  be  contended,  in  supporting  the 
above  recommendation,  that  the  unfavorable 
treatment  of  the  younger  members  inherent 
in  a  level  tax  rate  for  all  is  lessened  in  an 
inflationary  economy. 

INDIVIDUAL   INEQUITIES    ARISING   FROM  FUTURE 
AMENDMENTS 

The  proposal  to  compensate  for  a  late 
start  by  means  of  supplementation  from 
general  taxation  seems  to  ignore  the  effects 
of  possible  future  changes  in  social  security 
provisions.  As  experience  has  shown,  the  con- 
tinuing inflation  and  loss  of  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar  tends  to  encourage  fre- 
quent changes  in  all  of  the  major  factors 
upon  which  taxes  and  benefits  are  based.  The 
tax  rates,  the  wage  base,  the  benefit  formulas, 
and  even  the  age  of  retirement. 

Thus,  this  simple  proposal  to  require  the 
pension-tax  rate  for  those  entering  the  sys- 
tem at  age  21  to  be  just  adequate  for  their 
own  benefits  and  to  make  up  the  deficit  for 
those  entering  at  an  older  age  by  means  of 
general  taxation  overlooks  the  new  inequities 
created  by  adoption  of  each  amendment 
thereafter.  Each  time  that  Congress  changed 
the  provisions  a  new  calculation  would  show 
that,  if  individual  equity  were  to  be  retained, 
an  extra  pension  tax  would  be  required 
to  pay  for  the  additional  benefits.  The 
amount  of  this  extra  tax  would  depend  upon 
the  age  of  the  individual  at  the  time  of  the 
amendment,  of  course,  so  that  tax  rates 
which  varied  by  age  would  be  required  or 
else  the  individual  equity  concept  would  be 
lost. 

To  overcome  this  difficulty,  an  extension 
of  the  supplementary  financing  principle 
might  be  devised.  Each  time  that  the  old 
age  pension  costs  are  increased  by  amend- 
ments to  the  social  security  law,  raise  the 
pension-tax  rate  to  a  level  which  would 
provide  the  average  new  entrant  at  age  21 


with  the  total  pension  benefit  promises  as 
newly  established.  The  pension-tax  rate 
would  be  uniform  for  all  members.  This 
would  mean  that  for  all  persons  older  than 
21  at  the  date  of  the  new  amendment,  the 
new  total  tax  rate  would  be  insufficient  to 
provide  all  the  newly  increased  old  age  pen- 
sion benefit  promises.  The  unfinanced  bene- 
fit increases  would  then  be  provided  out  of 
general  taxation  revenues.  This  proposal  ap- 
pears to  provide  equitable  guidelines  for  fu- 
ture amendments  to  the  social  security  sys- 
tem. 

TRANSITION  PERIOD 

An  immediate  question  which  arises  re- 
lates to  the  current  situation.  Suppose  that, 
in  setting  the  tax  rate  of  at  the  level  re- 
quired to  provide  the  anticipated  benefits 
to  a  person  now  aged  21  we  find  that  this 
rate  is  less  than  that  currently  payable.  (It 
appears  likely  that  this  would,  in  fact,  be 
the  case.)  Should  FICA  taxes  be  promptly 
reduced,  leaving  an  immediate  drain  on  an 
already  unbalanced  budget?  I  think  that 
the  sensible  answer  to  that  is  clearly  not.  I 
would  propose  a  pragmatic  compromise, 
leaving  the  tax  rate  at  its  present  level  un- 
til at  some  point  in  the  future  the  rate  de- 
termined by  the  provision  requiring  equita- 
ble tax  rates  for  the  21-year-old  entrant  had 
risen  to  the  present  tax  rate  level.  From 
that  point  onward,  the  new  policy  would  be 
brought  into  effect. 

Explanation  of  the  Prouty-Cotton 
Amendment  to  H.R.  12080 

This  amendment  would: 

1.  Retain  the  present  $6,600  salary  base. 

2.  Maintain  the  payroll  tax  rates  as 
amended  in  1965. 

3.  Keep  the  increased  benefits  provided  in 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. 

The  attached  chart  illustrates  the  projected 
surpluses  which  could  be  created  under 
existing  tax  rates  and  a  $6,600  base. 

In  our  judgment,  these  surpluses  are 
clearly  ample  to  provide  increased  benefits 
without  saddling  employees  and  employers 
with  unconscionable  tax  increases. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  without  a  benefit  in- 
crease existing  social  security  taxes  would 
create  a  surplus  of  over  $344  billion  by  the 
year  2000. 

No  need  to  increase  social  security  tax  rate 
or  salary  base  to  finance  H.R.  12080  as  re- 
ported by  the  Finance  Committee. 


COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT 
OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  OTHER  PROPOSALS 
AS  COMPILED  BY  SENATOR  PR0UTY 


Contributions 
under  present 
law 

Benefits  pro- 
vided under 
bill  reported 
by  Finance 
Committee 

Surplus  or 
deficit 

1967 

$28,  500,  000,  000 
29, 600, 000, 000 
33, 700,  000,  000 
35, 200,  000,  000 
36,  200,  000,  000 
37, 200,  000,  000 

$4,  300,  000,  000 
600,  000,  000 
1,  000,  000,  000 
800,  000,  000 
300,  000,  000 
i  200, 000,  000 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Surplus. 

$29,  000,  000, 000 
32,  700,  000,  000 

34,  400,  000,  000 

35,  900,  000,  000 
37,400,  000,  000 

6,  800,  000,  000 

Contributions 
under  Finance 
Committee  bill 

Benefits  under 
Finance  Com- 
mittee bill 

Surplus  or 
deficit 

1967 

$4,  300,  000,  000 
2, 200,  000,  000 
3,  600,  000,  000 
3. 900,  000, 000 
6,  600,  000,  000 
8,  600,  000, 000 

1968  

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Surplus 

$31, 200,  000, 000 
36,  300,  000,  000 
38, 300, 000,  000 
42,  500,  000,  000 
46,  000,  000,  000 

$29,  000,  000,  000 
32, 700, 000, 000 
34, 400, 000.  000 
35, 900,  000,  000 
37,  400,  000,  000 

29,  200,  000,  000 

i  Deficit 


COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT 
OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  OTHER  PROPOSALS 
AS  COMPILED  BY  SENATOR  PROUTY— Continued 


Contributions 
under 
House  bill 

Benefits 
under 
House  bill 

Surplus 

or 
deficit 

1967 

$4,300,000,000 
2,100,000,000 
4,600,000,000 
4,800,000,000 
7,200,000,000 
7,400,000,000 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Surplus 

$30,800,000,000 
34,900,000,000 
36,500,000,000 
40,300,000,000 
42,000,000,000 

$28,700,000,000 
30,300,000,000 
31,700,000,000 
33,100,000,000 
34,600,000,000 

30,400,000,000 

1 

Contributions 
under  present 
law 

Benefits  under 
present  law 

Surplus  or 
deficit 

1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Surplus. 

$28,  500,  000.  000 
29, 600,  000, 000 
33,700, 000, 000 
35, 200, 000, 000 
36,  200,  000, 000 
37, 200,  000,  000 

$24, 200,  000,  OOt 

25,  500, 000,  00C 

26,  900,  000, 00C 
28, 200, 000, 00C 
29, 400,  000, 00C 
30,  800, 000, 00( 

$4, 300, 000, 000 
4, 100, 000, 000 

6,  800,  000, 000 

7,  000, 000, 000 
6,  800, 000, 000 
6, 400,  000, 000 

35, 400,  000, 000 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Joint  Committee  on  Internal 
Revenue  Taxation, 

Washington,  May  10, 1967. 
Hon.  Winston  L.  Prouty, 
7J.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Prouty:  This  is  in  reference 
to  your  telephone  request  of  May  5,  1967 
(through  Mr.  Paul  Malloy)  for  a  Federal 
individual  income  tax  rate  schedule  which 
(1)  would  increase  each  bracket  rate  by  a 
number  of  percentage  points  with  the  num- 
ber increasing  as  the  schedule  proceeds  from 
the  lowest  taxable  income  bracket  to  the 
highest,  and  (2)  would  produce  approxi- 
mately $4  billion  of  additional  revenue  at 
estimated  1967  income  levels. 

Enclosed  is  a  Table  which  gives  the  present 
law  tax  rate  schedule,  and  three  other  sched- 
ules (Schedules  A,  B,  and  C)  each  of  which 
would  produce  approximately  $4  billion  of 
additional  revenue.  Schedule  A  represents  a 
proportional  increase  in  each  present  law 
tax  rates  apart  from  variations  induced  by 
rounding  to  the  nearest  whole  percentage; 
Schedule  B  represents  less-than-proportion- 
al  and  proportional  increases  in  the  rates 
applicable  to  the  lower  income  brackets  and 
more-than-proportional  increases  in  the  rates 
applicable  to  the  higher  income  brackets; 
Schedule  C  represents  a  mixed  schedule  with 
proportional,  more-than-proportional,  and 
less-than-proportional  increases  in  the  rates 
without  any  clearly  defined  pattern  except 
that  the  increases  in  the  nine  top  brackets 
are  less  than  proportional.  Schedule  A  is 
estimated  to  produce  an  additional  $3.8  bil- 
lion of  revenue  at  estimated  1967  income 
levels;  Schedule  B,  $4.1  billion;  and  Schedule 
C,  $3.9  billion. 

Also  requested  is  the  difference  in  addi- 
tional tax  yield  which  would  result  from 
applying  the  increase  in  rates  to  1964  taxable 
•income  and  to  estimated  1967  taxable  in- 
come. We  estimate  this  figure  at  $1.2  billion 
for  rate  Schedule  A,  $1.5  billion  for  rate 
Schedule  B,  and  $1.4  billion  for  rate  Schedule 
C. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Laurence  N.  Woodworth. 
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FEDERAL  INDIVIDUAL  INCOME  TAX  RATES  UNDER  THE  PRESENT  LAW  RATE  SCHEDULE  AND  UNDER  3  ALTERNATIVE 

SCHEDULES1 


Taxable  income  brackets  Tax  rates  (percent) 


Single  person  Married  (joint)  Present    Schedule    Schedule  Schedule 

law  A  B  C 


0  to  $500   0  to  $1,000  

$500  to  $1  000   $1,000  to  $2,000  

$1  000  to  $1  500    $2,000  to  $3,000  

$1  500  to  $2  000....    $3,000  to  $4,000.  

$2  000  to  $4  000     $4,000  to  $8,000  

$4  000  to  $6  000  _  $8,000  to  $12,000  

$6  000  to  $8  000     $12,000  to  $16,000... 

$8  000  to  $10,000.    $16,000  to  $20,000... 

$10  000  to  $12  000    $20,000  to  $24,000.... 

$12  000  to  $14  000     $24,000  to  $28,000.... 

$14  000  to  $16  000    $28,000  to  $32,000.... 

$16  000  to  $18,000     $32,000  to  $36,000.. _. 

$18  000  to  $20  000    $36,000  to  $40,000... 

$20  000  to  $22  000     $40,000  to  $44,000.... 

$22  000  to  $26  000     $44,000  to  $52,000.  _ . 

$26  000  to  $32,000     $52,000  to  $64,000.... 

$32,000  to  $38,000    $64,000  to  $76,000.... 

$38  000  to  $44,000     $76,000  to  $88,000... 

$44  000  to  $50  000     $88,000  to  $100,000.. 

$50,000  to  $60,000    $100,000  to  $120,000.. 

$60  000  to  $70,000     $120,000  to  $140,000. 

$70  000  to  $80  000    $140,000  to  $160,000. 

$80  000  to  $90,000   $160,000  to  $180,000. 

$90  000  to  $100,000   _   $180,000  to  $200,000. 

Over  $100,000     Over  $200,000  _ 


14 

15 

14.5 

14.5 

15 

16 

15.5 

15.5 

16 

17 

17.0 

17.0 

17 

18 

18.0 

18.0 

19 

20 

20.0 

20.5 

22 

23 

23.5 

23.5 

25 

27 

27.0 

27.0 

28 

30 

30.5 

30.0 

32 

34 

35.0 

34.5 

36 

38 

39.5 

38.5 

39 

41 

43.0 

41.  5 

42 

45 

46.5 

44.5 

45 

48 

50.0 

47.5 

48 

51 

53.5 

51.0 

50 

53 

56.0 

53.0 

53 

56 

59.5 

56.0 

55 

58 

62.0 

58.0 

58 

62 

65.5 

61.0 

60 

64 

68.0 

63.0 

62 

66 

70.  5 

65.5 

64 

68 

73.0 

67.5 

66 

70 

75.5 

69.5 

68 

72 

78.0 

71.  5 

69 

73 

79.5 

72.5 

70 

74 

81.0 

73.5 

•Estimated  to  yield  an  additional  $4,000,000,000  over  present  law  rates. 


Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
Senators  who  are  on  the  floor  will 
thoroughly  study  the  chart  which  is  on 
their  desk.  That  chart  proves  conclu- 
sively that  the  social  security  trust  fund 
is  more  than  adequate  to  take  care  of  the 
needs  at  present  tax  rates  and  at  the 
present  salary  base  for  the  foreseeable 
future. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
while  the  Senator  from  Vermont  was 
discussing  this  matter,  I  discussed  this 
request  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton].  We  thought 
it  might  be  desirable  to  request  unani- 
mous consent  to  limit  the  time  on  this 
particular  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  quo- 
rum call  be  held,  and  that  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  quorum  call,  the  time  on 
the  amendment  be  divided  equally,  one- 
half  hour  to  each  side,  one-half  hour 
under  the  control  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Protjty]  and 
the  other  half  hour  to  be  controlled  by 
the  manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object — and  I  shall  not  ob- 
ject— I  would  like  to  suggest,  however, 
that  we  have  a  live  quorum.  There  has 
been  only  a  handful  of  Members  of  the 
Senate  on  the  floor.  I  hope  that  staff 
members  will  explain  to  them  the  im- 
portance of  this  amendment  as  they 
come  into  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  not 
necessary,  because  once  a  quorum  call 
has  started,  any  Senator  can  object  to 
its  being  called  off. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object — and  I  shall 
not  object — I  would  be  perfectly  willing 
to  agree  to  this  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest. I  would  like  to  have  the  time  even 
shorter,  and  I  would  not  insist  on  a  live 
quorum  before  it;  but  I  am  very  greatly 
disappointed  that  the  leadership  has 
announced  this  morning  that  we  will 
have  a  Saturday  session,  when  my 
plans — well  known  to  all  concerned — 
will  not  permit  my  being  here,  and  when 


we  were  advised  yesterday  that  there 
would  be  no  such  meeting. 

I  am  going  to  ask  that  when  I  leave 
here,  which  will  be  tonight  when  we 
conclude  business,  the  majority  whip  or 
the  secretary  of  the  majority  caucus, 
who  frequently  acts  as  majority  leader, 
object,  in  my  name,  to  any  unanimous- 
consent  request  tomorrow  and  following, 
until  I  get  back,  either  to  limit  time  or 
to  fix  a  set  time  for  a  vote  on  any 
amendment  or  on  the  bill  itself.  I  make 
that  request  in  the  Record  and  I  know 
the  officials  whom  I  have  named  will,  in 
my  name,  carry  out  that  objection  for 
me  if  any  such  request  is  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object — 
and  I  shall  not  object: — will  the  Senator 
allow  me  to  have  5  minutes? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes ;  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  some  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  Without  objection,  it 
is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll,  and  the  following  Senators  an- 
swered to  their  names : 


Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd,  W.  Va. 
Carlson 
-Clark 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dlrksen 
Eastland 
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Fannin 

Fong 

Gore 

Griffin 

Hansen 

Hart 

Hatfield 

Holland 

Hruska 

Inouye 

Javits 

Kennedy,  Mass. 
Kennedy,  N.T. 


Lausche 

Long,  La. 

McClellan 

Mclntyre 

Metcalf 

Moss 

Pearson 

Prouty 

Ribicoff 

Sparkman 

Williams,  Del. 

Yarborough 

Young,  Ohio 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be 


directed  to  request  the  attendance  of 
absent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser- 
geant at  Arms  will  execute  the  order  of 
the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sena- 
tors entered  the  chamber  and  answered 
to  their  names : 


Allott  Kuchel  Proxmire 

Bayh  Mansfield  Randolph 

Bible  McGovern  Russell 

Brooke  Miller  Smith 

Case  Mondale  Spong 

Fulbright  Montoya  Stennis 

Hartke  Morton  Symington 

Hayden  Mundt  Thurmond 

Hickenlooper  Muskie  Williams,  N.J. 

Hill  Pastore 

Jordan,  Idaho  Pell 


The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. A  quorum  is  present. 

Mr.  PROTJTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Vermont  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  PROTJTY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  more  Senators  are  not  in  the 
Chamber,  because  the  Senate  will  soon 
be  acting  on  a  major  amendment. 

I  invite  attention  to  a  table  which  I 
have  prepared,  a  copy  of  which  is  on 
each  Senator's  desk.  It  is  a  comparison 
of  contribution  income  and  benefit  outgo 
under  present  law,  and  other  proposals 
as  compiled  by  me. 

There  is  only  one  item  which  Senators 
need  be  concerned  with  at  this  moment. 
It  is  at  the  top  of  the  page  under  the 
heading  "Contributions  Under  Present 
Law,"  which  shows  the  years  1967 
through  1972;  "Benefits  Provided  Under 
Bill  Reported  by  Finance  Committee," 
and  then  "Surplus  or  Deficit." 

I  show  a  surplus  on  my  chart  over  this 
period  of  time  of  $6.8  billion.  But,  Mr. 
President,  there  is  one  figure  which  I  did 
not  include;  namely,  the  roughly  $28  bil- 
lion which  is  already  a  surplus  in  the 
trust  fund.  Therefore,  instead  of  its  be- 
ing $6.8  billion,  that  figure  should  be 
$34.8  billion. 

Before  I  proceed  further,  I  am  happy 
to  yield  to  the  distinguished  coauthor  of 
the  amendment,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  for  such  time 
as  he  may  see  fit  to  use. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
use  but  a  few  minutes.  I  hope  that  the 
Senate  will  be  ready  to  vote  even  before 
the  time  limit  is  up. 

Mr.  President,  to  me,  this  is  the  critical 
amendment  to  be  considered  in  connec- 
tion with  the  bill.  I  have  no  criticism  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance.  I  have  high 
respect  for  every  member  on  both  sides 
of  the  committee. 

However,  every  Senator  in  this  body 
will  be  placed  between  the  horns  of  an 
almost  Impossible  dilemma  if  we  are 
compelled  to  vote  on  the  bill  as  it  came 
from  the  committee. 

I  am  convinced  that  that  dilemma  is 
not  necessary.  If  we  vote  for  the  bill  in 
its  present  form,  we  will  give  recipients 
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of  social  security  in  the  lower  brackets 
a  decent  amount  more  than  the  mini- 
mum of  $44,  and  a  needed  increase  to 
others  but,  at  the  same  time,  we  will  be 
voting  to  load  the  young  and  middle 
aged  working  people  of  this  country,  as 
well  as  the  small  businessman,  with  an 
almost  insupportable  burden  of  taxes. 

If  we  vote  against  the  bill  because  of 
what  those  taxes  will  do  to  people  in 
middle  life,  with  all  their  obligations, 
then  we  will  be  saying  '-No"  to  the  elderly 
people  who  are  writing  to  every  one  of 
us — to  pitiful  cases  of  old  people  trying 
to  subsist,  with  the  rising  cost  of  living, 
on  a  meager  $44  a  month  or  little  more. 

I  will  not  vote  against  those  people.  I 
shall  vote  for  an  increase  in  social  se- 
curity even  if  I  do  not  like  the  Senate 
bill.  I  am  going  to  vote  for  it  because  of 
this  desperate  need  of  many  of  our 
elderly. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  my  intention  to 
offer  an  amendment  increasing  the  bene- 
fits, and  to  have  that  increase  paid  out 
of  the  general  fund.  We  already  use  the 
general  fund  in  many  forms  of  social  se- 
curity— medicare,  total  disability,  and 
the  Prouty-Cotton  amendment  which 
provided  special  benefits  for  uninsured 
individuals  over  age  72. 

But  the  Senator  from  Vermont's  [Mr. 
Procty]  amendment  which  I  have  co- 
sponsored,  has  tables  to  support  it — com- 
piled, I  understand,  by  the  very  same 
authorities  who  advised  the  Committee 
on  Finance — which  indicate  that  it  is 
not  only  possible  but  even  probable  that 
in  the  years  ahead  we  would  not  need 
this  jump  in  the  tax.  We  would  need  no 
more  than  the  automatic  increase  al- 
ready provided  for  in  existing  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  is  right.  In  order  to 
qualify  for  social  security  in  the  years 
ahead,  to  be  sure,  the  beneficiaries  will 
increase.  But  so  will  the  contributions  to 
the  fund  for  millions  and  millions  of 
workers,  over  a  period  of  years,  increase. 

I  think  that  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont is  correct  and  that  we  would  be 
safe  in  giving  this  necessary  and  needed 
increase  without  increasing  the  tax  be- 
yond the  present  law. 

But,  Mr.  President,  suppose  he  is  not 
right?  Suppose  he  is  not  right — and  I  do 
not  claim  to  be  an  authority — members 
of  the  Finance  Committee  may  differ 
with  him — but  suppose  he  is  not  right. 
Well,  it  is  obvious  that  the  fund  with  its 
surplus  of  around  $35  billion  will  be  suf- 
ficient to  pay  the  way  until  some  time 
probably  in  1972. 

Then  if  it  becomes  evident  in  the  fu- 
ture that  the  fund  is  not  going  to  be 
sound,  Congress  can,  on  the  basis  of  an 
annual  report  from  HEW,  put  on  the 
necessary  added  tax  to  sustain  it. 

But,  if  we  raise  this  tax  now  when  we 
are  not  sure  that  it  is  necessary,  look 
what  will  happen : 

Suppose  the  analysis  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  correct?  Suppose  we 
find,  as  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
indicated,  that  the  fund  is  overpaid 
rather  than  underpaid,  and  it  should  be- 
come necessary  to  reduce  the  tax?  What 
are  we  doing  to  those  workers  in  the 
interim  between  today  and  1972  who  have 
paid  the  added  tax?  We  cannot  return 


the  money  to  them.  Actually,  we  will  have 
robbed  them  and  taken  money  out  of 
their  pockets. 

The  only  time,  without  prejudice  and 
without  injustice,  we  can  meet  such 
an  emergency  is  when  there  clearly  is 
such  an  emergency. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  earnestly  urge 
support  of  our  amendment. 

All  this  talk  about  pumping  money 
into  circulation  and  increasing  inflation 
leaves  me  utterly  cold.  It  is  apparently 
a  horrible  thing  in  the  minds  of  some 
that  oldsters,  who  are  trying  to  get  by  on 
$44  a  month,  might  spend  a  little  more 
money — but  it  is  not  bad  if  the  most 
spendthrift  Government  we  have  had  in 
our  history  keeps  it  to  pump  into  the 
economy. 

I  think,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted, 
we  will  have  a  completely  safe  bill.  We 
will  have  a  report  to  the  Congress  on 
January  1  of  every  year  as  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  trust  fund,  and  the  oppor- 
tunity for  Congress  to  act  and  add  such 
taxes  as  may  be  necessary.  At  the  same 
time  we  can  care  for  those  who  need  it 
so  much,  without  placing  an  intolerable 
burden  on  our  workers  and  young  people. 

That  is  the  main  reason  why,  to  me, 
this  is  a  most  important  amendment.  It 
carries  no  danger,  and  it  enables  every 
Senator  to  vote  his  conviction  without 
being  compelled  to  rob  Peter  to  pay  Paul. 

Mr.  PROTJTY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  grateful  for  the  support  given  to 
this  amendment  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire.  This  amendment 
might  be  referred  to  as  the  Cotton- 
Prouty  amendment,  because  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
has  rendered  much  service  in  developing 
the  concept  contained  in  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Here  is  a  memo  from  Mr.  Robert 
Myers,  Chief  Actuary  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration,  with  regard  to 
this  particular  amendment.  The  most 
impressive  paragraph  in  this  memoran- 
dum is  the  last  one,  which  reads: 

In  summary,  the  proposed  amendment,  by 
increasing  benefits  significantly  and  by 
leaving  the  overall  financing  provisions  un- 
changed, would  place  the  OASDI  system  in 
a  financial  status  such  that  sizeable  Gov- 
ernment costs  would  be  involved,  both  in 
the  short  range  and  especially  in  the  long 
range  (the  latter  must  be  considered  in  a 
social  insurance  program,  and  not  merely 
the  situation  in  the  nest  few  years) .  At  the 
same  time,  the  HI  program  would  be  made 
actuarially  unsound  and,  in  fact,  would  be 
bankrupt  by  the  end  of  1970  (since  the  pro- 
posal makes  no  provision  whatsoever  for 
Government  payments  when  outgo  would  ex- 
ceed contribution  income). 

So  this  amendment  bankrupts  the  hos- 
pital insurance  plan  in  2  years.  In  2 
years  the  medicare-hospital  benefit  fund 
will  be  bankrupt.  That  is  the  Chief  Actu- 
ary of  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion  speaking. 

With  regard  to  the  social  security 
fund,  the  big  trust  fund,  we  have  been 
trying  to  maintain  a  level  of  funds  in  this 
trust  fund  so  that  the  elderly  citizens 
could  know  that  there  would  be  enough 
money  available  to  guarantee  them  that 


next  month's  check  and  the  checks  after 
that  would  be  forthcoming. 

Initially,  the  theory  was  to  have 
enough  money  in  the  fund  to  pay  bene- 
fits over  a  number  of  years,  but  as  the 
years  have  gone  by,  there  has  been  a 
retreat  from  that  theory  to  the  position 
that,  as  long  as  we  raise  enough  money 
in  taxes  to  more  than  pay  for  the  benefits 
that  we  vote,  the  trust  fund  will  never 
be  "broke"  and  that  people  may  be  sure, 
that  there  will  always  be  enough  money 
in  the  fund. 

I  do  not  subscribe  to  the  minority- 
views  on  the  Republican  side,  but  they 
have  placed  a  chart  in  their  views  which 
I  think  is  correct.  It  appears  on  page  336 
of  the  minority  views.  I  urge  Senators  to 
look  at  that  chart.  It  helps  illustrate  the 
point.  It  shows  that  the  amount  of  money 
in  the  social  security  trust  fund  reserve 
at  the  present  time  would  pay  the  present 
benefits  to  those  now  on  the  benefit  rolls 
for  only  1  year. 

It  will  be  noted  that  with  these  changes 
in  1967,  we  will  be  right  on  that  figure. 
Twelve  months  of  benefits  could  be  paid 
under  the  existing  level  as  authorized 
by  law. 

If  we  take  the  chart-  that  the  Senator 
has  placed  on  our  desks  and  look  at  the 
chart  and  the  figures,  which  I  think  are 
important,  it  will  help  prove  another 
point.  It  will  be  noticed  that  for  the 
calendar  year  1968,  under  this  bill,  look- 
ing at  the  right-hand  column,  we  would 
bring  in,  $2.2  billion  more  in  revenues 
than  we  would  pay  out  in  benefits. 

Now  look  at  the  middle  column.  The 
benefits  for  1968  would  be  $29  billion. 

Mr.  PROTJTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  tell  me  what  page  he  is  on? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  looking 
at  the  legal  size  sheet  of  the  memoran- 
dum the  Senator  has  put  on  our  desks. 

Look  at  the  middle  column.  The  level 
of  benefits  in  1968  would  be  $29  billion. 

In  1969,  because  of  the  additional 
benefits  voted,  the  level  of  benefits  would 
be  $32.7  billion. 

So  if  we  wanted  to  have  enough  money 
in  the  trust  fund  to  protect  these  de- 
mands from  benefits  that  the  people 
would  get,  we  would  need  to  have  $32.7 
billion  in  the  fund,  which  would  be  $3.7 
billion  more  than  would  be  in  the  fund 
at  the  end  of  1968.  We  will  not  have  that- 
much  more  in  the  fund,  because  the  sur- 
plus for  1968  will  be  $2.2  billion  to  begin 
with.  So  we  will  be  $1.5  billion  short. 

Look  at  the  next-  row  of  figures.  In  the 
year  1969  we  would  have  a  surplus  in 
the  fund,  under  the  higher  tax  rate  and 
higher  base,  of  $3.6  billion.  That  would 
move  us  toward  having  enough — not 
quite  up  to  it,  but-  it  would  almost  get  us 
to  the  point,  within  $200  million  of  rais- 
ing enough  money — to  restore  whatever 
may  be  the  balance  in  the  fund. 

Projected  into  the  future  years — we 
are  speaking  of  1971  and  1972;  we  are 
talking  about  4  and  5  years  into  the 
future — we  would  raise  more  money  in 
taxes  than  would  be  needed.  We  would 
be  overfunding  even  for  that  one  year's 
benefits  in  the  fund  at  the  time  we 
started  the  year.  So,  4  or  5  years  from 
now,  we  would  actually  be  raising  more 
money  in  taxes  than  would  be  required. 

I  urge  Members  of  Congress  to  be  a 
little  practical  about  this  matter.  Be- 
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tween  now  and  1971,  one  of  two  things 
will  happen.  Either  we  will  vote  for  some 
additional  benefits  or  else  we  will  not 
vote  to  raise  the  tax  level  as  much  as  has 
been  complained  about  in  the  debate 
here.  So,  one  way  or  the  other,  somebody 
will  get  a  break.  Either  the  taxpayers 
will  get  a  break  because  of  not  having  to 
pay  quite  as  much  in  1971  as  was  ex- 
pected, or  the  social  security  recipient 
will  get  the  break  by  having  additional 
benefits. 

That  is  much  more  likely  to  occur  than 
the  surplus  in  the  fund  as  projected.  If 
we  are  talking  about  1968  and  1969\  We 
do  not  raise  quite  enough  money  under 
the  committee  bill  to  pay  for  the  in- 
creased benefits  we  are  voting  here. 

We  are  about  $200  million  shy  of  do- 
ing that  during  these  next  2  years. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator's  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  myself 
1  additional  minute. 

But,  we  raise  enough  to  pay  for  the 
additional  benefits,  and  to  maintain  1 
year's  level  of  benefits  in  the  fund,  dur- 
ing the  next  2  years. 

I  yield  myself  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  an  additional 
problem  here.  If  we  were  selecting  a  time 
to  reduce  the  level  of  money  flowing  into 
a  fund  below  that  which  would  pay  12 
months  benefits,  we  could  not  conceiva- 
bly pick  a  worse  time  than  now,  because 
we  have  serious  inflationary  pressures 
at  the  moment,  and  in  addition  to  that, 
the  projected  deficit  in  national  income 
accounts  is  more  than  $18  billion  for 
this  fiscal  year. 

Insofar  as  we  raise  more  money  in  so- 
cial security  taxes  than  we  pay  out  in 
benefits,  we  tend  to  help  improve  the 
national  income  accounts,  and  thus  fight 
inflation. 

The  House  bill,  and  even  the  commit- 
tee bill,  would  reduce  that  surplus  flow- 
ing into  the  fund  by  $2  billion,  and  to 
that  extent  would  tend  to  move  in  the 
other  direction,  to  worsen  the  national 
income  accounts. 

But  to  go  beyond  that  point,  and  to 
retreat  from  the  principle  that  there 
ought  to  be  at  least  enough  money  in  the 
fund  to  pay  one  year's  benefits,  would 
be  completely  irresponsible,  particularly 
at  this  time  when  it  would  be  contribut- 
ing to  inflation.  It  would  be  worsening 
the  national  income  accounts,  worsen- 
ing the  overall  Government  deficit  in 
terms  of  a  cash  budget,  and  worsening 
our  credit  situation;  and  we  would  be 
voting  for  an  amendment  which,  by 
1970,  would  empty  the  hospital  insur- 
ance fund. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator's  time  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  my- 
self 2  additional  minutes,  and  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  inflow  of 
money  depend  upon  the  percentage  of 
the  people  of  our  country  who  are  em- 
ployed? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 
Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  there  should  be  a 
decrease   in   employment,   would  the 


amount  coming  in  be  reduced  propor- 
tionately to  the  degree  of  unemploy- 
ment? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  would  be. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  fact  that 
there  is  unemployment,  which  reduces 
the  income,  have  any  effect  upon  the 
fixed  obligations  that  have  accrued  to 
pay  to  the  beneficiaries  the  amount  of 
money  that  is  coming  to  them? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  More  money 
would  be  paid  out  rather  than  less.  This 
comes  about  because  some  people  who 
could  be  drawing  pensions  if  they  are 
out  of  work  are  still  working.  If  unem- 
ployed, such  persons  will  assert  claims 
for  benefits  simply  because  they  are  not 
able  to  find  jobs. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  formula  has  been 
used  in  estimating  the  income?  Is  it  full 
employment,  full  employment  less  5  per- 
cent, or  what? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Such  factors 
are  taken  into  account  in  estimating,  but 
of  course  the  actuaries  have  to  do  the 
best  they  can  to  estimate  what  future 
employment  trends  will  be  over  a  period 
of  time. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator's  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  myself 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  a  period  of  unem- 
ployment and  distress,  if  it  were  desired 
to  feed  money  into  the  economy,  and  the 
Treasury  had  a  surplus,  could  that  be 
done  either  by  raising  the  benefits  of  the 
beneficiaries  or  reducing  the  taxes? 

Mr.  "LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes,  that 
could  be  done. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  what  we  would 
want  to  do,  would  we  not? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Well,  we 
might  be  forced  to.  We  might  not  have 
much  choice  about  it.  That  is  one  reason 
for  keeping  a  trust  fund. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  -tem- 
pore. Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Vermont  has  18 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

First  I  should  like  to  ask  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee 
whether  the  Mr.  Myers  upon  whose  fig- 
ures he  seems  to  be  relying  today  is  the 
same  Mr.  Myers  whose  computations  he 
questioned  yesterday  in  connection  with 
another  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  He  is  the  same  indi- 
vidual? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  We  have  had  that  ex- 
perience before.  I  remember  that  2  or  3 
years  ago,  we  both  got  different  infor- 
mation and  figures  from  Mr.  Myers.  Af- 
ter the  vote  was  taken,  I  think  we  found 
out  we  were  both  partially  right,  if  not 
completely  right. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  And  we  know  that  ac- 
tuaries can  be  a  little  bit  confusing,  if 
requested  to  furnish  information  sup- 
porting one  side  of  a  question. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  May  I  say  to 


the  Senator  that  Mr.  Myers  may  not  al- 
ways be  right.  I  think  he  is  an  honest 
man,  and  does  the  best  he  can,  with  the 
data  furnished  to  him. 

In  this  particular  case,  we  have  con- 
cluded that  the  estimate  is  correct.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe,  in  this  in- 
stance, so  far  as  I  know,  the  Senator  is 
relying  on  Mr.  Myers'  figures  in  his  own 
way. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  engaging  in  a 
lengthy  discussion  on  my  time. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  proof  of  the  pud- 
ding is  in  the  tasting.  There  is  only  one 
way  to  know  who  is  right,  and  that  is 
to  find  out  whether  this  added  cost 
would  be  a  drain  on  the  fund.  Then  we 
would  know.  I  am  opposed  to  taking  a 
cent  from  the  pockets  of  the  American 
workers  until  we  know  we  need  it.  There 
is  only  one  way  to  know  we  need  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  maintained  that  a  surplus  is  needed 
the  beginning  of  each  year  which  is  suf- 
ficient to  pay  out  benefits  for  1  year.  This 
principle  completely  ignores  the  pay- 
ments or  contributions  that  will  be  com- 
ing in  each  and  every  year. 

I  have  never  heard  a  single  actuary  or 
anyone  familiar  with  this  program  sug- 
gest that  such  a  surplus  is  necessary  or 
desirable.  I  think  the  fact  that  it  is 
neither  necessary  or  desirable  is  well  sub- 
stantiated by  the  record  of  the  hearings. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  have  no  wish  to 
prolong  this  debate.  Unfortunately,  not 
many  Senators  have  found  it  possible  or 
worthwhile  to  be  on  the  floor.  I  think 
some  of  them  will  eventually  have  reason 
to  be  concerned,  if  they  vote  against  this 
amendment.  They  will  have  reason  to  be 
concerned,  Mr.  President,  because  I  do 
not  think  they  know  how  greatly  our  so- 
cial security  system  is  overfinanced. 

Briefly,  Mr.  President,  our  amend- 
ment retains  the  $6,600  salary  base  which 
is  now  in  effect.  It  would  retain  the  pay- 
roll taxes  contained  in  1965  amendments 
to  the  Social  Security  Act.  Moreover,  it 
would  retain  the  increased  benefits  pro- 
vided in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance.  In  the  unlikely  event 
that  at  some  distant  time  in  the  future 
an  unforseen  contingency  should  arise, 
general  revenue  funds  could  be  used  for 
that  particular  year. 

More  importantly,  Mr.  President,  we 
now  have  a  surplus.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
at  the  end  of  1972  that  surplus  will  be 
about  $34.8  billion.  I  have  yet  to  find  a 
single  actuary  who  says  that  amount  of 
money  is  not  more  than  ample. 

If  we  increase  social  security  payroll 
taxes,  we  are  going  to  saddle  an  uncon- 
scionable burden  on  the  working  people 
and  the  small  businessman  of  this  coun- 
try. Since  the  increase  is  unnecessary,  I 
think  we  are  making  a  very  grave  mis- 
take. Moreover,  if  this  is  intended  to  take 
the  place  of  a  surtax,  as  some  Senators 
have  suggested,  I  believe  it  is  an  abuse 
of  the  social  security  system.  % 

If  we  are  going  to  levy  a  tax  to  take 
care  of  inflation,  or  for  any  other  pur- 
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pose,  let  us  put  it  on  all  the  people  of 
this  country,  not  just  the  working  people. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  willing  to  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  his  time,  I  am  willing  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  mine.  I  do  not 
believe  either  of  us  can  add  much  to 
what  has  already  been  said. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  agreed  to  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  have  always  said  that  one  of  the 
great  achievements  of  the  New  Deal  was 
the  establishment  of  the  social  security 
system.  I  think  it  was  one  of  the  greatest 
programs  ever  started,  and  I  always  have 
been  and  am  today  a  strong  supporter  of 
a  sound  pension  system. 

Social  security  was  established  on  the 
principle  that  it  would  be  financed  by  the 
employer  and  the  employee.  It  was  es- 
tablished on  the  principle  that,  as  a 
beneficiary  by  virtue  of  his  payments 
into  the  social  security  fund,  a  man  could 
accept  that  check  with  dignity  as  a  re- 
tirement check  from  a  fund  into  which 
he  had  contributed.  It  was  to  be  a  retire- 
ment pension  to  which  he  was  fully  en- 
titled, the  same  as  he  would  be  under 
any  other  retirement  system,  whether  it 
be  civil  service  retirement  or  one  of  the 
many  other  private  pension  plans  that 
operate  in  this  country. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we  let 
the  people  retain  that  dignity  in  connec- 
tion with  the  receipt  of  the  pension  check 
and  let  the  workers  and  those  who  par- 
ticipate know  that  it  is  something  they 
have  paid  for. 

However,  I  agree  fully  with  some  of  the 
remarks  of  my  friends,  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  and  the  Senator  from 
Vermont,  that  this  tax  is  getting  out  of 
hand.  I  said  that  in  the  committee.  That 
is  the  reason  that  the  minority  members 
of  the  committee  raised  the  question  as 
to  how  far  we  could  go  in  increasing  ben- 
efits over  and  beyond  those  contained  in 
the  House  bill. 

With  these  increased  benefits  go 
higher  taxes,  and  the  fact  that  the  ma- 
jority members  have  delayed  these  in- 
creases until  after  the  1968  election  does 
not  minimize  the  pain.  The  tax  increase 
is  there  under  the  Hartke-Long  formula. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
pending  bill — and  the  pending  amend- 
ment would  not  change  it — would  pro- 
vide additional  benefits  in  the  amount 
of  more  than  $6  billion  annually  once  the 
provision  of  the  law  becomes  fully  ef- 
fective. And  that  money  has  to  be  fi- 
nanced. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States 
does  not  have  access  to  any  mysterious 
source  of  income.  The  only  revenue  we 
have  with  which  to  pay  for  these  benefits 
is  either  wage  taxes  which  are  paid  into 
the  trust  fund  or  income  taxes  from  the 
pockets  of  the  same  American  taxpayers. 
Otherwise,  we  borrow  the  money  and 
pyramid  the  national  debt. 

When  we  speak  of  general  revenue  we 
are  not  just  looking  to  some  mysterious 
source  which  will  relieve  all  pain  as  far 
as  the  workingman  and  the  American 
taxpayers  are  concerned  with  relation 
to  taxes. 


The  workingmen  of  America  have  de- 
ductions made  from  the  amount  of 
money  they  receive  as  salary  by  virtue 
of  both  social  security  and  income  tax. 
Whether  the  Government  collects  this 
money  through  a  social  security  tax  on 
the  wages  or  through  income  tax,  it  is 
equally  painful  and  retrogressive  to  the 
people.  One  can  use  all  the  adjectives  he 
cares  to  use ;  it  is  still  a  tax. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Vermont  suggested  that  these 
benefits  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund 
That  would  require  a  change  in  the  law. 
No  such  payment  is  authorized.  Appro- 
priations for  those  payments  would  prob- 
ably be  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

If  these  people  are  to  be  entitled  to 
health  benefits  to  be  paid  out  of  the  gen- 
eral fund,  we  would  have  to  recommend 
a  change  in  the  law  to  authorize  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  my  time? 

Mr.  wtt.t.tams  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  point 
out  that  in  my  judgment,  and  in  the 
judgment  of  the  experts  with  whom  I 
have  consulted,  financing  from  general 
revenues  will  not  be  necessary  for  many 
years  to  come. 

Too  much  emphasis  is  being  placed  on 
the  raising  of  the  money  through  the 
use  of  general  funds. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  was  referring  to  what 
the  Senator  said. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  did  not  say  we  would 
have  to  do  it.  I  said  repeatedly  that  we 
would  not  have  to  do  it  for  many  years 
to  come.  However,  we  must  have  some 
provision  to  allow  for  such  a  contingency. 

I  cannot  envision  what  will  happen  10, 
15,  or  20  years  from  now,  and  neither  do 
I  think  that  any  other  Senator  can.  I 
think  that  we  should  have  some  pro- 
vision in  the  law  so  that  if  an  unforeseen 
need  arises,  we  could  appropriate  money 
from  the  general  funds  for  any  particu- 
lar year. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  We  are  without  author- 
ity to  do  that  under  the  present  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  ar- 
gument that  we  could  use  the  current 
revenue  in  the  trust  fund  to  finance  the 
payment  of  an  additional  $6  billion  in 
benefits  means  that  we  would  be  spend- 
ing for  today's  benefits  the  contributions 
now  being  made  into  the  fund  by  mil- 
lions of  wage  earners  in  the  25-  to  45- 
year-old  age  bracket.  The  contributions 
of  these  younger  workers  are  being  made 
on  the  premise  that  these  wage  earners 
are  building  up  their  security  for  the 
future. 

To  accept  the  principle  that  we  can 
use  all  of  their  contributions  today  to 
pay  benefits  to  those  who  are  retired  or 
will  retire  tomorrow  means  that  we  will 
be  destroying  completely  the  future  se- 
curity of  our  present  wage  earners  when 
they  reach  the  age  of  65. 

I  cannot  go  along  with  that  principle. 
To  go  to  public  financing  would  be  a 
major  change  and  a  complete  reversal 
of  all  the  principles  on  which  the  social 
security  system  has  been  founded.  I  cer- 


tainly do  not  think  we  should  take  such 
a  radical  step  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Conceivably  we  could  repeal  all  exist- 
ing wage  taxes  for  1968,  deplete  the  trust 
fund  in  its  entirety,  and  still  pay  bene- 
fits for  10  to  12  months  if  we  wanted  to 
be  shortsighted  enough  to  do  so. 

I  personally  do  not  think  we  can  pro- 
ceed on  that  basis.  I  think  we  must  rec- 
ognize that  the  $100  to  $200  per  year 
which  the  average  wage  earner  of  35 
years  of  age  is  putting  into  the  trust 
fund  today  is  for  his  own  security  and  is 
being  placed  there  for  his  benefit.  Con- 
gress has  a  responsibility  to  protect  his 
interest.  This  is,  or  at  least  it  is  supposed 
to  be,  a  trust  fund. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
is  rejected. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  of  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Florida  is  recog- 
nized for  2,  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
completely  with  the  position  taken  by 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
and  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]. 

I  point  out  an  additional  fact  that  has 
not  been  mentioned.  There  are  several 
Senators  who  are  above  the  age  of  72 
years  and  who  have  regularly  paid  social 
security  taxes  on  outside  income.  We  are 
all  drawing  social  security  whether  we 
want  it  or  not.  That  is  the  law — we  have 
paid  for  that  insurance  and  are  still  pay- 
ing. 

Under  the  pending  bill,  if  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  were 
agreed  to,  the  amount  of  our  social  secu- 
rity payments  would  be  increased,  but 
we  would  be  making  it  very  sure  that  we 
would  not  have  to  pay  any  more  to  the 
Government  by  leaving  the  level  of  in- 
come and  the  rate  upon  which  we  pay 
the  same. 

I  do  not  know  how  any  Senator  in  that 
position  could  possibly  think  about  vot- 
ing for  the  pending  amendment.  It  is 
so  obviously  unfair  to  the  general  pub- 
lic and  the  general  taxpayer  for  a  Sena- 
tor to  raise  his  own  social  security  pay- 
ments and  at  the  same  time  make  sure 
that  the  base  on  which  he  pays  annually 
and  his  annual  tax  is  no  greater. 

I  think  we  certainly  could  not  be  in 
position  to  vote  for  such  a  self-serving 
proposal.  I  could  not  vote  for  It. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  of  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  in  an- 
swer to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida,  we  are  all  under  a  rather  li- 
beral retirement  plan  in  Congress  which 
is  not  a  part  of  the  social  security  sys- 
tem. As  far  as  the  social  security  system 
is  concerned,  I  am  convinced  it  is  gross- 
ly overfinanced  already. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  has  said  that  there  are  several 
Senators  who  are  over  the  age  of  72 
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and  have  paid  on  the  maximum  amount 
for  years. 

When  the  Senator  offers  an  amend- 
ment which  would  raise  considerably 
the  amount  which  we  draw  but  would 
make  it  very  sure  that  we  do  not  have 
to  pay  any  more  into  the  pool  from 
which  we  are  being  paid,  to  my  mind 
that  is,  as  to  us,  completely  unfair  and 
completely  self-serving. 

I  do  not  see  how  any  Senator  in  that 
position  could  even  think  about  voting 
for  the  pending  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  The  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont is  trying  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  contributing  wage  earners  of  the 
country — people  earning  $5,000,  $6,000, 
$7,000,  $8,000,  $9,000,  or  $10,000  a  year. 
The  Senators  who  may  happen  to  be  on 
social  security  should  not  feel  guilty 
about  protecting  the  interests  of  wage 
earners. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
minority  leader. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  all  I 
know  is  what  I  see  in  the  papers,  unless 
I  get  something  out  of  a  Government 
agency. 

I  have  a  note  here  from  the  Chief  Ac- 
tuary, Mr.  Robert  J.  Myers,  and  this  is 
just  as  fresh  as  the  morning  paper,  be- 
cause it  is  dated  on  November  17,  1967. 

This  is  what  Mr.  Myers  says  about  the 
pending  amendment: 

With  respect  to  the  old-age  and  survivors' 
insurance  fund,  the  excess  of  outgo  over 
income  in  1968  will  be  $1,168  million. 

That  goes  down  a  little  up  to  1972.  It 
is  $765  million.  Then  it  starts  up  again, 
and  by  1980  you  dip  into  the  Treasury 
for  $2.7  billion,  and  by  1990  you  dip  into 
the  Treasury  for  $7.3  billion.  Well,  what 
you  are  going  to  do  is  make  a  welfare 
program  out  of  this. 

Now,  that  is  equally  true  of  the  so- 
called  trust  fund  for  disability,  because 
there  you  start  with  an  excess  of  income. 
It  gradually  dribbles  down,  and  then 
when  you  get  to  1980,  the  excess  of  outgo 
over  income  is  $200  million,  and  you  pick 
that  up  out  of  the  general  fund. 

That  is  equally  true  of  the  hospital 
fund,  because  the  excess  of  outgo  in  the 
first  year  is  $170  million.  By  1972,  it  is 
$1,151,000,000. 

I  did  not  concoct  these  figures.  These 
are  from  Mr.  Myers,  the  Chief  Actuary. 
And  I  am  not  about  to  support  that  kind 
of  program,  where  you  freeze  the  wage 
base  and  the  tax  and  you  let  the  benefits 
go  up. 

Mr.  President,  I  just  want  to  say  on 
this  Senate  floor  now  that  if  Great  Bri- 
tain had  stuck  with  the  Beveridge  plan 
when  it  began,  they  would  be  in  pretty 
sound  shape  today.  But  they  let  the 
House  of  Commons  maul  it,  put  every- 
thing in  it,  and  finally  converted  it  to 
a  welfare  program.  So  that  between  de- 
fense and  welfare,  here  she  is  trying  to 
borrow  $1  billion  from  10  countries;  and 
Mr.  de  Gaulle  Is  not  about  to  look  on 
that  very  kindly,  according  to  the  press. 
And  who  shall  say  whether  or  not  the 


pound  is  going  to  be  devalued?  Our 
market  is  shaky  this  morning. 

Now,  that  is  what  we  are  doing  with 
this  program,  and  yet  we  call  it  the  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  program. 

Look  at  the  lawbooks  on  insurance, 
on  fraternal  organizations.  The  history 
of  our  country  is  strewn  with  the  whit- 
ened bones  of  bankrupted  outfits  that  did 
exactly  this,  and  the  contributions  did 
not  come  on — and  the  result  was  what? 
They  failed.  And  if  you  ever  saw  any- 
thing so  wretched  as  somebody  clutching 
a  policy,  knowing  there  was  no  dough 
in  the  trust  fund — and  I  saw  my  mother 
do  it — you  never  can  forget  it.  You  only 
have  to  see  that  once.  All  you  have  to 
see  is  the  bitter,  streaming  tears. 

And  here  are  18  million  recipients  now. 
I  am  not  going  to  put  them  on  the  block 
and  fool  with  their  program.  I  am  for 
social  security,  but  it  has  to  be  sound, 
or  it  is  going  to  founder.  And  I  am  not 
about  to  see  it  made  a  welfare  program, 
either. 

I  hope,  in  the  interest  of  the  country 
and  the  people  who  are  the  beneficiaries, 
that  this  amendment  will  fail. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  aline  myself  with  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 

As  I  understand  this  amendment,  the 
benefits  would  be  increased  but  the  taxes 
would  not. 

In  the  printed  explanation  of  the 
pending  amendment,  it  is  said: 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  without  a  benefit  in- 
crease, existing  social  security  taxes  would 
create  a  surplus  of  over  $344  billion  by  the 
year  2000. 

But  further  in  the  explanation  of  the 
amendment,  it  is  said: 

However,  in  the  event  that  the  social  secur- 
ity surplus  is  not  sufficient  for  this  purpose, 
my  amendment  further  provides  that  ad- 
ditional funds  required  to  pay  these  benefits 
will  be  appropriated  from  general  revenues. 

It  seems  to  me  that  these  two  proposi- 
tions cannot  be  reconciled. 

I  think  that  the  sound  premise  upon 
which  this  program  should  be  based  is 
one  of  pay  as  you  go.  I  think  the  tax 
should  be  adjusted  to  pay  for  any  in- 
creased benefits.  I  believe  the  old  people 
of  this  country  deserve  an  increase  in 
benefits;  and  increase  supported  by  a 
trust  fund  maintained  on  as  sound  an  ac- 
tuarial basis  as  possible.  The  fund  in- 
creases assured  under  the  bill"  will  indeed 
support  the  benefit  increases  provided. 

I  think  we  will  be  going  a  long  way 
down  the.  road  to  fiscal  irresponsibility 
if  we  choose  now  to  adopt  an  amendment 
that,  in  effect,  would  weaken  the  trust 
fund  created  to  finance  the  social  secur- 
ity system.  The  trust  fund  concept  of  fi- 
nancing this  system  has  already  been 
established  and  proven.  I  hope,  most 
sincerely,  that  this  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  has  10  minutes  re- 
maining. 


Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  or  3  minutes. 

I  might  say,  first,  that  Mr.  Robert 
Myers  seems  to  be  able  to  take  more  posi- 
tions within  a  period  of  24  hours  than 
any  other  man  I  have  ever  known.  This 
is  not  the  first  time.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  just  read  something  from 
him.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana  earlier 
read  something  else.  I  have  had  other 
information  from  him  which  differs  with 
the  facts  given  to  the  two  distinguished 
Senator  to  whom  I  have  referred. 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
referred  to  something  that  might  happen 
in  1990.  I  believe  his  figures  disregard  a 
growth  in  the  gross  national  product  for 
the  next  20  years. 

Yesterday  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
said  the  fund  is  overfinanced,  not  under- 
financed. 

Under  the  bill  reported  by  the  Finance 
Committee  we  are  placing  a  great  bur- 
den on  the  workingmen  and  the  small 
businessmen  of  this  country,  and  I  hope 
Senators  realize  that  very  clearly  before 
they  cast  a  vote. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
very  much  that  both  of  our  esteemed 
leaders  have  characterized  the  proposed 
amendments  as  they  have  in  the  past  4 
minutes.  I  doubt  whether  they  studied 
the  amendment  earlier  than  a  few  min- 
utes ago,  because  the  amendment  is  not 
framed  or  intended  to  contemplate,  nor 
would  I  be  a  sponsor  of  it  or  vote  for  it  if 
it  contemplated  changing  the  social  se- 
curity system  to  a  welfare  fund. 

The  amendment  provides  for  a  report 
to  Congress  on  January  1  of  every  year 
to  ascertain  the  condition  of  the  fund. 
And  it  contemplates — at  least,  its  intent 
is — that  Congress  shall  then  take  such 
action  to  increase  the  tax  for  the  fund  as 
may  be  needed.  It  also  provides,  however, 
for  the  contingency  that  we  might  have 
to  appropriate  moneys  for  a  part  of  a 
year  until  a  new  tax  took  effect.  But  the 
fact  remains,  Mr.  President,  that  at  the 
end  of  1972,  we  will  have  a  surplus  in  the 
social  security  fund  of  $34.8  billion.  Every 
actuary  and  every  staff  member  with 
whom  I  have  talked  has  said  that  this  is 
unnecessary,  that  there  is  no  need  what- 
soever to  have  a  full  year's  benefits  in 
the  fund. 

Nobody  seems  to  know  whether,  with 
the  vast  number  of  payers  into  the  fund, 
we  will  be  collecting  too  much  money  and 
taking  money  unnecessarily,  or  whether 
the  fund  will  be  depleted.  But  I  say  again, 
that  if  you  do  not  accept  this  amend- 
ment, if  you  increase  the  tax  now,  willy- 
nilly,  you  have  crossed  the  Rubicon.  If 
you  find  you  are  building  up  a  surplus 
fund,  you  cannot  reduce  it  without  being 
unfair  and  dishonest  to  those  who  have 
paid  into  it  in  the  intervening  years  be- 
tween today  and  1972  or  1975,  or  such 
time  as  the  necessity  arises. 

I  do  not  believe  in  taking  1  red  cent 
from  the  profits  of  any  American  worker 
until  I  know  something  more  than  the 
dreaming  and  the  tables  of  the  statisti- 
cians, as  to  whether  or  not  it  will  be 
necessary.  I  regret  that  the  powers  that 
be  in  the  Senate  have  passed  so  quickly 
and  so  definitely  on  our  amendment  with 
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complete  misinterpretation  of  its  purpose 
and  its  intent. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  willing  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time,  I  am 
willing  to  do  so. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  early 
in  1950,  while  I  was  Governor  of  Ohio, 
there  was  $700  million  in  the  unemploy- 
ment compensation  fund.  Employers  and 
labor  leaders  got  together  and  agreed 
upon  an  increase  in  unemployment  com- 
pensation, a  reduction  of  the  rate  of  con- 
tribution into  the  fund,  and  the  return 
of  $70  million  to  employers  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  paid  into  the  fund 
more  than  was  justified. 

I  disagreed  with  the  employers  and  the 
labor  leaders.  I  said: 

Keep  this  fund  strong.  If  we  are  to  make 
a  mistake,  make  it  in  the  direction  of  sound- 
ness, rather  than  weakness,  in  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  fund. 

The  legislature  passed  what  was  re- 
quested. I  opposed  it,  and  I  was  ridden 
down.  Then,  1958  came,  unemployment 
set  in,  the  fund  dropped  to  $150  million, 
and  there  was  danger.  This  Congress,  in 
1958,  appropriated  funds  to  many 
States  which  had  followed  a  bad  policy 
reducing  rates  of  contribution  and  in- 
creasing rates  of  payment  to  the  unem- 
ployed. 

My  position  is  that  if  we  are  to  make 
a  mistake,  make  it  in  the  direction  of 
sound  maintenance  of  the  fund.  Do  not 
make  it  in  that  direction  in  which  at 
some  subsequent  date  it  will  be  found 
that  the  fund  is  incapable  of  maintain- 
ing its  responsibilities. 

A  moment  ago  I  put  the  question  to 
the  staff  man:  Does  this  social  security 
cover  my  retirement  benefits  as  a  Sena- 
tor? I  concur  with  what  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  said.  I  am  holding  a  policy 
of  insurance  and  I  want  that  fund  out 
of  which  I  am  to  be  paid  to  be  kept 
strong  and  sound.  The  senatorial  bene- 
fits are  not  in  this  fund,  but  what  I 
would  want  for  myself,  as  a  Senator,  I 
want  accorded  to  every  citizen  of  the 
country:  a  guarantee  that  the  fund  will 
be  adequate  to  meet  their  rights  when 
the  time  comes.  _ 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  any  time  I  have  remaining. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  (No.  445) . 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator 


from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Hollings],  the  Senators  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson  and  Mr.  Mag- 
ntjson],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy]  ,  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis], 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senators  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Jackson  and  Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings],  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon] 
would  each  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Ellender]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  would  vote  "nay,"  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  would  vote 
"yea," 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Domi- 
nick],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  and  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  because  of  death  in  his 
family. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear- 
son] is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  ,  the  Sen- 
tor  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson]  ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  6, 


nays  62,  as 

follows: 

[No.  327  Leg.] 

TEAS — 6 

Aiken 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Mclntyre 

Cotton 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Prouty 

NATS— 62 

Allott 

Carlson 

Griffin 

Anderson 

Case 

Hansen 

Bartlett 

Clark 

Hart 

Bayh 

Curtis 

Hartke 

Bible 

Dirksen 

Hatfield 

Boggs 

Eastland 

Hayden 

Brewster 

Fannin 

Hickenlooper 

Brooke 

Fong 

Hill 

Burdick 

Fulbright 

Holland 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Gore 

Hruska 

Inouye 

Mondale 

Russell 

Javlts 

^iontoya 

1 1 1 i  .ii 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Morton 

Sparkman 

Kuchel 

Moss 

Spong 

Lausche 

Mundt 

Symington 

Long,  La. 

Muskie 

Thurmond 

Mansfield 

Pastore 

Williams,  N.J. 

McClellan 

Pell 

Williams,  Del. 

McGovern 

Proxmire 

Yarborough 

Metcalf 

Randolph 

Young,  Ohio 

Miller 

Ribicoff 

NOT  VOTING— 

•32 

Baker 

Harris 

Nelson 

Bennett 

Hollings 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Percy 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Dominick 

McGee 

Tower 

Ellender 

Monroney 

Tydings 

Ervin 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gruening 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Prouty's  amendment  (No.  445) 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  section 
142  of  the  bill  deals  with  coordination  of 
reimbursement  with  health  facility  plan- 
ning. The  explanation  is  found  on  page 
17  of  the  committee  print  which  was 
published  on  November  9,  1967.  This  has 
caused  great  concern  among  the  hos- 
pitals of  this  Nation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  telegram  from 
the  Associate  Director  of  the  American 
Hospital  Association  on  this  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele- 
gram was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

American  Hospital  Association, 
Washington,  D.C.,  November  15, 1967. 
Senator  Frank  Carlson, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  American  Hospital  Association,  on  be- 
half of  some  7,000  of  the  Nation's  hospitals, 
strongly  opposes  section  142  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Commitee's  reported  bill,  H.R.  12080. 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967. 
This  section  would  deny  payment  to  hos- 
pitals under  medicare  and  medicaid  for  de- 
preciation and  interest  costs  on  those  capital 
expenditures  not  approved  by  the  single 
State  planning  agency  authorized  under  the 
Comprehensive  Planning  Act. 

We  strongly  oppose  this  provision  for 
these  reasons: 

(1)  Depreciation  and  interest  on  capital 
expenditures  are  recognized  as  legitimate  and 
necessary  costs  of  operating  any  business. 
There  is  no  justification  for  discriminating 
against  hospitals  in  this  respect. 

(2)  It  interferes  with  the  authority  and 
legal  responsibility  of  a  hospital's  govern- 
ing board  to  provide  for  all  the  facilities  and 
equipment  required  to  serve  its  community 

(3)  The  medicare  and  medicaid  programs 
constitute  contracts  under  which  the  Fed- 
eral Government  agreed  to  pay  hospitals  for 
care  rendered  to  the  aged  and  poor.  Denial 
of  reimbursement  of  these  costs  as  proposed 
is  obvious  economic  coercion  on  the  hos- 
pitals to  submit  to  Government  planning. 

(4)  The  proposal  is  in  violation  of  the 
letter  and  intent  of  the  medicare  statute 
(P.L.  89-97,  section  1801)  which  forbids 
"supervision  or  control  over  the  administra- 
tion or  operation  of  any  such  institution." 
Denying  reimbursement  for  a  hospitals'  costs 
of  depreciation  and  interest  on  capital  items 
clearly  is  interference  with  the  administra- 
tion and  operation  of  the  hospital. 

For  these  reasons  we  urge  that  section 
142  be  deleted  from  the  bill. 

Kenneth  Williamson, 

Associate  Director. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  state  that  I  have  heard  from  every 
one  of  the  hospitals  In  my  State.  They 
are  quite  concerned  with  the  proposal 
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made  in  section  142  of  this  bill  under 
which  payment  to  hospitals  under  the 
medicare  and  medicaid  programs  for  de- 
preciation and  interests  costs  would  be 
denied  for  any  capital  expenditures  not 
submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  single 
State  planning  agency  authorized  under 
the  Comprehensive  Planning  Act. 

Certainly  we  all  agree  that  planning 
is  a  good  thing,  particularly  in  this  day 
of  rising  hospital  costs.  The  hospitals 
in  my  State,  as  well  as  the  vast  majority 
of  the  hospitals*  in  the  Nation,  currently 
are  participating  in  voluntary  regional 
planning.  I  understand  that  there  are 
some  80  of  these  regional  planning 
groups  operating. 

I  know  that  Senators  are  all  familiar 
with  the  Comprehensive  Planning  Act. 
Under  this  act  the  Government  grants 
money  to  States  to  assist  in  statewide 
health  planning.  The  hospitals  of  the 
Nation  are  grateful  for  this  assistance 
and  are  supporting  that  program  to  the 
fullest  extent.  However,  they  feel  very 
strongly  that  economic  sanctions  under 
the  guise  of  fostering  planning  is  an 
improper  act  on  the  part  of  the  Govern- 
ment and  indeed  a  breach  of  faith  from 
the  promises  made  to  the  hospital  field 
in  the  original  enactment  of  the  medi- 
care and  medicaid  programs  that  the 
Government  would  not  exercise  any 
"supervision  or  control  over  the  admin- 
istration or  operation  of  any  such 
institution." 

Under  the  medicare  law,  the  Govern- 
ment contracted  with  the  hospitals  of 
this  Nation  to  pay  the  reasonable  costs 
incurred  by  hospitals  in  the  care  of  our 
aged  and  poor.  The  principles  under  that 
legislation  recognized,  in  accordance 
with  generally  accepted  accounting 
practices,  that  depreciation  and  interest 
on  capital  expenditures  are  legitimate 
and  necessary  costs  of  operation  of  any 
business — including  hospitals.  The  pro- 
posal now  being  made  in  section  142 
would  be  to  deny  the  payment  of  these 
costs  unless  the  hospital  submits  its  pro- 
posed capital  expenditures  to  the  State 
planning  agency  for  approval.  This  is 
rank  discrimination  against  our  hos- 
pitals and  in  my  opinion  violates  the  let- 
ter and  intent  of  the  Government's 
promises  to  hospitals  in  enacting  medi- 
care. 

I  know  Senators  are  aware  that  the 
hospitals  in  their  communities,  as  well 
as  mine,  are  governed  by  boards  of 
trustees  selected  from  the  most  promi- 
nent and  respected  citizens  of  the  com- 
munity. For  the  most  part,  these  are  men 
who  have  made  their  mark  in  industry, 
the  professions,  or  government.  These 
people  bring  to  the  hospital  field  un- 
limited years  of  experience  and  back- 
ground in  planning  and  development 
and,  as  you  know,  serve  the  hospitals 
without  pay.  To  say  to  this  dedicated 
army  of  professionals  that  they  can  no 
longer  make  the  decisions  for  their  local 
hospital  raises  a  serious  question  as  to 
the  future  availability  of  people  to  serve 
in  this  capacity.  Moreover,  in  my  opin- 
ion, it  Is  a  gross  Interference  with  the 
authority  and  legal  responsibility  vested 
in  these  hospital  governing  boards. 

Mr.  President,  I  raise  this  issue  In 
order  that  I  may  call  it  to  the  attention 


of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  who  helped  write  this 
bill  and  who,  I  am  sure,  Is  familiar  with 
the  situation  and  the  problem  that  has 
been  presented  to  me  and  other  Members 
of  Congress  by  the  hospitals.  If  the 
chairman  wishes  to  comment  on  this 
problem,  I  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
this  problem  arises  as  a  result  of  a  mis- 
understanding. The  committee  is  well 
aware  of  the  fact  that  $1  billion  was 
added  to  the  cost  of  the  medicare  pro- 
gram as  a  result  of  rising  hospital  costs. 
That  is  something  I  had  predicted,  at 
least  to  some  extent,  at  the  time  we  were 
considering  medicare. 

To  prevent  the  construction  of  many 
facilities  which  are  not  really  needed 
and  considering  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  be  picking  up  the  cost, 
it  was  initially  suggested  that  we  should 
not  pay  for  the  depreciation  to  help 
amortize  these  costs,  unless  the  plan  had 
been  approved  by  the  State  planning 
agencies.  Most  States  have  State  plan- 
ning agencies. 

But,  in  committee,  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Curtis],  we  changed  that  so  that 
we  would  pay  this  depreciation  allow- 
ance to  hospitals  unless  the  capital  ex- 
penditure were  specifically  disapproved 
by  a  State  planning  agency. 

So,  as  a  practical  matter,  there  is  no 
requirement  that  the  hospital  submit  the 
proposal  to  a  State  planning  agency. 
The  hospital  would  be  reimbursed  under 
the  depreciation  allowance.  But  if  it  were 
submitted  or  the  planning  agency  knew 
about  it  and  informed  those  concerned 
that  this  plan  was  not  approved,  then, 
of  course,  the  Federal  Government  would 
not  pay  the  depreciation  allowance  on  it. 

I  believe  that  the  fear  that  arose  in  the 
minds  of  the  hospital  administrators 
probably  had  its  genesis  here  in  Wash- 
ington when  representatives  of  the  asso- 
ciation saw  this  little  blue  pamphlet 
which  merely  summarizes  the  provisions 
in  the  committee  bill.  This  was  prior  to 
the  time  they  had  a  chance  to  study  the 
committee  report  itself  and  review  the 
provisions  of  the  committee  bill. 

So  they  looked  at  that  little  thumbnail 
summary  of  what  was  In  the  bill.  I  be- 
lieve they  erroneously  arrived  at  the  con- 
clusion that  they  would  be  required  to 
submit  their  proposed  improvements  to 
a  State  planning  agency  and  have  them 
approved. 

Actually,  the  bill  works  just  the  other 
way  around.  The  hospitals  would  receive 
the  depreciation  allowance  in  their  re- 
imbursement unless  the  improvement 
plans  had  been  specifically  disapproved 
by  the  State  planning  agencies. 

That  is  desirable,  so  far  as  it  goes,  be- 
cause in  many  cities — I  do  not  know  of 
any  in  my  State,  but  in  a  number  of 
States — there  is  an  excess  of  hospital 
beds  and  facilities.  In  some  instances  two 
or  three  hospitals  try  to  obtain  some 
very  expensive  new  equipment  to  do 
specialized  jobs  when  only  one  is  needed 
for  the  entire  community. 

Many1  States,  realizing  this  problem, 
have  set  up  State  planning  agencies. 
Generally  speaking,  those  agencies  are 
doing  a  very  fine  job. 


The  bill  does  not  require  that  a  hos- 
pital obtain  approval  of  a  State  planning 
agency.  It  does  not  require  that  the  hos- 
pitals submit  those  plans  for  approval  of 
a  State  planning  agency.  All  the  bill 
provides  is  that,  if  the  State  planning 
agency  specifically  disapproves  of  some 
particular  expenditure,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment will  not  reimburse  for  such  cap- 
ital expenditure  that  was  specifically  dis- 
approved at  the  State  level. 

This  is,  I  believe,  States  rights  all  the 
way — where  we  do  not  require  the  State 
to  do  something  along  these  lines.  But, 
if  the  State  then  sets  up  a  State  plan- 
ning agency,  and  that  agency  disap- 
proves of  a  certain  hospital  expenditure, 
we  would  not  include  depreciation  in  the 
reimbursement. 

If  the  Senator  from  Kansas  had  a 
chance  to  discuss  it  with  hospital  ad- 
ministrators themselves,  personally,  and 
showed  them  what  the  committee  report 
says,  I  am  sure  they  would  be  convinced 
that  they  were  led  to  an  erroneous  con- 
clusion, probably  because  of  a  misunder- 
standing due  to  a  brief  summary,  which 
did  not  explain  every  facet  of  the  provi- 
sion we  put  in  the  bill.  This  summary  is 
contained  in  the  little  blue  pamphlet  to 
which  I  have  referred  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  trust  that  the  state- 
ment of  our  distinguished  chairman,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  has 
at  least  pointed  up  the  intent  of  the  com- 
mittee report,  as  I  have  read  it.  I  read 
the  ccmmittee  report  and  I  thought  we 
took  care  of  the  situation  as  the  hos- 
pitals would  really  want  to  operate  and 
that  it  was  left  to  the  State  planning 
boards.  I  do  not  think  anyone  could  ob- 
ject to  that.  I  sincerely  hope  this  expla- 
nation will  clarify  the  matter  for  the 
hospital  administrators. 

It  was  my  intention  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  delete  this  section.  In  view  of 
the  statement  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  I  shall  not  make  such  a  mo- 
tion. If  it  develops  later  that  some  of 
the  administrators  concerned  think 
there  is  a  need  to  have  it  amended,  I 
reserve  that  right.  At  this  time  I  wish 
to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  state- 
ment of  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  This  matter 
will  be  in  conference.  I  anticipate  that 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson] 
will  be  a  member  of  that  conference  be- 
tween the  Senate  and  the  House.  In  the 
event  this  matter  has  not  been  resolved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  hospital  admin- 
istrators, we  will  certainly  consider  that 
fact  in  conference  and  consider  whether 
their  fears  are  well  founded,  and  dispose 
of  it  in  conference.  I  think  when  they 
see  what  the  committee  really  has  in 
mind,  their  fears  will  be  allayed. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  what  the 
Senator  has  said. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
four  Senators  who  supported  the  Prouty- 
Cotton  amendment,  which  received  six 
votes. 

I  remember  when  I  first  offered  to 
bring  the  very  low-income  people  under 
the  social  security  system  at  a  minimum 
of  $44  a  month,  I  was  almost  laughed 
down.  I  believe  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  who  joined 
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me  at  that  time,  was  subjected  to  the 
same  criticisms  which  were  showered 
on  me. 

As  time  went  on,  the  Senate  finally  was 
persuaded  to  adopt  such  an  amendment, 
which  provided  $44  a  month.  When  the 
bill  went  to  conference,  it  was  reduced  to 
$35,  which  certainly  was  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  because  we  had  some- 
thing. Now  that  minimum  has  been 
raised  to  $50  under  the  bill  as  reported 
by  the  Finance  Committee. 

With  persistent  effort,  we  sometimes 
achieve  results.  I  believe  in  the  years 
ahead  many  Senators  who  voted  against 
the  last  Prouty-Gotton  amendment  will 
eventually  see  the  wisdom  of  the 
proposal. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  my- 
self and  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceded  to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further"  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  proposed  by  Mr. 
Prouty  is  as  follows : 

On  page  16,  line  9,  Insert  "January"  in  lieu 
of  "March".  On  page  17,  in  lines  7,  8,  16  and 
21  insert  "January"  in  lieu  of  "March".  On 
page  18,  in  lines  6  and  9,  insert  "December, 
1967"  in  lieu  of  "February,  1968".  On  page 
19,  in  lines  2  and  17,  insert  "January"  in 
lieu  of  "March".  On  page  19,  in  lines  8,  10, 
and  14,  insert  "December  1967"  in  lieu  of 
"February  1968".  On  page  21,  line  5,  insert 
"December  1967"  in  lieu  of  "February  1968". 
On  page  22,  line  18,  insert  "December  1967" 
in  lieu  of  "February  1968".  On  page  55,  line 
21,  Insert  "December  1967"  in  lieu  of 
"February  1968". 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  simply  advance  the 
date  when  the  benefits  will  be  paid  from 
March  1  to  January  1  of  next  year. 

During  the  past  32  years,  there  have 
been  relatively  few  large  increases  in  the 
benefit  amounts  of  social  security.  In 
fact,  during  the  past  13  years,  there  have 
been  only  two  such  increases.  Our  older 
retired  Americans  have  learned  to  expect 
very  little  from  Congress  in  the  way  of 
increased  income  from  social  security. 

In  January  of  this  year,  however,  20 
million  Americans  over  age  65  were 
heartened  to  learn  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  was  recommending  a 
massive  increase.  These  same  older 
Americans  were  encouraged  when  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  held 
hearings  on  the  administration  bill,  H.R. 
5710,  in  early  March  of  1967. 

During  the  course  of  testimony  given 
before  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
on  Thursday,  March  2,  Congressman 
John  Byrnes  and  Under  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Wilbur 
J.  Cohen  discussed  the  date  when  the 
proposed  Increases  would  in  all  proba- 
bility go  into  effect.  The  colloquy  went 
as  follows: 


Mr.  Byrnes.  This  bill  provides  that  the 
benefit  increases  will  go  into  effect  as  of  July 
1? 

Mr.  Cohen.  The  increase  would  be  effective 
with  respect  to  the  month  of  June,  though 
they  would  probably  actually  be  paid  in 
October  or  so. 

These  dates  were  bandied  about  in  the 
press,  Mr.  President,  so  it  is  not  unrea- 
sonable to  assume  that  our  older  Amer- 
icans have  been  expectantly  awaiting  in- 
creases since  October  of  this  year.  Their 
expectant  optimism  has  probably 
changed  to  doubting  pessimism  as  the 
months  go  by  and  the  holiday  season  ap- 
proaches but  Congress  still  has  not  acted 
on  a  social  security  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  Finance  Committee 
at  long  last  announced  to  the  world  last 
week  on  November  9  that  it  was  report- 
ing the  long-overdue  social  security  bill. 
This  bill  with  its  substantial — even  gen- 
erous— benefit  increases  must  have  been 
good  news  to  our  older  Americans.  Yet, 
at  the  same  time,  their  excitement  and 
happiness  must  have  been  dampened  by 
the  announcement  accompanying  the  in- 
crease, to  the  effect  that  the  increases 
would  not  go  into  effect  until  March  of 
1968.  If  there  is  a  delay  in  payments  as 
suggested  by  Mr.  Cohen  of  up  to  4, 
months,  beneficiaries  might  have  to  wait 
as  late  as  July  of  1968  to  receive  checks 
for  larger  amounts. 

In  any  case,  Mr.  President,  it  is  unfair 
to  ask  20  million  older  Americans,  most 
of  whom  depend  predominantly  or  en- 
tirely^upon  social  security  for  their  sus- 
tenance, subsistence,  or  very  salvation, 
to  wait  any  longer  for  needed  increases. 

First,  Mr.  President,  an  immediate  in- 
crease is  desirable  because  it  is  long  over- 
due. Second,  an  immediate  increase  is 
imperative  because  of  the  exorbitant  in- 
crease in  the  cost  of  living.  Third,  an  im- 
mediate increase  is  necessary  as  assur- 
ance to  our  older  Americans  that  social 
security  is  not  a  political  issue.  Finally, 
an  immediate  increase  is  possible  be- 
cause there  is  at  present  a  surplus  of 
funds  in  the  social  security  trust  fund. 

As  I  indicated  before,  Mr.  President, 
significant  and  meaningful  social  secu- 
rity increases  have  been  few  and  far  be- 
tween. In  1935,  the  minimum  payment  to 
a  retired  individual  was  $10.  This  amount 
remained  as  the  minimum  until  1950 
when  it  was  doubled.  The  maximum 
amount  payable  to  a  retired  individual 
did  not  substantially  increase  from  its 
original  amount  of  $85  until  1954.  In  ad- 
dition, there  were  small  increases  en^ 
acted  in  1954,  1956,  1958,  1961,  and  1965. 

These  miniscule  changes  reflected 
congressional  recognition  of  the  need  for 
benefits  to  rise  in  direct  proporation  to 
the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living.  This 
principle  along  with  the  cardinal  rule 
that  income  into  the  social  security  fund 
must  equal  outgo,  has  been  adhered 
to — except  for  the  initial  timelag  of  15 
years — in  principle  but  not  in  fact. 

It  has  not  been  adhered  to  in  fact  be- 
cause increases  have  not  been  adequate 
enough  to  counteract  the  effects  of  infla- 
tion. Neither  have  they  risen  in  relation 
to  the  higher  wage  scales  of  today. 

This  brings  me  to  my  second  point. 
Social  security  benefits  simply  have  not 


kept  pace  with  the  rising  cost  of  living. 
Since  1958,  the  cost  of  living  measured 
by  the  Cdnsumer  Price  Index  has  risen 
close  to  28  percent.  In  the  past  2  years 
alone,  it  has  risen  over  3  percent  per 
annum.  Social  security  benefit  increases 
during  this  whole  period  have  amounted 
to  less  than  15  percent.  What  does  this 
mean  for  the  retired  American? 

It  means,  Mr.  President,  that  the  7y2- 
percent  benefit  increase  of  1958  failed  to 
restore  1954  buying  power. 

It  means  that  the  7-percent  increase 
of  1965  failed  to  restore  1958  buying 
power. 

It  means,  Mr.  President,  that  a  drastic 
increase  in  benefits  is  urgently  needed 
now  to  supply  buying  power  to  our  older 
retired  Americans  commensurate  with 
that  which  workers  enjoy  and  which  is 
high  enough  to  raise  retirees  to  the  levels 
of  the  1960's.  For  this  reason,  a  social 
security  benefit  increase  is  long  overdue. 

This  week  and  last,  Mr.  President, 
there  have  been  accusations  made  by 
both  Democrats  and  Republicans  that 
the  "other  side"  was  engaging  in  political 
opportunism  with  regard  to  the  proposed 
benefit  increases.  My  third  point  is  that 
it  is  necessary  to  enact  an  increase  which 
will  go  into  effect  immediately  as  an  in- 
dication to  our  senior  citizens  that  we 
are  concerned  with  their  welfare  before 
politics. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  hope  that  with 
a  modicum  of  agreement  politics  can  be 
pushed  aside  in  favor  of  speedy  action  to 
assist  needy  Americans. 

As  I  understand  it,  there  is  now  a  sub- 
stantial surplus  of  funds  in  the  social 
security  retirement  fund — in  fact,  close 
to  $2.3  billion — which  would  cover  bene- 
fit increases  for  a  number  of  months. 
Since  income  should  equal  outgo,  it  is 
only  reasonable  that  the  tax  increase 
should  come  into  effect  when  it  is  needed 
to  insure  that  payments  must  be  met. 

The  Finance  Committee  has  deter- 
mined that  if  benefits  increases  go  into 
effect  on  March  1,  1968,  the  tax  increase 
need  not  go  into  effect  until  January  1, 
1969.  There  is  nothing  wrong  or  incor- 
rect about  this  reasoning  as  far  as  the 
length  of  the  time  lag  between  increase 
in  payment  and  increase  in  taxation  is 
concerned. 

There  is  something  wrong  with  rea- 
soning, however,  which  dictates  that  ben- 
efit increases  should  be  delayed  until 
March  1  when  they  are  so  urgently  need- 
ed now.  Such  a  large  benefit  increase  is 
long  overdue.  Such  a  large  increase  is 
desperately  needed  now  to  counteract  the 
effects  of  inflation.  Such  a  large  increase 
is  necessary  to  convince  older  Americans 
that  Congress  considers  their  needs  be- 
fore it  maneuvers  for  their  votes.  Fi- 
nally, with  the  current  surplus,  we  can 
afford  to  fund  increases  at  any  time. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  au- 
thorizes the  funding  of  social  security 
retirement  benefit  increases  on  January 
1,  1968. 

I  do  not  believe,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  effects  of  moving  up  either  the  bene- 
fit or  the  tax  increase  will  be  detrimental 
to  Congress,  to  older  Americans,  or  to 
the  Nation  as  a  whole.  On  the  contrary, 
it  will  bring  joy  to  millions,  alleviate 
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suffering,  and  demonstrate  our  care  and 
concern  for  20  million  Americans  who 
labored  to  make  our  country  great. 

Mr.  President,  I  point  out  that  this 
amendment  does  not  change  the  effective 
date  of  the  payroll  tax  increase,  but  it 
does  provide  that  the  increased  benefits 
will  become  payable  as  of  January  1, 
1968. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  not  the  fault  of  the  Senate  nor  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance  that  we  have  not 
voted  on  the  social  security  bill  prior  to 
this  time,  and  that  we  cannot  put  the 
bill  into  effect  as  of  July  of  this  year.  The 
President  made  his  recommendation  in 
such  a  way  as  to  indicate  that  by  about 
July  the  increase  would  go  into  effect. 
But  as  a  practical  matter,  the  House  of 
Representatives  worked  long  and  hard 
on  the  bill.  They  considered  everybody's 
point  of  view,  and  let  all  the  retired  peo- 
ple be  represented  through  those  they 
had  chosen  to  speak  for  them. 

They  heard  the  views  of  all  of  those, 
pro  and  con — the  administration,  the 
employer  groups,  the  taxpayers,  and 
others.  And  by  the  time  they  were 
through,  they  sent  us  a  bill  which  we 
received  about  August  18.  So,  as  a  prac- 
tical matter  it  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
Senate  nor  of  the  Finance  Committee 
that  it  took  the  House  until  August  18  to 
get  a  bill  to  us. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  cer- 
tainly did  not  wish  to  imply  any  criti- 
cism toward  either  committee.  I  know 
they  had  a  tremendous  load  to  carry. 

I  am  simply  hoping  that  the  benefits 
will  be  paid  in  January  1968  rather  than 
March  1968. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  was  not  sug- 
gesting here  that  the  Senator  made  any 
invidious  suggestions,  because  he  did  not. 

I  was  only  saying  that  Congress,  and 
certainly  the  Senate,  cannot  be  blamed, 
nor  can  the  House  committee,  because  it 
took  from  January  until  the  middle  of 
August  for  this  enormous  and  important 
bill  which  contains  the  biggest  increase 
in  cash  benefits  in  the  history  of  the 
country.  In  fact,  from  the  point  of  view 
of  cash  benefits,  the  pending  bill  is  the 
biggest  social  security  bill  in  the  history 
of  America. 

Naturally,  I  do  not  think  anyone  would 
be  critical  of  the  fact  that  it  took  the 
House  until  August  18  to  get  a  bill  to  us, 
nor  of  the  fact  that  it  took  the  Senate 
committee  10  weeks  to  work  its  will  on 
this  measure. 

With  respect  to  the  date  the  Senator 
has  in  mind,  the  bill  would  be  in  confer- 
ence. If  we  could  pass  the  pending  bill 
this  week,  the  House  has  a  date  which 
would  work  out  to  about  January  1. 

The  Senate  committee  bill  would  be 
effective  as  of  March  with  the  first  checks 
falling  due  in  April. 

The  Department  tells  us  that  they  need 
this  time  in  order  to  do  the  studies  and 
work  that  is  necessary  to  convert  the 
benefits  of  these  24  million  people  on  the 
rolls  who  would  be  receiving  these  addi- 
tional payments. 

Furthermore,  under  part  (b)  of  medi- 
care, there  is  a  special  enrollment  period 
for  people  to  enroll  until  March  31,  1968, 


which  could  lead  to  some  confusion  with 
regard  to  benefits  for  which  people  would 
be  available  under  part  of  the  social 
security  program. 

Furthermore,  the  cost  of  the  bill,  as 
far  as  it  reduces  the  revenue  received 
by  the  Government,  would  be  about  $2 
billion  in  the  first  year. 

The  bill  is  more  or  less  neutral  as 
far  as  an  inflationary  problem  and  the 
Government  income  accounts  are  con- 
cerned. 

After  April,  however,  the  bill  would 
tend  to  increase  inflationary  pressures, 
and  that  is  something  that  Congress 
could  be  looking  at  next  year  when  it 
comes  back. 

Revenue  loss  and,  to  that  extent,  the 
lessening  of  the  Government's  income  ac- 
counts on  the  increase,  we  might  say,  of 
the  deficit  on  a  cash  spending  basis 
would  be  $710  million  if  the  pending 
amendment  were  agreed  to.  So,  Mr. 
President,  the  committee  did  think  about 
the  matter.  We  provided  that  the  bene- 
fits would  go  into  effect  a  little  bit  later. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  would  be 
much  more  substantial  benefits.  In  other 
words,  if  we  compare  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  bill,  the  first  year's  cost 
would  be  greater  under  the  Senate  bill. 
The  people  would  have  to  wait  a  few 
months  longer  to  get  the  increased  bene- 
fits, but  when  they  did  get  them,  they 
would  get  a  15 -percent  increase  instead 
of  a  12. 5 -percent  increase. 

The  Senate  bill  provides  for  a  $70 
minimum  payment  instead  of  a  $44  mini- 
mum payment,  and  they  would  receive 
these  high  benefits  from  then  until  the 
good  Lord  called  them  home. 

For  these  various  reasons,  I  hope  that 
the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  benefits  for  additional  cate- 
gories of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  pending  amend- 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  shall  merely  take  one 
moment  to  ascociates  myself  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Protjty]  as  a  cosponsor  of  this 
amendment.  It  has  been  my  privilege 
through  the  years  to  fight  by  his  side  to 
secure  a  greater  income  for  the  low 
bracket  of  elderly  people  on  social  secu- 
rity. I  remember  that  last  year — more 
than  a  year  ago — we  fought  for  a  $70 
social  security  payment  for  those  in  the 
lowest  bracket,  and  we  were  then 
charged,  as  we  have  been  today,  with 
being  fiscally  irresponsible.  In  fact,  one 
of  the  newspapers  in  my  State  referred 
to  us  as  being  fiscally  irresponsible.  I  do 
not  recall  that  either  the  majority  leader 
or  the  minority  leader  took  occasion  to 
make  that  charge  against  either  of  us; 
but  the  charge  was  made. 

Therefore,  it  was  with  astonishment 
and  some  degree  of  satisfaction  that 
when  the  90th  Congress  assembled  and 
President  Lyndon  Johnson  appeared  be- 
fore us  to  make  his  recommendation,  I 
heard  him  recommend  a  $70 — the  exact 
figure — minimum  for  the  elderly  on  so- 
cial security. 

He  was  not  charged,  as  I  recall,  with 
fiscal  irresponsibility,  although  I  do  not 
recall  that  he  made  specific  recommen- 
dations about  the  tax  to  support  it.  But 
we  waited  for  it  to  become  a  fact  and  in- 
troduced bills  to  make  it  so.  It  was  with 
great  satisfaction  that  we  found  that  the 
able  Committee  on  Finance  had  come  up 
with  the  figure  which  the  President  had 
recommended,  and  for  which  it  so  hap- 
pens the  Senator  from  Verrmont  and  I 
have  been  working  for  3  or  4  years. 

Mr.  President,  now  that  the  Senate 
has  so  overwhelming  preserved  the  com- 
plete integrity  and  resources  of  the  social 
security  fund,  surely  we  are  not  so  bad 


off,  and  the  redtape  is  not  so  thick,  that 
we  could  not  advance  those-payments  to 
the  elderly  people  from  March  1  to  Jan- 
uary 1. 

The  Senate  could  wait,  without  any 
degree  of  hardship.  But,  Mr.  President, 
if  I  read  my  mail  right — some  of  the 
letters  are  pathetic — every  month  our 
elderly  wait  is  too  long.  When  the  House 
and  Senate  committees  decide  finally  on 
the  increase  in  social  security,  I  believe 
that,  in  spite  of  all  the  clogs  that  take 
place  in  the  machinery  of  government,  it 
is  possible  for  these  people  to  begin  to 
receive  their  payments  January  1. 

I  am  sure  that  it  is  not  in  the  minds  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana and  others  who  oppose  this  amend- 
ment that  they  want  to  save  just  that 
amount  of  revenue  for  that  brief  period. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  whether  it  is  inten- 
tional or  not,  once  we  have  passed  this 
bill  and  have  adopted  the  conference  re- 
port, and  the  President  in  his  wisdom  has 
seen  fit  to  sign  it,  we  shall  have  already 
waited  too  long  to  take  care  of  our  el- 
derly people.  Some  of  them  cannot  wait, 
and  they  may  not  even  be  here  to  finally 
receive  their  just  desserts. 

It  is  very  difficult  for  me  to  understand 
how  any  Senator  could  vote  against  the 
proposed  amendment.  So,  once  more,  I 
am  very  proud  to  join  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont  in  sponsoring  it, 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  point  out  that  many  of  the  people 
about  whom  we  are  talking  are  receiving 
$44  a  month,  the  minimum  social  secu- 
rity rate  today,  which  totals  $528  a  year. 
The  average  payment  is  $85  a  month 
under  the  social  security  system,  which 
brings  in  the  munificent  sum  of  $1,020  a 
year.  I  wonder  whether  we  realize  the  ex- 
tent of  the  problems  with  which  these 
people  are  faced.  These  people  are  suf- 
fering. They  are  going  hungry.  They  need 
help. 

Only  last  week,  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  reported  a  bill 
embodying  substantial  pay  increases  for 
Federal  employees.  It  was  made  retroac- 
tive, as  I  recall,  to  October  1.  There  is  no 
reason  why  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration cannot  take  care  of  these  bene- 
fits as  of  January  1, 1968. 

I  have  a  memorandum  from  Mr.  Myers 
which  indicates  that  the  cost  for  moving 
the  effective  date  for  benefits  to  Janu- 
ary 1,  1968,  would  be  $710  million.  For 
once,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  and  I 
have  the  same  memorandum  and  the 
same  facts.  It  is  quite  interesting.  I  am 
glad  to  have  it. 

The  fact  is  this  change  in  the  effective 
date  can  be  done.  These  people  are  des- 
perately in  need  of  help;  and,  heaven 
knows,  $70  a  month  to  those  now  receiv- 
ing $44  a  month  will  not  make  life  very 
rosy  for  them,  but  at  least  it  will  be 
something. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  nothing  more  to 
say  on  the  question. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
as  I  have  already  stated,  in  terms  of  cash 
benefits,  this  is  the  biggest  social  se- 
curity bill  ever  to  come  before  the 
Senate. 

The  Committee  on  Finance,  if  I  say  so 
myself,  is  a  very  responsible  committee. 
It  is  one  committee  that  has  the  power 
to  raise  the  revenue  to  pay  for  the  bene- 
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fits  it  votes.  I  am  proud  that  the  commit- 
tee has  the  courage  to  provide  for  both 
the  taxes  and  the  |t>enefits  it  proposes, 
as  it  has  done  on  this  occasion. 

Now,  as  to  the  reason  why  it  is  not  pro- 
posed that  these  benefits  go  into  effect 
earlier:  many  of  the  benefits  for  which 
the  committee  voted  were  suggested  by 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]. 
Senator  Hartke,  who  proposed  the  most 
expensive  benefit  items,  also  moved  that 
we  adjust  our  financing  so  that  the  bene- 
fit increases  that  we  voted  for  1968  would 
be  paid  for  in  1968,  and  that  is  what 
we  did. 

Now,  you  will  not  find  many  old  people 
in  this  country  who  will  be  disappointed 
if  our  bill,  rather  than  the  House  bill,  is 
adopted.  Even  though  they  might  have 
to  wait  3  months  longer  before  receiving 
the  benefits,  they  will  end  up  getting 
much  more. 

In  order  to  keep  the  cost  of  the  bill 
within  reason,  and  in  recognition  of  this 
Government's  problem  with  regard  to  its 
deficit  and  its  excess  of  expenditures  over 
income,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Hartke]  was  willing  to  postpone  his  pro- 
posal, which  deals  with  the  liberaliza- 
tion of  benefits  for  the  blind,  to  January 
1969.  He  also  was  willing  to  do  the  same 
with  regard  to  raising  the  earnings  lim- 
itations, which  is  the  most  expensive 
amendment  we  added  to  the  bill.  It  would 
permit  a  social  security  recipient  to  make 
$2,000  a  year  without  any  reduction  in 
his  benefits.  The  Senator  was  willing 
to  postpone  the  effective  date  of  that 
proposal  until  January  1969. 

May  I  say  that  cost  factors  also  caused 
us  to  postpone  the  effective  date  of  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd] — the 
option  to  retire  at  age  60 — to  1969. 

If  the  pending  amendment  is  agreed  to 
by  the  Senate,  then  those  two  Senators, 
in  good  conscience,  could  move  that  the 
dates  of  their  pet  provisions  should  be 
moved  up.  That  would  increase  the  cost 
by  another  $1,010  million.  Add  that  to 
the  Prouty  amendment,  and  the  increase 
in  the  cost  of  the  bill  would  use  $1,720 
million. 

The  Government  has  a  deficit  at  this 
time.  The  deficit  does  not  look  nearly 
as  bad  on  a  cash  basis,  on  a  national  in- 
come accounts  basis,  as  it  does  on  the 
administrative  budget  basis  set  up  by 
law. 

On  an  administrative  basis  it  looks  as 
if  the  deficit  might  go  as  high  as  $29 
billion,  but  if  one  looks  at  the  taxes  com- 
ing in  and  payments  going  out,  it  looks 
as  if  it  might  be  about  $18  billion. 

The  bill  which  was  sent  to  us  by  the 
House  would  worsen  our  national  in- 
come-outgo by  $2  billion  in  1968,  but  that 
impact  would  not  be  felt  until  April. 
During  that  time  if  we  want  to  pass  a 
bill  increasing  taxes  to  raise  general 
revenues,  we  would  have  that  privilege; 
and,  also,  if  we  wish  to  cut  spending,  we 
have  that  course  open  to  us. 

If  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  agreed  to  and  other  Senators 
insist  that  the  same  principle  be  ap- 
plied to  their  proposals,  we  would  put 
everything  in  effect  immediately  in  Jan- 
uary. That  would  mean  the  impact  of  this 
bill  would  worsen  our  budgetary  situa- 


tion and  cause  the  Government  to  go 
into  the  market  and  borrow  an  additional 
$3.7  or  $4  billion. 

If  this  amendment  is  agreed  to,  other 
Senators  would  insist  that  their  pet  pro- 
visions, all  of  which  contain  merit,  go 
into  effect  immediately  in  January.  Al- 
though the  possibility  of  a  bankrupt  fund 
by  1970,  did  not  deter  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  from  moving  benefits  without 
the  tax,  I  think  it  would  deter  him  that 
his  amendment  would  create  a  real  in- 
flationary problem  and  create  greater 
pressures  on  Congress  to  pass  a  tax  in- 
crease, which  this  Senator  is  very  reluc- 
tant to  vote  for. 

However,  I  am  sure  the  committee  bill 
as  it  stands  will  be  hailed  by  aged  people 
of  our  country,  the  retired  people  of  our 
country,  and  the  many  widows  and  or- 
phans who  are  presently  receiving  bene- 
fits, as  one  of  the  most  generous  and 
progressive  forward-looking  and  healthy 
pieces  of  social  legislation  ever  passed  by 
any  Congress.  In  terms  of  cash  bene- 
fits it  will  be  the  largest  bill  passed. 

While  I  would  like  to  do  everything  we 
can  afford  to  do  to  help  those  who  are 
advanced  in  years,  those  who  are  dis- 
abled, and  all  the  others  who  get  social 
security  benefits,  I  think  the  responsible 
attitude  taken  by  the  committee  is 
worthy  of  support. 

Several  Senators -addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  consider- 
ing the  progress  which  is  being  made  on 
this  bill  and  other  legislation,  would 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  not  be 
willing  to  wait  until  the  time  comes  for 
final  passage  of  the  bill  to  decide  whether 
to  make  it  retroactive  to  March  1  or 
January  1? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  hope  the 
Senator  will  pardon  me  from  responding 
to  the  question.  I  understand  the  import 
of  his  question. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  Of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  has  great  ad- 
miration for  the  logic,  and  for  the  powers 
of  persuasion  and  the  argument  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  always  has.  He 
rarely  sets  up  a  strawman  to  knock  him 
down.  But  these  appalling  cases  he  has 
been  using  to  defeat  this  amendment  de- 
pend on  many  other  amendments  being 
offered  in  other  matters  if  this  amend- 
ment is  adopted. 

I  would  observe  to  my  distinguished 
friend  that  this  amendment  includes 
those  receiving  the  small  pensions.  The 
other  amendments  that  he  suggest, 
might  follow  as  a  matter  of  course  as  an 
avalanche  do  not  have  the  significance 
of  this  amendment.  The  sums  involved 
are  not  nearly  as  much. 

Sometimes  the  shoe  is  on  the  other 
foot.  I  remember  sitting  in  the  Senate 
Chamber  not  many  months  ago  when  for 
some  unknown  reason  we  delayed  the 
passage  of  a  bill  that  had  been  passed  by 
the  House,  to  be  sent  to  the  President, 
involving  1  month's  benefits  to  veterans 
of  Vietnam.  That  delayed  their  just  ben- 
efits when  at  the  same  time  we  were 
spreading  money  all  over  the  world.  I  get 


a  little  tired  of  being  so  penny  wise  and 
pound  foolish.  We  spend  money  all  over. 
But  when  we  get  ready  to  economize,  it 
is  by  saving  a  paltry  1  month's  benefits 
to  veterans  of  Vietnam,  or  by  delaying 
benefits  to  old  people,  who  are  trying  to 
live  on  $44  a  month,  from  January  to 
March. 

It  can  be  glossed  over  and  it  can  be 
suggested  that  if  somebody  does  this  we 
will  do  that.  But  it  is  really  very  simple. 
If  we  cannot  afford  to  get  these  benefits 
to  our  elderly,  then  we  are  in  tough 
straits. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Proxmire  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  shall  yield 
in  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  may  I  say  that  in  some 
respects  the  Senator  from  Vermont  steals 
the  laurels  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana. I  have  offered  amendments  for  a 
$70  minimum  before  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  came  to  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  While  I  was  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Then,  I  was 
not  offering  any  tax  to  pay  for  it,  either. 
However,  when  one  becomes  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Finance,  he 
has  to  start  thinking  of  how  to  pay  for 
all  of  these  things  and  how  big  a  deficit 
the  Government  is  running. 

In  committee,  we  were  pressed  very 
hard  sometimes,  by  such  conservative 
members  as  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware,  to  pay  for  the  things  we 
were  voting,  so  that  we  should  not  bank- 
rupt the  fund.  We  had  to  think  in  terms 
of  Government  fiscal  problems  and  in- 
flationary problems  because  we  were 
voting  out  more  benefits  than  we  were 
paying  for. 

It  was  for  that  reason  that  I  pressed 
the  Democrats  to  pay  for  the  benefits  we 
voted  for  in  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
We  did  it  and  we  did  it  without  a  single 
Republican  vote  for  it.  I  do  not  criticize 
the  other  side  for  their  view.  There  was 
an  argument  for  fiscal  and  financial  re- 
sponsibility from  the  minority  side  of  the 
aisle  that  if  we  were  going  to  vote  for 
benefits,  then  we  should  vote  the  tax  to 
pay  for  it.  We  did  that. 

If  the  Senate  were  to  depart  from  that 
principle,  it  would  be  against  the  best 
advice  we  have  from  more  conservative 
Members  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
and  those  who  think  in  terms  of  not 
only  the  needs  of  the  aged  people,  but 
also  others. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
point  out,  first  of  all,  that  this  amend- 
ment is  concerned  only  with  the  payment 
of  benefits  and  not  other  provisions  of 
the  bill. 

Not  long  ago  we  had  a  public  works 
bill  before  the  Senate.  I  supported  an 
amendment  to  cut  that  appropriation. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  only  11  other  Sen- 
ators voted  against  that  public  works 
bill.  In  fact  we  appropriated  $465  mil- 
lion more  than  we  did  last  year. 

Nevertheless,  some  of  us  apparently 
are  hesitant  to  help  these  elderly  people 
who  are  in  a  desperate  plight.  I  cannot 
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see  justice  in  that.  We  spend  money  for 
dams,  rivers,  harbors,  and  things  of  that 
nature  yet  hesitate  when  it  comes  to 
helping  the  elderly.  Realistically  I  think 
we  can  help  the  elderly  poor  and  it  should 
be  done  by  January  1. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
in  1968  this  bill  will  increase  the  pay- 
ments to  the  kind  of  people  for  whom  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  a  very  warm 
and  large  heart,  and  for  whom  I  have 
great  sympathy  and  feeling.  It  would  in- 
crease the  amount  flowing  to  them  in 
1968  by  $3,343  billion.  In  the  following 
year,  1969,  when  it  becomes  fully  effec- 
tive, the  bill  increases  the  amount  of 
money  for  those  fine  people,  some  of 
them  retired  and  others  in  desperate 
straits  who  need  the  benefits  this  bill 
will  provide.  By  1972,  the  bill  would  in- 
crease the  amount  of  money  flowing  to 
those  fine  and  deserving  people  by  $6.6 
billion. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  stand  here  to 
play  the  part  of  Scrooge.  The  Finance 
Committee  bill  will  do  more  to  help  less 
fortunate  people  than  any  bill  ever  to 
come  before  the  Senate,  as  it  stands  right 
now. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield?  I  have  a 
serious  question  this  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  have  any  estimate  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  benefits  which  would  ac- 
crue to  private  insurance  firms  as  a  re- 
sult of  passing  this  bill?  I  refer  to  the 
national  employers  who,  say,  have  a  pro- 
gram guaranteeing  a  retirement  of  $200 
a  month.  As  I  understand  it,  it  is  custo- 
mary to  set  up  these  plans  so  that  a 
company  can  pay  the  difference  between 
the  social  security  payment  and  the 
amount  specified  in  the  program — what- 
ever it  may  be  called.  But  is  there  any 
estimate  as  to  the  saving  to  corporate 
insurance  and  retirement  funds  through 
raising  the  social  security  benefits? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  regret  to  say 
that  I  do  not  have  those  figures  at  hand, 
but  I  will  try  to  get  them  for  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But,  it  would  be  a  sub- 
stantial amount? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  In  some  in- 
stances; yes,  sir.  Also,  there  may  be  some 
windfall  to  State  governments  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  big  increases  in  the  social  se- 
curity payments.  Some  States  will  be 
able  to  save  money  on  their  welfare  pro- 
grams, although  we  require  in  the  bill 
that  most  of  the  saving  be  passed  on 
through  to  the  beneficiaries  at  the  other 
end  rather  than  for  the  State  to  take 
full  advantage  of  such  a  windfall. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  As  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance  knows,  I  have 
great  sympathy  for  the  basic  approach  in 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Protjty].  Also,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  knows  that  I 
did  the  best  I  could  to  accomplish  in 
committee  something  along  the  same 
line,  trying  to  bring  the  $70  a  month  up 
to  $100  a  month.  However,  there  were 
not  enough  votes  to  get  it. 


I  think  that  a  man  over  the  age  of 
65,  living  by  himself,  and  with  no  income, 
should  receive  at  least  $1,200  a  year.  But 
that  did  not  prevail  in  committee.  I  came 
back  through  this  thing.  They  had  a  ma- 
jority vote  at  the  beginning  of  the  com- 
mittee session.  We  went  on  back  again' 
with  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  who  had  the  support  at  that 
time  of  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee — for  awhile,  at  least — on  a 
temporary  basis.  We  had  increased  the 
amount  of  money  we  were  going  to  raise 
not  by  $2.1  billion,  but  we  had  it  up  to 
$5.4  billion. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  $5.1  billion. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  All  right. 

I  was  astonished,  appalled,  and  every- 
thing else.  I  do  not  believe  that  we  should 
use  the  social  security  fund  as  a  means 
for  fiscal  adjustment  of  other  problems, 
or  use  it  as  a  petty  cash  fund  to  draw 
upon  for  the  war  in  Vietnam.  But  we  do 
have  a  situation  on  our  hands  where  we 
have  a  good  bill.  The  fact  is,  I  wonder 
whether  we  would  have  had  this  good  a 
bill  if  we  had  tried  to  go  ahead  and  fol- 
low the  situation  as  recommended  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  . 

Personally,  I  would  like  to  see  us  take 
that  money  out  of  the  general  fund. 
If  there  were  not  enough  votes  to  get 
that  job  done  in  committee,  we  would 
never  have  had  a  bill  at  all.  I  came  back 
from  the  committee  and  gave  ground 
that  I  preferred  not  to  give  ground  on. 
The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  also  gave  ground.  I  said  to  him, 
would  he  be  agreeable,  if  we  could  get 
the  bill  out  and  not  try  to  tax  the  peo- 
ple, to  deferring  his  amendment  until 
January  1,  1969.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  does  not  push  that  date  for- 
ward. He  does  not  have  any  plans  to 
push  that  date  forward.  I  would  like  to 
push  them  all  forward.  In  fact  I  would 
like  to  push  them  back  a  couple  of  years 
and  say  that  a  person  receiving  only  $44 
a  month  in  March  has  been  cheated. 
Give  them  something  for  all  those  years 
they  have  not  had  it.  But  that  is  not  the 
way  it  works.  The  best  we  could  come 
up  with  was  a  situation  of  how  to  do  the 
accounting  and  how  to  do  the  checks. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  told  us,  in  all  good 
conscience,  that  it  probably  would  be 
February  before  it  could  get  the  job  done, 
anyway.  The  question  is  whether  it  will 
be  February  or  March  1.  We  could 
make  it  retroactive  if  we  wanted  to.  We 
could  make  it  retroactive  for  a  year  if  we 
wanted  to.  There  is  no  law  against  that. 
But  what  we  are  talking  about  is  relative 
to  the  mechanics  of  providing  the  checks 
to  be  received  in  March  which  would  be 
charged  from  February,  or  effective  in 
March  and  voted  in  April. 

They  will  get  their  checks.  They  will 
get  that  assurance.  It  probably  must  go 
back  to  the  House  to  get  the  figure  almost 
closer  to  $70,  than  if  we  adopt  this 
amendment  and  move  it  back  to  Jan- 
uary 1. 

In  my  opinion,  if  this  amendment  is 
successful,  instead  of  people  going  from 
$44  up  to  $70,  they  will  receive  closer  to 
$50,  a  $6  increase. 

Personally,  I  am  in  favor  of  making 
sure  that  they  get  all  they  can,  although 
I  personally  feel  that  there  is  too  much 


tax  in  the  bill.  I  still  think  that  it  is 
fairer  than  it  was  when  originally  pre- 
sented. Then  we  were  going  to  tax  $3 
billion  more.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
that  is  unjust  and  unnecessary  and 
thank  goodness  it  did  not  prevail  in  com- 
mittee, through  the  good  graces  of  the 
chairman,  because  he  came  back  in  there 
and  he  had  changed  his  original  tenta- 
tive vote — and  it  was  a  tentative  vote,  I 
agree  with  that. 

Thus,  I  am  going  to  support  the  com- 
mittee. I  would  hope  that  the  Senate 
will  also  support  the  committee  in  op- 
posing the  amendment. 

I  will  say  that  opposing  the  amend- 
ment, in  my  opinion,  will  do  more  for  the 
elderly  people  of  this  country  than 
adopting  it. 

It  does  not  make  an  emotional  charge 
that  it  has  practical  effects. 

Let  me  make  clear  that  while  next  year 
is  an  election  year,  I  do  not  run  in  1968. 
The  people  will  feel  the  full  impact  of 
the  tax  in  this  bill  in  1969,  before  I  ever 
have  to  meet  the  people  again. 

Thus,  this  is  a  responsible  bill.  I  think 
there  are  some  changes  which  should  be 
made,  but  this  is  not  one  of  them. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  do  not  think  that  this  Nation  would 
have  a  national  debt  of  $342  billion  if 
the  same  committees  that  authorize  the 
spending  had  the  responsibility  to  raise 
the  money  to  pay  for  it. 

The  Committee  on  Finance  does  have 
that  responsibility  with  regard  to  the 
social  security  program.  The  committee 
has  measured  up  to  that  responsibility. 
It  has  come  in  here  and  proposed  to  pare 
down  somewhat  what  it  would  like  to 
do  for  these  fine  old  people,  and  for 
others  drawing  these  benefits,  to  keep 
the  cost  of  the  benefits  we  vote  within 
the  taxes  which  are  to  be  paid. 

The  Senate  voted  to  uphold  that  idea 
by  a  vote  of  62  to  6,  on  the  previous  roll- 
call  vote  today. 

If  the  Senate  wishes  to  depart  from 
that  principle  and  wants  our  committee 
to  start  the  business  of  voting  vast  bene- 
fits without  the  money  to  pay  for  them, 
the  Senate  can  so  instruct  us  by  making 
that  sort  of  vote. 

If  that  is  what  the  Senate  wants  to 
do.  I  can  play  that  game  as  well  as 
anyone  else  and  go  into  committee  and 
vote  to  raise  benefits  by  $200  a  month 
minimum  and  not  worry  about  where 
the  money  will  come  from — just  add  it 
to  the  deficit.  But,  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  has  been  responsible.  One 
reason  that  we  do  not  pay  the  checks 
earlier — one  reason  we  deferred  some 
benefits — is  that  we  have  responsibly 
tried  to  keep  the  cost  of  the  program 
within  the  revenues  we  have  been  able 
to  raise.  I  would  hope  that  the  Senate 
would  sustain  the  committee  and  not 
agree  to  the  amendment  for  that  reason. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  note  that  the  Senator, 
like  the  majority  and  minority  leaders, 
is  laying  down  on  the  word  "responsible" 
and  labeling  some  of  us  who  thought, 
through  the  years,  that  we  had  been  re- 
sponsible, as  irresponsible.  But  I  respect 
the  responsibility — and"  he  has  used  that 
word  a  dozen  times — of  the  distinguished 
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chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee. 
Perhaps  it  is  irresponsible  to  suggest  that 
these  people  receiving  the  minimum,  in 
the  dead  of  winter,  in  January,  should 
not  have  to  base  their  expectation  on 
what  is  going  to  happen  in  March.  But 
they  cannot  eat  expectations  and  expec- 
tations will  not  keep  them  warm.  Per- 
haps it  is  an  emotional  appeal,  but  if 
we  are  going  to  be  entirely  responsible, 
and  the  overwhelming  vote  to  which  the 
Senator  referred  really  means  something, 
it  would  be  a  very  simple  matter  for 
those  who  bow  down  to  follow  a  sense  of 
responsibility — let  the  elderly  have  this 
money  in  January  and  move  up  the  tax 
in  January,  too.  Then  we  will  not  be 
faced  with  what  I  am  sure  is  a  purely  co- 
incidental situation  of  having  benefits 
just  before  election  and  taxes  coming 
after  election. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  In  the  first 
place,  I  have  not  said  anyone  was  irre- 
sponsible, but  I  have  said  the  committee 
was  responsible,  in  this  particular  argu- 
ment, and  I  think  that  is  correct. 

The  tax  increase  does  not  go  into  ef- 
fect in  January,  to  raise  enough  money 
in  12  months,  from  taxes  for  the  benefits 
that  would  be  paid  out  in  9  months.  The 
following  year  the  taxes  go  up  even  more, 
and  we  apply  it  against  an  even  higher 
wage  base.  Again,  we  would  raise  more 
money  to  pay  for  the  benefits  that  we 
are  voting. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  actually,  the  Senator 
is  reducing  the  tax  in  January  of  this 
year  over  the  present  level. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Not  this  year. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Next  year  the  Senator 
is  reducing  it  from  4.4  under  existing  law 
to  4.2.  So  that  is  a  reduction  in  taxes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  I  recall, 
in  January  1969,  the  rate  will  go  to  4.9 
under  existing  law.  We  put  it  at  4.8. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Under  existing  law  it  is 
3.9,  and  the  committee  reduced  it  to  3.8 
for  1968. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
Is  looking  at  part  of  it  only.  He  is  look- 
ing at  the  social  security  part  of  it.  The 
total  tax  is  4.4  in  1968.  It  would  be  4.9 
in  1969  to  1970.  We  changed  that  rate  to 
4.8,  but  we  apply  it  against  a  bigger  base, 
so  it  brings  in  more  money.  We  collect 
more  taxes  by  charging  a  rate  that  is 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  less  against  a  base 
that  is  much  greater. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  But  the  Senator  re- 
duces it  under  the  Oldage  and  Survivors 
Disability  Insurance  program. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  largely 
because  of  a  shift  of  funds  necessary  to 
put  more  money  into  the  nursing  home 
program  to  correct  a  deficiency  in  those 
funds,  as  pointed  out  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams].  By  mak- 
ing that  adjustment,  it  causes  a  reduc- 
tion in  one  area  and  an  increase  in 
another.  But  if  one  looks  at  the  overall 
rate,  the  rate  would  go  from  4.4  to  4.9 
under  existing  law  in  1969,  and  we  would 
have  it  go  from  4.4  to  4.8.  We  still  raise 
more  money,  and  the  reason  for  it  is  that 
we  apply  it  against  a  much  higher  wage 
base. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 


offered  by  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  for  himself  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon]  ,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Monroney]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  HollingsI,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson], 
and  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon]  would  each  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender].  If  pre- 
sent and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Ore- 
gon would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dom- 
inick],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  because  of  death  in  his 
family. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fan- 
nin] is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  12, 
nays  55,  as  follows: 


[No.  328  Leg.] 
YEAS — 12 


Aiken 

Cotton 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Bayh 

Hatfield 

Miller 

Brooke 

Javits 

Prouty 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Williams,  N.J. 

NAYS — 55 

A 11  nt+ 

Hayden 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Muskie 

Ro        of  t 
JZ>dI  1  .  <  I.  L 

Hill 

Pastore 

Bible 

Holland 

Pearson 

Hruska 

Pell 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Proxmire 

Buxdick 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Russell 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Spong 

Eastland 

McGovern 

Symington 

Fong 

Mclntyre 

Thurmond 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Williams,  Del. 

Griffin 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Hansen 

Montoya 

Young,  Ohio 

Hart 

Morton 

Hartke 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING— 

-33 

Baker 

Fulbright 

Morse 

Bennett 

Gruening 

Murphy 

Byrd,  Va. 

Harris 

Nelson 

Cannon 

Hollings 

Percy 

Church 

Jackson 

Scott 

Cooper 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smathers 

Dodd 

Long,  Mo. 

Stennis 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Ervin 

McGee 

Tydings 

Fannin 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

So  Mr.  Prouty's  amendment  was  re- 

jected. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories 
of  individuals,  to  improve  the  public  as- 
sistance program  and  programs  relating 
to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children, 
and  for  other  purposes. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  Michigan  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  bill  reported  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee includes  a  provision  for  expedited 
processing  of  social  security  checks  in 
situations  where  long  delays  are  often 
experienced  under  the  existing  law. 

The  proposed  increases  in  social  se- 
curity taxes  and  benefits  have  monopo- 
lized most  of  the  current  debate.  How- 
ever, under  some  circumstances  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  social  security  pro- 
gram can  be  as  important  to  retired 
persons  as  the  range  of  benefits. 

I  have  been  disturbed  that  many  peo- 
ple across  the  country  who  are  entitled  to 
benefits,  do  not  receive  their  checks  as 
promptly  and  as  efficiently  as  they  have 
a  right  to  expect.  Numerous  cases  of  un- 
due delay  in  the  processing  of  claims 
have  arisen  in  my  State  of  Michigan. 
The  need  to  expedite  the  handling  of 
benefit  applications  is  urgent. 

Earlier  this  year  I  joined  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  and  others,  in  sponsoring  S.  1954. 
That  bill  would  authorize  the  establish- 
ment of  procedures  under  which  dis- 
bursement of  social  security  checks 
could  be  expedited  when  claimants  run 
up  against  protracted  delays  in  the 
processing  of  their  applications. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  substance  of  that 
bill  has  been  adopted  by  the  committee 
and  has  been  incorporated  as  section  172 
of  the  pending  bill.  Under  this  provision, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  di- 
rected to  establish  special  procedures  to 
permit  stepped  up  payment  of  monthly 
benefits  under  particular  circumstances. 

Of  course,  I  would  point  out  that  the 
effectiveness  of  this  section  will  depend 
to  a  large  extent  upon  the  regulations  to 
be  promulgated  by  the  Secretary. 

I  assume  and  anticipate  that  the  reg- 
ulations to  be  issued,  if  section  172  be- 
comes law,  will  delegate  substantial  dis- 
cretion and  authority  to  the  local  social 
security  offices.  This  will  be  necessary  if 
the  provision  is  to  be  meaningful. 

It  should  be  noted  that  claims  for  dis- 
ability benefits  are  excluded  from  the 
provision.  This  is  justified  because  those 
cases  are  customarily  complicated  and 
require  medical  judgment  which  should 
be  carefully  evaluated. 

But,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  excuse 
for  the  long  delays  often  experienced  in 
processing  routine  claims  for  ordinary 
retirement  benefits. 

I  believe  that  section  172  of  the  bill  be- 
fore the  Senate  will  go  a  long  way  to- 
ward eliminating  much  of  the  bureau- 
cratic redtape  which  is  now  so  evident  in 
administering  social  security  benefits. 
Social  security  is  the  major  source  of 
income  for  about  one-half  of  all  bene- 
ficiaries over  65  years  of  age.  For  them, 
a  delay  of  a  month,  or  even  a  week,  can 
be  a  serious  blow. 

I  want  to  commend  the  members  of  the 
Finance  Committee  for  incorporating 
this  provision  in  the  bill.  Along  with 
them,  I  hope  it  will  become  law,  and  that 
it  will  operate  to  eliminate  much  of  the 
unnecessary  delay  Members  of  Congress 


read  about  in  the  daily  mail  received 
from  our  constituents. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
about  to  propound  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request,  but  before  doing  so,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  rule,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
rule  notwithstanding,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  order  for  the  quorum 
call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  unanimous-consent  request  at  the 
desk  which  I  have  discussed  with  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill; 
the  ranking  minority  member,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  ;  and  my  dear  colleague  the 
minority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Dirksen];  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  ; 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty];  and  other  Senators;  and 
I  ask  that  it  be  read  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
unanimous-consent  request  will  be 
stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

Ordered,  That  effective  on  Monday  next, 
at  the  conclusion  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness, during  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  12080),  debate  on  any  amend- 
ment, motion,  or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table,  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
mover  of  any  such  amendment  or  motion 
and  the  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long];  Provided,  however,  That  with  respect 
to  the  two  amendments  to  be  designated  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
there  be  a  2-hour  limitation  on  each;  Pro- 
vided, That  in  the  event  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  is  in  favor  of  any 
such  amendment  or  motion,  that  the  time  in 
opposition  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the 
minority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated 
by  him:  Provided,  further.  That  no  amend- 
ment that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions 
of  said  bill  shall  be  received;  Ordered,  further, 
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That  on  the  question  of  the  final  passage  of 
said  bill,  debate  shall  be  limited  to  5  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  respec- 
tively by  the  majority  and  minority  leaders; 
Provided,  That  the  said  leaders,  or  either  of 
them,  may  from  the  time  under  their  con- 
trol on  the  passage  of  said  bill,  allot  addi- 
tional time  to  any  Senator  during  the  con- 
sideration of  any  amendment,  motion,  or 
appeal. 

Mr.  MANS  FIELD .  Mr.  President,  I 
have  one  addition  to  make,  if  I  may,  and 
that  is  that  the  vote  occur  at  11  o'clock 
on  Wednesday  morning  next  and,  on  that 
date,  that  the  Senate  come  in  at  10 
o'clock  for  the  purpose  of  having  1  final 
hour  of  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  also  ask  that  rule  XII  be  waived? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
ruleXn? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  re- 
quires a  quorum  call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,.  Rule  XLT 
requires  a  quorum  call  to  be  had  before 
the  setting  of  the  time  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  majority  leader:  Suppose  the 
amendments  are  disposed  of,  say,  by 
midafternoon  of  Tuesday  next  

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  order  would 
still  hold.  It  is  the  best  we  can  do.  There 
is  no  perfect  way  to  face  up  to  the  situa- 
tion. The  reason  why  we  had  planned 
to  come  in  tomorrow  was  the  slow 
progress  we  are  making  on  the  bill.  This 
will  give  every  Senator  notice  as  to  when 
the  final  vote  will  take  place.  He  will 
be  made  aware  of  the  fact  that  there 
will  be  a  time  limitation  on  amend- 
ments in  the  meantime,  and  in  that  way, 
every  Senator  will  be  treated  as  equitably 
as  possible  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  regret  not  to  have  been  in  the 
Chamber  at  the  time  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  was  stated.  May  I  ask 
what  is  the  request? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Briefly,  it  is  a  1- 
hour  limitation  on  each  amendment,  2 
hours  on  two  amendments  to  be  spec- 
ified by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  and  5  hours  on  the  bill.  The 
final  vote  will  occur  at  11  o'clock  on 
Wednesday  morning  next.  The  Senate 
will  come  in  on  that  day  at  10  o'clock. 
The  hour  between  10  and  11  will  be  for 
final  debate  on  the  bill  as  it  is  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  would  hope  that  we  might  not  try  to 
insist  on  a  vote  on  Wednesday  because 
the  thought  occurs  to  me  that  on  some 
major  amendment  between  now  and 
then  the  decision  might  turn  on  the 
number  of  Senators  out  of  town.  I 
realize  the  problem  the  majority  leader 
is  faced  with,  and  I  want  to  cooperate 
100  percent  with  him.  I  wonder,  how- 
ever, whether  we  might  not  have  an 
agreement  without  specifying  the  time 
for  the  final  vote,  for  the  reason  that  it 
is  just  possible  that  some  Senator  may 
feel  he  is  being  very  much  prejudiced 
against  in  an  amendment  of  his  which 
might  be  debated,  with  the  absent  Sena- 
tors making  the  difference,  whereas  a 
full  Senate  attendance  might  make  the 
difference  when  he  calls  up  his  amend- 
ment. 


Could  we  not  agree  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  without  the  Wednesday 
date? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  If  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  would  allow 
me,  I  think  that  what  the  membership, 
by  and  large,  is  most  interested  in  is 
when  the  time  for  final  passage  of  the 
pending  legislation  will  take  place. 

It  appeared  to  me  it  would  be  doing  a 
favor  to  all  Members  of  the  Senate  if 
they  knew  specifically  that  there  was  to 
be  a  vote  at  a  time  certain.  As  far  as 
amendments  are  concerned,  some  Sena- 
tors will  be  absent,  on  both  sides  of  every 
amendment,  whom  we  wTould  like  to  have 
here,  but  who  under  the  circumstances 
find  it  impossible  to  be  here. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  hope  not  to  have  to 
object  to  this  request.  I  do  not  happen  to 
have  been  one  who  was  consulted,  but 
that  is  not  too  important  as  long  as  I  am 
here.  There  are  a  series  of  amendments 
to  some  sections  of  the  bill  which  are 
being  prepared  by  a  group  of  us  in  the 
Senate — quite  a  number  of  Senators — 
which  I  hope  will  be  filed,  generally  along 
the  lines  that  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 
York  and  I  have  been  pushing  and  serv- 
ing notice  on. 

I  must  say  I  am  caught  short  on  the 
question  of  what  to  do  about  them.  The 
only  thing  I  would  like  to  say,  as  I  think 
the  thing  through,  is  first,  that  I  am  sure 
the  majority  leader  will  agree  that  if 
another  amendment  needs  2  hours  of 
discussion — we  may  have  an  amendment 
which  may  be  as  significant  as  that  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware — we  may 
have  it  out  of  the  reserved  time  which 
the  leaders  have,  and  that  it  is  under- 
stood we  will  be  accommodated  on  it,  be- 
cause a  half  hour  on  an  amendment  is 
not  very  much. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  can  be 
assured  of  that. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Another  thing:  It  is  con- 
ceivable that  on  a  bill  of  this  kind  we  may 
not  be  able  to  get  through  with  all 
amendments  by  11  o'clock  Wednesday 
morning.  Then  all  the  amendments  not 
acted  on  by  then  would  have  to  be  voted 
on  at  that  time.  Therefore,  that  is  a  cut- 
off that  is  not  justified. 

I  may  very  well  not  be  here.  I  have  a 
duty  in  Europe,  which  is  very  familiar  to 
the  majority  leader,  as  have  other  Sen- 
ators; but  I  do  think  we  ought  to  have  a 
chance  to  see  to  it  that  the  amendments 
are  proposed,  debated,  and  voted  on. 

Therefore,  I  hope  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  will  be  modified  to  pro- 
vide two  things:  First,  additional  time 
on  the  bill.  Five  hours  may  not  be  enough. 
One  hour  on  each  amendment  may  be  too 
little.  I  think  the  fixing  of  11  o'clock 
on  Wednesday  is  fine,  but  it  should  be 
subject  to  the  fact  that  amendments  sub- 
mitted by  then  should  have  had  time  to 
be  debated  and  voted  on.  Then,  if  there 
is  a  third  reading,  and  if  11  o'clock  on 
Wednesday  follows  the  third  reading,  it 
is  fine  to  have  the  vote  at  11  o'clock. 
Otherwise,  the  time  should  be  extended 
so  as  to  give  every  Member  of  the  Senate 
the  right  to  have  his  amendment  brought 


up  and  at  least  have  the  minimal  time 
on  it. 

My  suggestion  is  twofold:  First,  that 
the  leaders  provide  more  time  on  the 
bill;  second,  that  they  make  the  hour  of 
11  o'clock  Wednesday  for  voting,  if  they 
insist  on  it,  contingent  upon  the  fact  that 
there  shall  have  been  a  third  reading  and 
that  Senators  shall  have  had  their  time 
on  their  amendments. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  raised  a.  good 
point.  It  was  my  understanding  that  this 
request  was  intended  to  take  care  of  the 
situation  in  which  every  Senator  would 
have  a  chance  to  get  time  on  his  amend- 
ment. I  agree  that  we  would  not  want  to 
come  in  at  11  o'clock  on  Wednesday  and 
then  have  to  discard  all  other  amend- 
ments or  vote  on  them  without  explana- 
tion. 

What  I  think  the  majority  leader  was 
trying  to  work  out  was,  in  the  event 
we  reached  third  reading  on  Tuesday 
afternoon,  that  we  would  have  a  final 
vote  on  Wednesday.  I  think  it  should  be 
made  clear  that  in  the  event  we  went 
into  Wednesday  morning  and  there  were 
amendments  which  had  not  been  offered 
or  disposed  of,  we  would  have  time  to  dis- 
pose of  them. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
suggestion  of  the  manager  of  the  bill,  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long], 
is  that  if  there  are  any  amendments  in 
that  category  on  Wednesday,  after  com- 
ing in  at  10  o'clock  on  Monday  and  Tues- 
day and  staying  late,  it  might  be  well 
to  consider  having  a  half-hour  limita- 
tion on  such  remaining  amendments,  15 
minutes  to  a  side,  and  add  to  the  time 
allowed  on  the  bill,  6  or  7  hours,  instead 
of  5. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield,  I  do  not  think  we  should 
cut  off  a  Member  of  the  Senate  if  he  has 
not  submitted  an  amendment.  He  ought 
to  be  given  an  opportunity  to  explain  it. 
I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  have  such  a 
bobtail  provision  in  this  agreement. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  All  I  am  trying  to  do 
is  find  a  way  out  of  a  situation  which  be- 
sets many  Senators.  Personally,  I  would 
just  as  soon  come  in  tomorrow  and  Sun- 
day and  stay  here  over  Thanksgiving. 
The  majority  and  minority  leaders  are 
trying  to  work  out,  with  the  manager  of 
the  bill  and  the  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  committee,  something  that  will 
meet  the  requirements  of  Senators  who 
must  leave  town  to  fulfill  other  respon- 
sibilities. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  knows  that  the  majority  leader  is 
a  fair  man.  No  Senator  is  going  to  be  pre- 
cluded from  his  fundamental  rights.  I 
think  the  majority  and  minority  leaders 
are  trying  to  be  fair  about  this.  We  have 
to  rely  upon  their  integrity.  I  do  not 
think  any  Senator  will  be  left  out  in  the 
cold. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Not  if  we  can  help  it. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  the  first  place,  I 
want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  shall  not 
object  to  the  request.  In  fact,  I  favor  it.  I 
wanted  to  make  it  clear  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd] 
that  my  earlier  request  will  no  longer  be 
applicable  if  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest is  agreed  to.  Whether  I  am  here  on 
Monday  or  not,  please  disregard  my 
earlier  request. 

If  the  Senator  from  Montana  will 
listen  to  me,  please,  I  am  quite  agreeable 
to  this  method  of  handling  of  the  mat- 
ter, and  I  would  hope  that  I  might  be 
given  a  live  pair  in  two  cases.  I  will 
describe  what  they  are.  I  have  committed 
myself  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  to  vote  for  one  of  his 
amendments,  not  for  the  other.  He  knows 
the  one.  And  I  have  committed  myself  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  to 
vote  for  an  amendment  which  he  has. 

I  would  hope  I  would  have  a  live  pair 
tD  fulfill  my  commitments  in  that  re- 
gard, because  I  thought  the  amendments 
would  be  offered  earlier  than  this.  Ex- 
cept for  that,  and  I  place  no  condition 
on  it,  I  would  have  no  objection  to  the 
request. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  will  do  the  very 
best  I  can. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  that  the 
Chamber  be  cleared. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  per- 
sons not  here  on  business  will  please 
vacate  the  Chamber  promptly.  The  Ser- 
geant at  Arms  is  instructed  to  see  that 
the  order  is  carried  out.  Senators  will 
suspend  until  the  Chamber  is  cleared. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  modify  the  unanimous-consent 
request  to  this  extent : 

First,  that  the  time  on  the  bill  be 
changed  from  5  hours  to  6  hours. 

Second,  that  the  time  designated  in 
the  unanimous-consent  request,  at  which 
the  final  vote  would  be  taken,  be  made 
contingent  upon  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill  by  the  close  of  business  on  Tuesday. 

Third,  if  third  reading  is  not  reached 
by  Tuesday  night,  time  for  further 
amendments  be  limited  to  a  half  hour, 
the  time  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  Senator  who  proposes  the  amend- 
ment and  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject  

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  hear  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  state  that  the  final  vote  would 


come  at  the  end  of  that  time,  or  at  any 
fixed  time,  on  that  day  or  when. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  all  depends  on 
how  the  time  is  used,  but  if  we  reach 
third  reading  on  Tuesday  afternoon,  the 
final  vote  will  occur  on  Wednesday  at  11 
a.m.  But  if  amendments  are  still  to  be 
proposed  on  Wednesday,  there  will  be  a 
half  hour  on  each  one  until  we  reach 
final  passage. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  discussed  a  proposal  of 
mine  with  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, and  it  is  agreeable  to  him.  One 
of  my  amendments  deals  with  series  E 
bonds,  which  may  not  be  considered  ex- 
actly germane.  Twant  it  understood  that 
it  is  agreeable  to  take  up  that  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  There  will  be 
no  objection  to  that. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  assure  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  that  if  additional 
time  is  needed,  it  will  be  forthcoming. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Will  this  arrangement 
take  care  of  the  objection  voiced  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  that  perhaps 
amendments  will  not  be  disposed  of  by 
11  o'clock  on  Wednesday?  What  will 
become  of  the  final  vote  in  that  event? 
Will  it  be  delayed,  in  which  event  Sen- 
ators who  have  reservations  for  Wednes- 
day afternoon  had  probably  better  can- 
cel them? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No;  we  are  coming 
in  early. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  But  however  early  we 
come  in,  will  there  not  be  the  possibility 
that  the  amendments  will  not  be  taken 
care  of,  and  that  that  will  leave  the  hour 
for  the  final  vote  a  floating  hour? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Only  if  third  read- 
ing is  reached  on  Tuesday,  will  the  vote 
take  place  at  11  o'clock  on  Wednesday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  after 
going  through  this  ordeal,  I  am  about  to 
make  another  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest, but  before  I  do  so,  I  extend  my 
apologies  to  those  Senators  who  had  en- 
gagements tomorrow  and  who  have  re- 
mained in  attenance  on  the  basis  of  my 
motion  this  morning  that  the  Senate 
come  in  tomorrow.  I  am  deeply  sorry  if 
they  have  been  discommoded  in  any 
plans  they  made.  I  hope  it  is  not  too  late 
for  some  of  them,  at  least,  to  carry  them 
out. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  majority  leader 
Is  forgiven. 

ORDER    FOR    ADJOURNMENT    UNTIL    10    A.M.  ON 
MONDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today — and 
this  will  automatically  vacate  the  previ- 
ous order — it  stand  on  adjournment  un- 
til 10  o'clock  on  Monday  morning  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  subsequently  said :  Mr. 


President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  referred  to  by  the  dis- 
tinguished ranking  minority  member  on 
the  Committee  on  Finance  [Mr.  Wil- 
liams of  Delaware]  be  considered  as  ger- 
mane to  the  bill.  I  understand  that  this 
request  is  agreeable  to  the  chairman. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  unanimous  consent  was  subse- 
quently reduced  to  writing,  as  follows: 

Ordered,  that  effective  on  Monday,  Novem- 
ber 20,  1967,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  routine' 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080),  an  act  to 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an 
increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assistance 
program  and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare 
and  health  of  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, debate  on  any  amendment  (except 
two  amendments  to  be  designated  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  upon 
which  there  will  be  a  2-hour  limitation), 
motion,  or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table,  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  mover 
of  any  such  amendment  or  motion  and  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]:  Pro- 
vided, That  in  the  event  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposition 
thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  minority 
leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by  him. 
Provided,  That  no  amendment  that  is  not 
germane  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  bill 
shall  be  received. 

Provided  further,  That  if  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill  has  not  been  reached  at  the  close 
of  business  on  Tuesday,  November  21,  debate 
on  further  amendments  shall  be  limited  to  y2 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
under  the  same  conditions  set  forth  above, 
and  that  if  the  third  reading  is  reached  be- 
fore the  close  of  business  on  Tuesday,  No- 
vember 21,  the  vote  on  final  passage  of  the 
bill  shall  occur  at  11  o'clock  a.m.,  Wednesday, 
November  22. 

Ordered  further,  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  6  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders :  Provided,  That  the  said 
leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the 
time  under  their  control  on  the  passage  of 
the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal. 


November  17,  1967  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16731 


SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
In  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

i  AMENDMENT  NO.  442 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr,  President,  I  offer  an 
amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
In  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mil- 
ler is  as  follows : 

Beginning  on  page  133,  line  1,  strike  out 
all  through  page  139,  line  25,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"METHOD    OP    DETERMINING    REASONABLE  COST 
FOR  PROVIDERS  OF  SERVICES 

"Sec.  142.  (a)  (1)  Strike  out  the  third  sen- 
tence of  section  1861(v)(l)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  insert  in  lieu  theerof  the 
following:  'Such  regulations  (A)  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  determination  of  costs  of  serv- 
ices on  a  per  diem  basis,  at  the  option  of  the 
provider  of  services,  in  all  cases  where  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  services  pro- 
vided so  permit,  and,  otherwise,  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  determination  of  costs  of  serv- 
ices on  a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis, 

(B)  may  provide  for  the  use  of  estimates 
of  costs  of  particular  items  or  services,  and 

(C)  may  provide  for  the  use  of  charges  or 
a  percentage  of  charges  where  this  method 
reasonably  reflects  the  costs.  With  a  view  to 
not  encouraging  inefficiency,  in  determining 
a  per  diem  basis  for  cost  of  services  there 
shall  be  taken  into  account  the  per  diem 
costs  prevailing  in  a  community  for  com- 
parable quality  and  levels  of  services.  Such 
regulation  shall  include  provision  for  spe- 
cific recognition  of  a  reasonable  return  on 
fair  market  value  of  the  facility  (determined 
In  accordance  with  periodic  Federal  Housing 
Administration  or  similar  appraisals ) ;  but 
the  rate  of  return  so  recognized  shall  not 
exceed  one  and  one-half  times  the  average 
of  the  rates  of  interest  for  each  of  the 
months  any  part  of  which  is  included  in 
such  fiscal  period,  on  obligations  issued  for 
purchase  by  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund.  Where  such  return  Is  allowed 
there  shall  not  be  allowed  interest  on  capi- 
tal indebtedness  or  depreciation  on  the  facil- 
ity in  determining  reimbursable  costs.' 

"(2)  The  fourth  sentence  of  such  section 
1861  (v)  (1)  is  amended  by  inserting  '(except 


as  might  happen  by  reason  of  the  provisions 
of  clause  (A)  of  the  preceding  sentence)' 
immediately  after  'will  not'. 

"(3)  The  last  sentence  of  such  section 
1861(v)(l)  is  hereby  repealed. 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  applicable  to  services  provided 
under  title  XVin  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
on  and  after  July  1,  1968." 

On  page  321,  strike  out  lines  20  through 
23.  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"'(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  the  reg- 
ulations promulgated  by  the  Secretary  for 
determining  reasonable  cost  under  title 
XVIII)  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  skilled 
nursing  home  services,  intermediate  care 
facility  services,  and  home  health  care  serv- 
ices provided  under  the  plan;'." 

On  page  384,  strike  out  lines  4  through  6, 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(as 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  regula- 
tions promulgated  by  the  Secretary  for  de- 
termining reasonable  cost  under  title  XVHI) 
of  inpatient  hospital  services,  skilled  nursing 
home  services,  intermediate  care  facility 
services  and  home  health  care  services,  pro- 
vided under  the, plan;". 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  invite 
the  attention  of  Senators  to  the  fact 
that  the  amendment,  which  is  No.  442, 
has  been  modified  slightly.  The  pend- 
ing amendment  is  a  slightly  modified 
version  of  the  original  amendment  No. 
442. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum,  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OP  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  I  wish  to  submit  two  amend- 
ments, which  I  send  to  the  desk. 

Does  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
want  to  set  aside  the  pending  amendment 
at  this  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
does  the  Senator  from  Iowa  wish  to  press 
his  amendment  at  this  time  or  withdraw 
it  temporarily? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  to  proceed,  unless  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  something  more  pressing. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  No;  I  am 
ready  to  proceed. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  invite 
attention  to  the  fact  that  my  amendment 
No.  442,  as  modified,  is  designed  to  re- 
lieve hospitals,  nursing  homes,  and  other 
facilities  covered  by  titles  18  and  19  of 
a  serious  problem  with  respect  to  their 
present  method  of  reimbursement. 

There  are  two  problems,  really.  The 
first  problem  is  the  inadequacy  in  many 
cases  of  the  present  method  of  reimburse- 
ment; and  the  second  is  the  horrible  cost 
accounting  through  which  these  facili- 
ties and  their  owners  have  to  go  in  order 
to  obtain  their  reimbursement. 

Insofar  as  No.  1  is  concerned,  this 
amendment  would  permit,  at  the  option 
of  the  facility,  a  shift  to  a  per  diem  basis 
in  determining  reasonable  cost  for  pay- 
ment to  providers  of  services,  namely, 
inpatient  hospitals,  skilled  nursing 
homes,  intermediate  care  facility  serv- 
ices, and  home  health  care  services. 

The  amendment  is  also  calculated  to 
prevent  such  a  provider  of  services  from 
benefiting  from  inefficient  operations  by 
providing  that  in  determining  such  per 
diem  co6t  there  shall  be  taken  into  ac- 
count the  per  diem  costs  prevailing  in  a 
community  for  comparable  quality  and 
levels  of  services.  Thus,  for  example,  it 
would  be  our  intention  that  a  hospital 
coordinate  its  capital  investment  action 
with  a  State  planning  agency,  if  there 
is  one,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  avoid- 
ing unnecessary  or  duplicative  high  cost 
investment  which  would  increase  its  per 
diem  unduly  over  that  prevailing  in  the 
community. 

There  is  another  aspect  of  this  amend- 
ment; namely,  that  it  would  recognize  a 
reasonable  return  on  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  facility,  with  no  reimburse- 
ment in  that  case  for  depreciation  and 
interest  on  indebtedness,  instead  of  the 
present  provision  for  a  return  on  the  net 
equity  of  the  provider  of  services  plus 
reimbursement  for  depreciation  and  in- 
terest on  indebtedness. 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  facility  which  is  the  true 
basis  for  the  determination  of  a  fair 
profit.  The  Government  is  protected  in 
my  amendment  by  the  provision  that  this 
fair  market  value  be  determined  by  FHA 
or  similar  appraisal  on  a  periodic  basis. 


So  this  avoids  all  manner  of  complexi- 
ties in  computing  proper  depreciation 
and  interest  reimbursement,  as  presently 
required. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  substance 
of  this  amendment  was  offered  last  year 
insofar  as  the  fair  market  value  basis 
for  the  return  is  concerned.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  very  graciously  took  my 
amendment  to  conference.  However,  the 
result  of  the  conference  was  that,  in- 
stead of  using  the  fair  market  value  as 
the  basis  for  a  return,  they  compromised 
on  the  net  equity,  as  far  as  the  deprecia- 
tion allowance  was  concerned,  plus  in- 
terest allowance,  plus  a  2 -percent  factor. 

That  is  the  present  formula. 

This  is  better  than  what  the  previous 
regulations  had  provided,  but  I  think  it 
is  still  somewhat  inadequate,  at  least  in 
some  cases.  For  example,  depreciation 
reimbursement  may  be  based  on  a  cost 
basis  which  does  not  reflect  current  mar- 
ket value.  If  it  does  not,  then  it  does  not 
provide  sufficient  revenue  to  make  pro- 
vision for  reinvestment  in  new  facilities 
and  equipment. 

With  respect  to  older  facilities,  there 
should  be  some  increase  because  reim- 
bursement would  take  into  account  the 
fair  market  value  rather  than  the  out- 
moded cost  basis  against  which  deprecia- 
tion reimbursement  is  currently  meas- 
ured. But  such  increase  Is  essential  to 
enable  the  providers  of  services  to  keep 
their  facilities  updated.  Without  it  they 
will  not  be  able  to  do  so,  and  may  be 
even  discouraged,  in  some  cases,  from 
seeking  to  provide  such  services. 

Now,  with  respect  to  the  per  diem  ap- 
proach, this  really  reflects  the  fact  that 
older  people  in  a  hospital  use  more  nurs- 
ing services  and  other  components  of  the 
room-and-board  category  than  do 
younger  patients.  It  also  reflects  the  fact 
that  such  additional  services  tend  to  off- 
set the  fact  that  there  may  be  a  lower 
cost  as  a  result  of  a  longer  stay  by  an 
older  person  in  the  hospital. 

I  know  concern  has  been  expressed 
that  the  per  diem  approach  might  cost 
more  money,  but  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
well  placed  because  of  the  express  pro- 
vision in  the  amendment  that  there 
shall  be  taken  into  account  the  per  diem 
costs  prevailing  in  a  community  for  com- 
parable quality  and  levels  of  services.  In 
fact,  I  suggest  that,  in  some  cases,  this 
would  result  in  some  savings. 

I  am  apprised  of  the  fact  that  Mr. 
Robert  Myers,  for  whom  I  have  a  great 
amount  r>f  respect,  has  made  a  hurried 
cost  estimate  of  this,  resulting  in  a  cost 
increase  of  from  $500  to  $650  million  in 
1968.  But  I  do  not  know  of  any  basis  on 
which  he  rests  this  estimate,  and,  in 
fact,  I  believe  he  has  stated  it  is  very 
difficult  to  know  what  the  effect  of  the 
fair  market  value  provision  would  be. 

With  respect  to  new  facilities,  there 
should  not  be  any  difference  at  all.  The 
1  yz  times  the  trust  fund  interest  rate  on 
the  fair  market  value  certainly  would 
not  be  any  greater  than  iy2  times  the 
net  equity  plus  reimbursement  for  de- 
preciation plus  reimbursement  for  inter- 
est plus  the  2 -percent  factor. 

If  a  provider  of  services  does  not  wish 
to  use  the  per  diem  approach,  then  the 
regulations  that  are  provided  for  in  my 
amendment  are  to  provide  for  determin- 
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ing  costs  of  services  on  a  per  unit,  per 
capita,  or  other  basis,  including  the  one 
presently  in  use. 

Many  hospitals  have  complained  of 
the  inordinate  cost  accounting  they  must 
do  in  order  to  comply  with  present  regu- 
lations. I  do  not  think  it  is  correct  to  say 
that  this  problem  has  been  overcome.  In 
any  event,  if  these  hospitals  or  other 
facilities  feel  that  it  has  been  overcome, 
then  they  may  elect  not  go  on  the  per 
diem  basis.  They  can  go  on  some  other 
basis.  They  can  proceed  on  the  present 
basis.  Breaking  out  the  separate  cost 
accounting  for  medicare  and  other  pa- 
tients is  a  backbreaking  bookkeeping  job. 

The  cost  of  this  amendment,  in  my 
judgment,  has  not  been  carefully  evalu- 
ated; and  I  believe  it  is  clear  that  the 
Department's  analysis,  which  was  hur- 
riedly presented  to  the  committee  during 
its  consideration  of  the  amendment,  did 
not  take  into  account  the  compensating 
savings  resulting  from  the  "per  diem 
rate  in  the  locality"  provision,  which  ap- 
plies not  only  to  hospitals  but  to  all  other 
types  of  facilities  involved  in  the  pro- 
grams. 

.In  fact,  Mr.  President,  if  my  amend- 
ment is  adopted,  this  will  be  the  first 
time  that  Congress  has  put  in  writing  its 
policy — and  I  am  sure  that  this  is  the 
policy  of  Congress — that  inefficiency  not 
be  benefited.  Under  the  present  state  of 
the  law  on  the  cost  reimbursement  for- 
mula, an  inefficient  hospital  or  nursing 
home  will  receive  a  larger  reimbursement 
than  an  efficient  facility.  I  might  add 
that  the  hospital  and  nursing  home  asso- 
ciations are  most  unhappy  with  this 
hiatus  in  the  law. 

I  would  hope  that  my  amendment 
could  be  taken  to  conference.  I  believe 
that  the  cost  estimates  involved  could 
be  more  carefully  reviewed;  and  I  am 
quite  confident  that  the  hospitals,  the 
nursing  homes,  and  the  other  types  of 
facilities  would  then  feel  that  they  were 
being  taken  care  of  properly. 

On  the  basis  of  my  correspondence  and 
my  contacts  with  many  people  in  these 
various  institutions,  they  feel  that  they 
are  being  shortchanged  now.  They  feel 
that  they  have  been  put  upon  by  the 
requirement  of  an  inordinate  amount  of 
cost  accounting  and  bookkeeping,  and 
some  of  them  are  actually  suggesting 
they  may  even  have  to  go  to  computer 
type  operations  in  order  to  meet  the 
costing  for  the  individual  medicare  and 
medicaid  patients. 

I  do  not  believe  that  when  the  medi- 
care and  medicaid  bills  were  passed 
originally,  there  was  any  intention  by 
Congress  to  have  such  a  burdensome 
undertaking  placed  on  those  facilities. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  pointed  out  last 
year,  if  we  do  not  do  something  about 
this  problem,  we  are  going  to  find  that 
many  of  these  facilities  will  not  seek  to 
serve  the  patients  who  are  entitled  to 
such  care,  and  we  will  have  patients  en- 
titled without  the  opportunity  for  serv- 
ice. I  do  not  believe  that  the  amendment 
provides  for  any  overreaching.  As  I  said 
last  year,  I  think  that  it  provides  for  a 
fair  approach  and  a  practical  approach. 
In  fact,  the  per  diem  is  used  by  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield.  I  see  no  reason 
why  we  should  not  give  this  a  try,  and 


I  think  if  it  could  be  taken  to  confer- 
ence, we  would  find  a  goodly  reception 
on  the  other  side  of  the  Capitol,  for  put- 
ting this  provision  into  effect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes;  indeed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  had  several 
telegrams  from  highly  reputable  sources 
in  Florida,  primarily  from  small  private 
hospitals,  church-supported  or  other 
privately  supported  hospitals — not  from 
the  large  public  hospitals — complaining 
very  vigorously  about  the  provisions  of 
the  section  of  this  bill  which  would  be 
changed  by  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Iowa. 

I  ask  the  Senator  this  question:  Am  I 
correct  in  my  understanding  that  his 
amendment,  which  would  provide  for  the 
application  of  a  per  diem  rate  similar  to 
that  stated  for  the  same  services  in  that 
community  and  in  that  facility,  would 
remove  the  objections  of  the  hospital 
boards  and  operators  to  the  provision  of 
the  bill — I  believe  it  is  section  142 — 
which  in  effect  limits  very  greatly  the 
amount  that  may  be  included  in  com- 
puting the  value  of  services  for  medicare 
and  medicaid  on  a  basis  which  includes 
the  principal  capital  investments,  and 
includes  the  interest  that  is  expended? 
Will  the  Senator's  amendment,  which 
does  not  mention  those  two  factors  by 
direction,  cover  them  by  indirection,  in 
that  it  would  provide,  as  I  understand 
it  at  least,  that  the  per  capita  cost 
charged  in  that  community  and  by  that 
facility  for  the  rendition  of  similar  serv- 
ices would  be  the  charge  recognized? 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
This  is  the  principal  thrust  of  one  part 
of  my  amendment. 

There  are  two  parts  to  my  amendment. 
The  first  is  the  per  diem  part;  the  second 
is  reimbursement  on  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  facility. 

With  respect  to  the  first  part,  it  is  the 
per  diem  approach  that  most  of  the  hos- 
pitals wish.  I  should  point  out,  however, 
that  there  are  some  hospitals  that  do 
not  want  the  per  diem  basis.  Therefore, 
my  amendment  provides  that  the  per 
diem  basis  will  be  at  the  option  of  the 
provider  of  services. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  means  the 
hospital? 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  hospital  or  the 
nursing  home  or  other  type  of  facility. 

If  they  do  not  wish  to  use  the  per  diem 
approach,  then  the  amendment  provides 
that  the  provider  of  services  will  have  his 
costs  reimbursed  on  a  per  unit  per 
capita,  or  other  basis.  The  "other  basis" 
could  include  the  present  basis. 

We  were  told  that  there  was  one  hos- 
pital which  did  a  lot  of  teaching,  and 
that  the  per  diem  approach  did  not  fit 
their  requirements.  That  is  the  reason 
why  we  left  it  open,  so  that,  at  their 
option,  they  could  have  the  per  diem;  if 
they  did  not  wish  to  have  per  diem,  then 
it  would  be  on  some  other  basis  estab- 
lished by  the  regulation. 

With  respect  to  this  capital  matter,  I 
invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator  to  the 
fact  that  the  amendment  strikes  all  of 
the  bill  starting  on  line  1  on  page  133 
through  line  25  on  page  139. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  the  portion  of 
the  bill  which  incorporates  the  provisions 


that  are  so  seriously  objected  to  by  the 
people  from  whom  I  have  heard. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  correct;  but  I 
should  like  to  add  this  caveat:  If  that 
portion  of  the  bill  is  struck  out,  and  my 
amendment  Is  inserted  in  lieu  thereof,  we 
will  be  eliminating  the  absolute  require- 
ment that  capital  investment  be  limited, 
and  that  the  capital  investment  is  ap- 
proved by  State  planning  agencies. 

At  the  same  time,  I  do  believe  that  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  the  intention  behind  this 
amendment  is  not  that  hospitals  should 
overlook  State  planning  agencies'  plans. 
They  should  not  feel  that  they  have  carte 
blanche  to  go  out  and  invest  in  expen- 
sive capital  equipment  and  facilities 
which  unduly  or  unnecessarily  duplicate 
those  of  some  other  facility  in  the  same 
community. 

The  intention  is  that  they  will  coordi- 
nate with  the  State  planning  agencies, 
with  a  view  to  avoiding,  as  far  as  possi- 
ble, the  duplication  of  high-cost  items. 
If  they  do  not  do  that,  of  course,  they 
naturally  increase  the  average  per  diem 
cost  in  the  community. 

That  is  another  aspect  of  the  average 
per  diem  cost  in  the  community  which 
my  amendment  seeks  to  avoid.  I  think  it 
is  better,  in  this  way,  to  encourage  the 
hospitals  to  coordinate  with  State  plan- 
ning agencies,  than  as  the  bill  now  pro- 
vides to  require  that  they  do  so,  and,  in 
effect,  give  the  State  planning  agencies 
complete  control  over  their  capital,  in- 
vestments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  to  me  for  a  general 
statement,  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill]  is  present,  because  his  interest 
and  concern  with  hospitals  and  their 
proper  operation  is  well  known;  and  I 
am  also  glad  that  the  Senator,  from 
Louisiana  is  here,  and  I  hope  he  will  fol- 
low my  remarks,  which  will  not  be  of  un- 
due length. 

I  have  received  a  number  of  telegrams 
and  letters,  and  I  note  that  they  are  all 
from  relatively  small  hospitals,  that 
have  been  hard  hit,  as  they  have  com- 
plained to  me  for  months  now,  by  the 
methods  followed  in  the  medicare 
program. 

For  instance,  a  gentleman  who  is  my 
longtime  friend,  and  is  attorney  for  sev- 
eral of  these  hospitals,  has  called  me  on 
the  telephone  to  talk  at  length  about  it, 
to  say  that  more  than  30  percent  of  the 
patients  in  the  hospitals  which  he  repre- 
sents, which  are  all  relatively  small,  are 
medicare  patients.  They  are  operating 
at  a  very  great  loss,  and  they  will  soon 
have  to  go  out  of  business. 

I  have  letters  and  telegrams  here,  two 
of  which  I  would  like  to  read  because  I 
think  they  express  the  point  I  wish  to 
stress. 

The  first  is  a  letter  from  St.  Anthony's 
Hospital,  Inc.,  St.  Petersburg,  Fla.,  signed 
by  Sister  Mary  of  Lourdes,  O.S.F.,  ad- 
ministrator. It  reads: 

November  15.  1967. 

Hon.  Spessard  Holland, 
VIS.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  I  urge  that  you 
do  all  within  your  power  to  bring  about  the 
removal  of  the  provision  In  the  Senate  meas- 
ure similar  to  that  defeated  in  the  House  in 
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H.R.  12080,  which  would  deny  reimburse- 
ment to  hospitals  of  amounts  representing 
depreciation  and  interest  attributable  to 
"substantial  capital  items"— expenditures 
which  were  not  in  accordance  with  a  state's 
overall  planning  under  the  Partnership  for 
Health  Act. 

Depreciation  is  a  return  to  the  hospital  of 
expenditures  already  made — and  hospitals 
need  the  funds  to  make  mortgage  payments. 
Further,  making  capital  expenditures  sub- 
ject to  a  state  planning  agency — financed  by 
a  federal  grant — is  an  unwarranted  interfer- 
ence in  the  rights  of  hospital  trustees  to  con- 
trol finances  of  individual  hospitals.  Hospi- 
tals will  support  "voluntary"  planning  but 
can  tolerate  no  further  erosion  of  the  reim- 
bursement and  still  make  mortgage  pay- 
ments and  buy  new  equipment. 
Sincerely, 
Sister  Mart  of  Lourdes,  O.S.P., 

Administrator. 

I  have  a  similar  communication,  a 
telegram  in  this  instance,  from  another 
Catholic  hospital,  the  Sacred  Heart 
Hospital  in  Pensacola,  Fla.,  signed  by 
Sister  Anne  William,  administrator. 

I  shall  not  read  this  communication.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  it  print- 
ed at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele- 
gram was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urgently  request  that  you  use  your  In- 
fluence to  defeat  the  Senate  provision  to  the 
amendment  of  HR..  12080  that  would  deny 
reimbursement  of  amounts  representing 
depreciation  and  interest  attributable  to 
"substantial  capital  items."  Our  trustees 
would  recommend  cancellation  of  our  medi- 
care contract  if  this  provision  became  a  law. 

We  are  indeed  grateful  for  your  continued 
support  in  these  important  matters. 

Sister  Anne  William, 
Administrator,  Sacred  Heart  Hospital. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
the  very  point  I  wish  to  emphasis.  The 
hospital  administrator  from  the  State  of 
Florida  who  wrote  to  the  Senator  was 
complaining  about  the  rigid  requirement 
that  a  hospital  must  coordinate  the 
whole  capital  investment  program  with 
the  State  planning  agency. 

That  is  what  the  bill  now  provides. 
My  amendment  would  strike  that  all  out. 
It  does  not  say  anything  about  a  State 
planning  agency  as  such.  It  merely  pro- 
vides that  in  determining  this  per  diem 
there  shall  ,be  taken  into  account  the 
prevailing  per  diem  rate  in  the  commu- 
nity. 

If  that  is  done,  that  will  indirectly 
cause  hospital  administrators  to  be  very 
careful  that  they  do  not  engage  in  high- 
cost  capital  investments  that  will  be 
wasteful  or  duplicative. 

I  do  not  think  we  will  have  much 
difficulty  with  that  anyway.  However,  in 
any  event  it  will  not  do  any  harm  for 
the  hospitals  in  the  community  to  sit 
down  with  the  State  planning  agency 
and  try  to  coordinate  their  hospital  serv- 
ices. Perhaps  one  hospital  wishes  to 
have  a  kidney  machine  and  another  hos- 
pital wishes  to  have  a  new  type  of  heart 
machine  instead.  If  everyone  is  to  have 
the  same  type  of  equipment,  there  would 
be  a  problem. 

Hospitals  that  would  disregard  this 
provision  would  do  so  at  their  peril  and 


get  out  of  step  with  the  prevailing  per 
diem  in  the  community.  The  amend- 
ment would  serve  in  that  way  as  a  salu- 
tary inducement  and  encouragement  to 
do  something  with  voluntary  State  plan- 
ning agencies. 

I  think  that  would  achieve  the  objec- 
tive of  the  writer  of  the  letter  to  which 
the  Senator  referred. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
here  a  telegram  from  a  small  hospital  at 
Dunedin,  Fla.  Dunedin  is  a  beautiful 
little  city  just  north  of  Clearwater.  The 
communication  reads: 

Mease  Hospital,  Inc., 
Dunedin,  November  15,  1967. 
Re:  H.R.  12080  Social  Security  Amendments. 
Hon.  Spessard  Holland, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  removal  of  amendment  denying  re- 
imbursement for  depreciation  and  interest. 
Large  numbers  of  hospitals  are  entirely  de- 
pendent upon  these  funds  to  meet  mortgage 
obligations.  This  is  appropriate  reimburse- 
ment for  past  capital  expenditures.  Such 
usurping  of  authority  of  hospital  trustees 
in  controlling  hospital  finances  would  result 
in  consideration  of  decision  to  participate 
in  medicare. 

Urge  your  careful  attention  to  this  most 
urgent  matter. 

Donald  M.  Schroder 

(For  trustees) . 

That  is  another  private  hospital. 

I  have  so  many  of  these  items  that  I 
shall  not  put  them  all  in  the  Record. 

I  have  a  letter  from  Mr.  William  J. 
Schneider,  administrator  of  the  Fish 
Memorial  Hospital,  at  New  Smyrna 
Beach,  Fla.  That  is  a  relatively  small 
city  and  a  relatively  small  hospital. 

The  letter  reads : 

November  14,  1967. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  Let  me  urge  you 
to  consider  the  removal  of  the  provision  in 
the  Social  Security  Amendment  (H.R.  12080) 
which  restricts  reimbursement  to  hospitals 
for  depreciation  and  interest  on  capital  ex- 
penditures that  are  not  approved  by  some 
state  planning  agency. 

Such  a  law,  if  passed,  can  only  work  to  the 
long  range  detriment  of  the  health  field  by 
preventing  the  trustees  of  hospitals  from 
carrying  out  their  responsibilities  for  pro- 
viding the  health  facilities  of  local  com- 
munities. Further,  this  law  would  negate  the 
efforts  of  administrators  in  operating  hos- 
pitals on  a  sound  fiscal  basis  while  par- 
ticipating in  the  medicare  program,  and 
would  further  increase  the  cost  to  the  pay- 
ing patient. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  interest  in 
our  health  facilities. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  J.  Schneider, 

Administrator. 

I  have  received  other  communications 
from  throughout  the  State  that  indicate 
that  unless  the  hospitals  do  get  a  fair 
allowance  based  upon  their  capital  in- 
vestments and  their  interest  charges,  as 
well  as  other  items,  they  will  just  have 
to  discontinue  their  taking  care  of  medi- 
care patients,  which  they  do  not  want 
to  do. 

The  telegrams  speak  for  themselves.  I 
shall  not  even  have  them  printed  in  the 
Record.  However,  I  do  want  to  give  the 
names  of  persons  from  whom  I  have  re- 
ceived some  of  these  wires. 

I  have  a  telegram  here  from  S.  R.  M. 
Innocent,  R.S.M.,  Holy  Cross  Hospital, 


administration.  That  is  another  Catholic 
hospital.  It  is  located  in  Fort  Lauderdale, 
Fla. 

I  have  one  from  Leo  Wotitzky,  presi- 
dent of  the  Charlotte  Hospital  Associa- 
tion, Inc.,  and  Robert  O.  Bruce,  execu- 
tive director  of  the  Medical  Center, 
Punta  Gorda,  Fla.  That  is  another  small 
town  and  a  small  hospital. 

I  have  another  communication  from 
Mr.  W.  L.  Simon,  administrator  of  the 
North  Miami  General  Hospital,  North 
Miami,  Fla.  That  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  Miami,  the  larger  city.  North  Miami 
is  a  relatively  small  city  in  the  north 
part  of  that  area. 

I  have  a  communication  from  C.  A. 
Severs,  executive  director  of  the  Doctors' 
Hospital  of  Sarasota,  Inc.,  Sarasota,  Fla. 

I  have  another  communication  from 
Russell  T.  Clayton,  administrator  of  the 
Bethesda  Memorial  Hospital,  and  Mr. 
William  F.  Koch,  chairman  of  the  board 
of  hospital  commissioners  of  the  Be- 
thesda Memorial  Hospital,  Boynton 
Beach,  Fla.  That  is  another  small  town 
and  a  relatively  small  hospital. 

There  are  other  communications  here. 
I  will  not  try  to  include  all  the  names. 

I  have  received,  in  addition,  communi- 
cations from  the  head  in  Florida  of  the 
hospital  association  and  one  from  the 
head,  here  in  Washington,  of  the  Ameri- 
can Hospital  Association,  who  states  that 
he  speaks  for  7,000  of  the  Nation's  hos- 
pitals, and  that  he  strongly  protests  this 
action. 

It  seems  to  me  that  when  the  burden 
of  all  of  these  communications  is  that 
the  medicare  service  will  be  discontinued 
by  many  small  hospitals  in  relatively 
small  communities  unless  something  of 
this  sort  is  done,  and  that  the  charge  to 
patients  other  than  medicare  patients 
will  have  to  be  raised.  The  seriousness  of 
this  point  stand  out. 

I  suggest  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  does  deal  adequately 
with  this  problem,  as  I  am  inclined  to 
think  it  does. 

My  legislative  assistant  has  called  the 
American  Hospital  Association,  in  Wash- 
ington, and  they  think  it  does.  If  it  does 
not,  I  am  sure  that  if  we  can  include  this 
proposal  in  the  bill,  the  conferees  can 
find  out  exactly  what  is  the  meaning  and 
make  a  correction,  because  I  am  sure  we 
are  all  agreed  that  we  do  not  want  to 
handicap  the  medicare  program,  nor  do 
we  want  to  see  hospitals  continuing  to 
operate  at  a  loss  simply  because  they 
are  handling  that  program. 

Regardless  of  how  we  may  feel  to- 
ward medicare,  in  my  State,  at  least, 
which  has  so  many  elderly  people,  it  has 
come  to  be,  particularly  in  the  smaller 
towns,  where  the  retired  people  like  to 
stay,  a  very  large  part  of  the  business  of 
the  average  small  hospital.  So  the  pro- 
gram must  be  placed  on  an  adequate 
basis,  or  it  will  dry  itself  up.  It  just  can- 
not be  continued  if  it  is  not  on  an  ade- 
quate basis. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  attitude  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee is  on  this  proposal,  but  I  would  ex- 
press the  sti-ong  hope  that  he  might  take 
the  amendment,  have  it  studied  in  con- 
ference, and  bring  out  whatever  is  the 
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exact  language  that  will  cure  the  situ- 
ation. If  this  will  not  correct  it,  let  us 
bring  out  something  that  will.  I  am  sure 
that  the  chairman  would  not  want  to 
bring  about  the  hardship  of  closing  hos- 
pital doors  to  medicare  patients,  or  pos- 
sibly even  closing  small  hospitals  in  the 
way  that  is  indicated. 

I  strongly  support  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  in  his  effort.  In  fact,  I  was  planning 
to  draft  an  amendment  myself  when  I 
was  told  by  the  American  Hospital  As- 
sociation that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  would  meet  this 
issue.  I  strongly  hope  that  the  Committee 
on  Finance,  and  especially  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  [Mr.  Long],  who  is 
handling  the  bill  so  ably  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  may  see  fit  to  take  the 
amendment  and  make  certain  that  in  the 
final  version  we  will  have  something  that 
is  fair  to  the  Nation — yes,  we  all  repre- 
sent the  Nation — and  is  also  fair  to  the 
small  hospitals  and  fair  to  Medicare  pa- 
tients in  our  communities,  because  they 
do  not,  in  all  communities,  have  access 
to  the  very  large  publicly  supported 
hospitals. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  thank  the  Senator  from  Florida  for 
his  very  able  thoughts  on  this  amend- 
ment. I  should  like  to  assure  him  that 
this  amendment  was  most  carefully 
drawn  after  close  consultation  with  var- 
ious hospital  groups. 

The  hospital  association  in  my  home 
State  was  very  carefully  coordinated  with 
on  this,  and  they  in  turn  very  carefully 
coordinated  it  with  other  organizations, 
including  the  National  Hospital  Asso- 
ciation. 

I  should  also  like  to  point  out  that 
during  our  consideration  of  this  amend- 
ment and  in  our  consultation  with  the 
hospital  people,  there  never  was  any  ef- 
fort on  their  part  to  try  to  gain  a  wind- 
fall or  to  overreach  or  to  dig  into  the 
treasury  for  an  unwarranted  sum  of 
money.  They  want  to  perform  a  service, 
but  they  do  not  believe  that  they  can 
perform  their  service  under  the  present 
formula.  They  have  very  good  reasons 
for  this  belief. 

Furthermore,  as  I  have  pointed  out, 
they  are  bogged  down  with  all  types  of 
accounting  and  bookkeeping  which,  in 
my  judgment,  is  enough  to  try  the  pa- 
tience of  a  saint.  I  do  not  know  how  they 
have  been  able  to  get  along  as  well  as 
they  have  thus  far. 

As  I  have  said,  some  hospitals  will  not 
desire  the  per  diem  approach.  My  guess 
is  that  most  of  them  will.  All  of  this  will 
be  saved.  They  will  be  on  a  basis  that 
has  been  recognized  by  Blue  Cross  and 
Blue  Shield  for  a  long  time.  I  believe  it 
will  get  the  job  done  very  well,  and  it 
certainly  merits  a  fair  trial. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  see  fit  to  acquiesce  in  the  request  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  that  this  pro- 
posal be  taken  to  conference. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  medicare  bill  went  into  effect, 
the  costs  of  hospital  benefits  has  ad- 
vanced under  the  program  by  approxi- 
mately $1  billion  a  year.  It  has  been  in 
operation  about  a  year  and  a  half,  and 
in  this  bill  we  have  to  raise  taxes  by 
$1  billion  to  cover  the  increased  cost 


since  the  last  time  we  looked  at  the  medi- 
care program.  If  we  did  everything  for 
the  hospitals  that  the  hospital  admin- 
istrators believe  is  necessary  and  desir- 
able, it  might  increase  the  cost  of  this 
program  another  $2  billion  right  now. 
We  do  not  have  money  in  this  bill  to  pay 
an  additional  $2  billion. 

We  plan  to  look  more  deeply  into  this 
matter  when  we  have  more  time  to  work 
on  it,  because  there  may  be  a  great  deal 
of  merit  to  what  the  hospital  admin- 
istrators say;  and  we  probably  will  ac- 
cede to  some  of  their  suggestions^Natu- 
rally,  when  we  study  it  more,  we  will 
know  more  about  the  merits  and  the  de- 
merits of  their  case. 

I  cannot  agree  with  one  feature  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  and  it  arises  en- 
tirely out  of  a  misunderstanding  between 
those  who  represent  the  hospital  asso- 
ciations in  Washington  and  those  of  us 
who  drafted  the  bill.  It  is  an  unfortu- 
nate misunderstanding.  They  have  mis- 
informed the  members  of  their  associa- 
tion, with  the  result  that,  I  suppose,  by 
now  they  have  wired  all  Senators  re- 
questing them  to  vote  to  strike  out  the 
language  that  appears  on  pages  133 
through  139.  This  is  completely  meritori- 
ous language  and  should  not  be  stricken 
from  the  bill.  The  language  on  those 
pages  seeks  to  make  some  savings  in  a 
most  reasonable  way,  looking  to  the  fu- 
ture. It  does  not  take  anything  away 
from  hospitals.  It  just  says,  for  instance, 
looking  into  the  future,  that  if  you  have 
a  big  surplus  of  hospital  beds  in  a  town 
and  someone  wants  to  build  another  hos- 
pital or  build  room  for  an  additional 
100  beds  and  the  State  "Partnership  for 
Health''  agency  does  not  think  it  nec- 
essary and  affirmatively  and  specifically 
disapproves  of  it,  then  we  are  not  going 
to  pay  depreciation  or  interest  on  debt 
incurred  by  somebody  for  building  a  lot 
of  surplus  beds  when  there  is  already  a 
surplus  in  the  area. 

If  there  is  no  State  planning  agency 
or,  if  the  planning  agency  does  nothing, 
that  would  be  all  right.  The  surplus  beds 
would  be  built,  and  we  would  pay  all  the 
costs  of  care  in  those  beds.  We  are  not 
complaining  about  that.  We  are  saying 
that  where  the  States  do  have  a  plan- 
ning agency— most  of  them  do — and  the 
planning  agency  affirmatively  and  spe- 
cifically tells  the  facility  that  this  is  not 
needed,  and  it  still  goes  ahead  and  does 
it  anyway,  we  do  not  propose  to  pay 
depreciation  and  interest  on  the  debt 
for  that  disapproved  addition  out  of  the 
medicare  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thor- 
oughly agree  with  that  statement,  and  I 
do  not  see  how  anybody  could  take  issue 
with  it. 

We  are  talking  about  long-established 
hospitals,  with  capital  assets  that  in  part 
they  have  paid  out  and  in  other  is  still 
owed  in  mortgages,  and  they  are  paying 
interest  on  those  mortgages;  and  we  be- 
lieve that  the  value  of  their  capital  in- 
vestments, the  depreciation  therein,  and 
the  interest  are  all  items  which  should  be 
taken  into  account.  That  would  be  done 
in  any  other  private  business. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  not 
what  I  am  talking  about  at  the  moment. 
I  am  speaking  about  lines  1  and  2  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  which  would  strike 
out  six  pages  of  very  good  language  in 
the  committee  bill.  This  language  was 
put  in  by  the  committee.  And  may  I  say 
that  that  language  is  what  should  be 
done,  as  modified  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

If  an  agency  affirmatively  says  this  is 
not  needed,  we  would  respect  that  state- 
ment. 

We  believe  that  the  wires  from  the 
hospital  associations  arise  entirely  from 
the  fact  that  they  have  not  read  the 
committee  report.  The  committee  report 
was  not  available  until  the  morning  we 
took  up  the  bill.  In  an  attempt  to  inform 
everyone  as  to  what  was  in  the  bill,  we 
furnished  a  little  blue  pamphlet,  which 
apparently  those  who  represent  hospital 
associations  in  Washington  must  have 
read.  From  this  thumbnail  sketch  of  the 
amendment,  they  have  read  into  it  some- 
thing it  does  not  do.  If  they  read  the 
committee  report,  their  fears  will  be  al- 
layed, and  they  will  realize  that  the  lan- 
guage on  the  six  pages  to  which  I  have 
referred  would  not  do  what  they  think. 
It  is  an  unfortunate  misunderstanding.  I 
do  not  believe  anyone  could  quarrel  with 
what  the  committee  has  done  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  When  this  language  was 
originally  proposed,  as  I  recall,  the  hos- 
pital had  to  get  an  affirmative  ruling 
from  the  State  hospital  planning  board. 
I  opposed  it  because  I  did  not  beleive  it 
was  necessary. 

In  the  State  of  Nebraska,  the  only 
places  where  we  have  a  number  of  hos- 
pitals are  Omaha  and  Lincoln.  They 
have  this  system  on  a  voluntary  basis  at 
present  and  have  had  it  a  long  time.  If 
one  hospital  goes  into  open  heart  sur- 
gery, another  hospital  does  not  do  it. 

I  do  not  believe  this  language  is  nec- 
essary. It  was  finally  changed  so  there 
was  not  a  burden  on  the  hospital  to  get 
approval,  but  he  would  not  have  been 
interfered  with  if  the  State  planning 
board  did  not  take  action  to  deny  it. 

I  desire  to  comment  briefly  about  the 
other  proposal  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa.  I  am  in  sympathy  with 
it.  I  do  not  regard  it  as  opening  and  en- 
larging the  medicare  program.  It  is  a 
matter  of  efficient  and  fair  treatment  of 
our  hospitals. 

Congress  chose  to  make  medicare  uni- 
formly available,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to 
all  people  over  65,  regardless  of  income; 
and  when  we  did  so,  we  placed  a  terrific 
burden  on  the  hospitals. 

I  do  not  believe  any  Senator  wishes  to 
have  the  Government's  money  spent  in 
auditing  hospitals.  They  would  rather 
have  that  money  spent  for  caring  for 
people.  I  do  not  believe  Senators  wish 
to  see  a  hospital's  budget  unnecessarily 
spent  in  cost  accounting  to  satisfy  the 
government. 

Frankly,  I  am  not  sufficiently  com- 
petent as  a  cost  accountant  to  pass  on 
the  merits  of  the  entire  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  Iowa.  I  am  in 
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favor  of  its  objective,  although  I  have 
consistently  voted  against  expanding  the 
program.  I  believe  that  if  you  are  going 
to  have  the  program,  the  cost  of  it  must 
be  paid  by  the  funds  provided,  and  it 
should  not  be  subsidized  by  the  hos- 
pitals. 

Neither  should  the  care  of  medicare 
patients  be  subsidized  by  other  patients 
in  the  hospital.  That  is  what  it  amounts 
to.  I  mention  that  our  two  larger  cities 
in  Nebraska  and  cities  elsewhere  would 
be  money  ahead  if  they  would  settle  on 
a  reasonable  charge  rather  than  a  cost. 
If  you  have  costs  you  have  to  have  figures 
to  have  the  cost  and  it  takes  more  to 
take  care  of  that  than  it  does  to  cure 
the  sick.  In  rural  hospitals  they  are  able 
to  look  at  it  and  tell  if  that  is  a  reason- 
able charge,  and  that  should  be  the  end 
of  it. 

I  am  not  passing  on  the  adequacy  or 
the  inadequacy  of  the  amendment  be- 
cause I  do  not  feel  competent  to  do  that. 
However,  I  hope  that  something  can  be 
done  to  meet  the  objective  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  before  the  bill  becomes  law. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  wish  to  ask  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  a  question.  Does 
the  Senator  admit  there  is  a  loss  to  the 
hospital  under  present  procedures? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  No,  I  do  not 
admit  it;  but  I  am  aware  of  the  com- 
plaints that  the  hospitals  make  about 
this.  I  agree  that  this  is  a  matter  we 
should  look  into. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Then  there  is  some 
substance  to  the  allegations  made  that 
the  hospitals  are,  to  some  extent,  sub- 
sidizing this  program. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  They  have 
just  closed  their  fiscal  year,  and  we  are 
still  analyzing  the  books.  They  contend 
that  is  so.  They  are  honest  and  decent 
institutions,  and  they  are  not  trying  to 
victimize  the  public. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Why  would  it  not  be  a 
good  idea  to  take  the  matter  to  con- 
ference? If  there  is  no  validity  to  it,  it 
can  be  disposed  of  there.  If  there  is  some 
validity  then  it  can  be  considered  fur- 
ther. We  are  the  ones  who  initiated  the 
medicare  program  and  thrust  the  burden 
upon  these  hospitals.  They  are  all  non- 
profit institutions  and  they  are  not  mak- 
ing money,  although  they  are  pretty  well 
managed.  They  are  out  to  serve  the 
people. 

I  do  not  see  how,  through  an  act  of 
Congress,  we  can  place  an  imposition  on 
a  hospital  which  is  nonprofit  to  sub- 
sidize the  program.  I  do  not  understand 
the  weight  of  the  argument  that  it  is 
going  to  cost  money.  All  of  the  program  is 
going  to  cost  money,  but  the  question  is: 
Who  is  going  to  pay  for  it? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  costs  of 
hospital  care  under  medicare  is  going  up 
a  billion  dollars  a  year.  If  we  did  every- 
thing they  would  like  us  to  do  it  might 
cost  as  much  as  $2  billion  a  year  more. 

If  we  take  lines  1  and  2  of  the  amend- 
ment we  will  not  be  permitted  to  go  to 
conference. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  On  that  question,  can- 
not the  Senator  from  Iowa  concede  to 
that  argument  and  take  that  part  of  the 


amendment  out,  and  let  us  reach  some 
understanding?  I  do  not  think  we  are 
going  to  resolve  this  intricate  problem 
this  afternoon  at  15  minutes  after  5.  It 
is  not  going  to  happen.  There  should 
be  a  sensible  and  reasonable  approach. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
makes  a  good  argument  on  the  six-page 
provision,  and  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
makes  a  good  argument  on  the  other 
point.  Let  us  be  sensible,  fair,  and 
expeditious. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  agree  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Rhode  Island.  I  was  going  to 
make  a  suggestion  that  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  consider,  in  place  of  his  striking 
out  a  part,  to  add  the  words  at  the  prop- 
er place  in  the  bill.  Add  the  words,  and 
then  you  will  have  both  provisions,  and 
the  matter  can  be  gone  into  in  confer- 
ence. 

I  am  strongly  of  the  feeling  that  there 
are  two  problems.  The  first  problem  is 
the  financing  of  additional  hospitals  in 
the  future;  and  the  second  problem  is 
paying  fair  costs  to  hospitals  in  exist- 
ence. 

We  have  a  great  many  hospitals  in 
Florida,  as  Senators  know.  We  fry  to 
take  care  of  a  community  in  which  a 
large  number  of  people  are  retired  and 
aged  people,  even  before  medicare  was 
thought  of.  That  means  we  must  have 
a  large  number  of  hospitals.  We  have  a 
large  number  of  hospitals,  many  of  which 
are  small  hospitals.  We  have  a  great 
many  county  seat  towns  in  Florida  which 
have  fine  hospitals,  and  they  are  not 
publicly  supported.  They  cannot  con- 
tinue to  accumulate  losses  as  they  are 
doing. 

The  kind  of  assurances  I  have  are 
such  that  I  know  that  they  are  truth- 
ful and  they  come  from  people  who 
know  the  facts  and  who  are  not  in- 
terested in  gouging  Uncle  Sam.  They 
want  to  continue  to  render  services  and 
live.  They  are  not  asking  for  profits.  They 
are  community  or  church  ventures.  Two 
of  these  hospitals  were  created  by  money 
donated  by  Cary  Fish,  the  former  Am- 
bassador to  Egypt,  who  left  the  money 
in  a  will  for  hospitals  to  be  built  in  New 
Smyrna  and  De  Land.  They  are  fine  hos- 
pitals. I  assisted  in  the  inauguration  of 
one  of  them  years  ago. 

The  people  behind  those  hospitals  are 
not  seeking  something  to  which  they  are 
not  entitled,  but  something  to  enable 
them  to  continue  to  live  and  serve. 

If  the  Senator  can  take  this  amend- 
ment, with  such  words  as  I  indicated,  to 
add  at  the  proper  place,  it  might  be  help- 
ful. It  is  true  that  there  will  be  confusion 
between  the  provisions  of  the  bill  and  the 
amendment.  However,  that  is  what  con- 
ferences are  for,  to  work  out  confusion, 
as  we  have  tried  to  work  out  confusion 
in  the  past.  It  seems  to  me  that  that 
might  be  the  way  to  get  this  matter  on 
the  road. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  sugges- 
tion made  by  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  have  just 
a  few  minutes  to  discuss  this  matter 
with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  With 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senator  from 


Louisiana,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  and  it  will  not  be  very  long. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand that  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana is  here  and  is  ready  to  take  up  a 
matter. 

I  would  suggest  we  set  this  matter 
aside  temporarily. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bayh  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
withdraw  his  request? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  with- 
draw my  request.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  matter  may  be  temporarily 
set  aside,  and  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mi-.  President,  I  have 
two  amendments.  I  send  the  first  amend- 
ment to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

On  page  275,  line  15  of  the  bill,  add  the 
words  "or  other  persons"  after  the  word 
"mother." 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
an  amendment  that  would  provide  work- 
ing mothers  who  are  actually  caring  for 
children  of  preschool  age  will  be  ex- 
empt from  some  provisions  of  the  Wel- 
fare Act. 

The  effect  of  this  amendment  would 
be  that  a  grandmother,  an  elder  sister, 
or  an  aunt,  or  somebody  in  that  cate- 
gory could  be  considered  as  taking  care 
of  the  children.  We  tried  to  take  care  of 
this  in  the  report  at  page  148,  where 
they  say  a  mother  or  person  acting  as  a 
mother. 

Upon  consideration  I  believe  it  would 
be  better  to  spell  it  out  in  the  law,  in  the 
statute,  and  insert  the  words  "or  other 
person"  such  as  a  grandmother. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  this 
amendment  would  be  satisfactory  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  wants  to  make  clear  that 
the  word  "mother"  could  include  some 
person  who  is  acting  in  place  of  the 
mother  in  the  home? 

Mr.  METCALF.  Taking  care  of  pre- 
school children. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  think  the 
amendment  has  merit. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  would  be  with  the 
same  limitations  that  now  exist  with 
reference  to  a  mother? 

Mr.  METCALF.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect, and  the  language  of  the  report 
would  be  unchanged. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  think  the 
Senator  is  right  about  the  matter,  and 
the  language  should  be  broadened. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[putting  the  question]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Now,  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  another  amendment 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  by  title. 
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The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  Be- 
ginning on  page  191,  line  22,  strike  out 
all  through  line  4,  page  193. 

On  page  193,  line  5,  strike  out  "(5)" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(2)". 

On  page  194,  strike  out  lines  11 
through  18. 

On  page  194,  line  19,  strike  out  "(e)" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(d) ". 

Mr.  METCTALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  that  the  various  parts  of  the 
amendment  be  considered  en  bloc,  and  I 
will  explain  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  the  provisions  of  the  amend- 
ment will  be  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  different  amendment  from  any  we  have 
considered  today.  Before  today,  we  have 
been  considering  amendments  that 
broadened  the  scope  of  the  bill,  enlarged 
payments,  or  extended  the  time. 

This  amendment  is  a  limiting  amend- 
ment. It  narrows  and  restricts  the  defini- 
tion of  "disability." 

Under  the  bill-before  us,  this  "disabil- 
ity" is  redefined  so  that  an  individual 
shall  be  determined  to  be  under  disability 
only  if  his  impairment  or  impairments 
are  so  severe  that  he  is  not  only  unable 
to  do  his  previous  work  but  cannot,  con- 
sidering his  age,  education,  and  work  ex- 
perience, engage  in  any  other  kind  of 
substantial  gainful  work  which  exists  in 
the  national  economy,  regardless  of 
whether  such  work  exists  in  the  general 
area  in  which  he  lives,  or  whether  a 
specific  job  vacancy  exists,  or  whether  he 
would  be  hired  if  he  applied  for  work. 

A  rather  impressive  list  of  witnesses, 
eight  in  all,  testified  before  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  in  opposition  to  this  par- 
ticular provision  of  the  bill..  So  that  Sen- 
ators may  have  the  full  benefit  of  their 
thinking  on  this  matter,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  pertinent  excerpts 
from  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

definition  op  disability 
(AFL-CIO,  statement  of  George  Meany, 
hearings,  p.  1434-35) 

The  House  included  a  more  restrictive 
definition  of  disability  than  now  in  the  law 
by  providing  that  a  disabled  'worker  is  not 
eligible  for  disability  benefits  if  he  can  en- 
gage in  any  kind  of  substantial  gainful  work 
which  exists  anywhere  in  the  national 
economy. 

The  large  majority  of  the  seriously  disabled 
are  over  50.  We  all  know  that  once  an  older, 
disabled  person  loses  his  job,  his  chances  of 
obtaining  a  similar  position  are  about  zero. 
It  is  unrealistic  and  unfair  to  say  to  this 
severely  disabled  worker  that  he  is  not  dis- 
abled because  there  may  be  employment 
someplace  in  the  national  economy  which  he 
might  be  able  to  handle  even  though  he  has 
no  way  of  reaching  that  place  and  it  is  very 
unlikely  he  would  be  hired  if  he  did  apply. 
A  major  complaint  of  disabled  workers  has 
been  the  stringent  administration  of  the  dis- 
ability provisions  Greater  liberalization,  not 
restriction  is  needed. 

The  problems  of  disability,  age  and  unem- 
ployment are  all  interrelated  and  what  is 
needed  is  a  comprehensive  and  broad  pro- 


gram to  deal  with  them  as  a  group.  Many 
people  suffer  chronic  ill  health  during  their 
later  working  life.  Unless  they  are  so  totally 
disabled  that  they  can  meet  the  stringent 
definition  of  disability  in  the  Social  Security 
Act,  they  are  in  an  economic  no-man's-land. 
They  are  unable  to  work  but  are  not  yet  eli- 
gible for  their  regular  retirement  benefits. 

There  are  a  number  of  changes  that  could 
be  made  in  the  Social  Security  Act  that 
would  help  alleviate  this  problem. 

First,  we  feel  there  should  be  an  occupa- 
tional definition  of  disability  that  would  per- 
mit older  workers  after  age  50  or  55  to  receive 
disability  benefits  if  their  disability  prevents 
them  from  doing  their  usual  occupation. 

Second,  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
drop-out  years  in  the  benefit  formula  would 
also  help.  At  the  present  time,  the  social 
security  law  permits  the  dropping  out  of  5 
years  of  low  or  no  earnings  in  computing  a 
worker's  benefit  which  does  provide  some 
limited  protection  against  unemployment, 
illness  and  low  earnings.  Because  of  the  low 
wage  bases  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  sys- 
tem, which  must  be  used  in  computing  the 
average  wage  on  which  benefits  are  based, 
the  typical  worker  receives  a  low  percentage 
of  his  wages  earned  shortly  before  retire- 
ment. The  problem  is  compounded  for  older 
workers  who  are  laid  off  by  plant  closings, 
technological  changes,  ill  health,  etc.  who 
must  include  these  years  of  low  or  zero 
earnings  in  determining  their  average  wage. 
Additional  drop  out  years  would  be  of  great 
help  to  them. 

Third,  the  AFL— CIO  also  advocates  a 
flexible  zone  of  retirement  between  60  and 
65  that  would  permit  retirement  at  age  60 
with  less  than  full  actuarial  reduction.  In 
general,  <is  workers  grow  older,  they  often 
find  the  pace  of  their  work  is  beyond  then- 
physical  ability.  A  flexible  zone  of  retire- 
ment, if  coupled  with  a  substantial  increase 
in  benefits,  would  permit  the  individual  to 
make  a  retirement  decision  during  a  period 
of  years  based  on  his  financial  resources, 
age.  health  and  the  nature  of  his  occupation. 

Though  the  social  security  program  can 
be  of  considerable  value  to  unemployed  older 
workers,  we  know  that  it  cannot  solve  what 
is  essentially  an  unemployment  problem. 
We  are  also  advocating  changes  in  other  pro- 
grams so  that  efforts  in  these  various  pro- 
grams may  dovetail  to  solve  this  social 
problem.  It  may  not  be  possible  to  include 
all  or  most  of  our  proposals  for  changing  the 
Social  Security  law  in  this  respect  in  the 
present  legislation,  but  at  the  very  least, 
Congress  should  refrain  from  making  the 
problem  of  older  workers  more  difficult  by 
a  more  restrictive  definition  of  disability. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

(American  Foundation  for  the  Blind,  Inc., 
A. 168) 

We  are  also  pleased  that  HJS.  12080  has 
included  disabled  surviving  divorced  wives 
and  disabled  widowers  for  cash  benefits. 
However,  we  believe  that  the  requirement  of 
attainment  of  age  50  for  eligibility  would 
work  an  undue  hardship  on  otherwise  eli- 
gible disabled  widows,  surviving  divorced 
wives,  and  widowers.  Similarly,  we  believe 
that  the  definition  of  disability  for  these  in- 
dividuals is  unduly  harsh  and  should  be 
made  the  same  as  the  definition  of  disability 
for  beneficiaries  of  the  disability  insurance 
program..  We  also  would  strongly  recommend 
that  the  cash  benefits  be  82 1 2  %  of  the  pri- 
mary insurance  amount  immediately  upon 
eligibility  for  benefits  rather  than  graduated 
from  50"o  to  82%%.  The  American  Founda- 
tion for  the  Blind  welcomes  the  extension 
of  the  provision  covering  blind  persons  be- 
tween the  age  of  21  and  31  for  cash  dis- 
ability insurance  benefits  to  aU  types  of  dis- 
abled persons  who  meet  the  definition  of  dis- 


ability in  the  law.  However,  we  believe  that 
the  guidelines  in  the  new  Section  223(d)  (2) 
(A)  concerning  the  definition  of  disability 
are  unduly  harsh.  The  individuals  covered 
for  cash  benefits  are  severely  disabled  under 
the  definition  in  the  existing  law,  and  this 
definition  should  not  be  made  any  stricter 
than  it  already  is. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

(Georgia  Federation  of  the  Blind,  Conyers, 
Ga.,  A22) 

Conyers,  Ga., 
August  24,  1967. 

Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Gentlemen  of  ihz 
Committee:  Tou  now  have  before  you,  for 
consideration,  H.R.  12080  as  adopted  by  the 
House.  This  bill  contains  many  excellent  and 
progressive  amendments  to  the  social  se- 
curity act  and  in  general,  the  Georgia  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind  supports  this  bill. 

However,  Section  156  contains  the  most 
regressive  and  punitive  definition  of  disabil- 
ity ever  to  be  included  in  a  public  assist- 
ance law  since  the  days  of  the  Elizabethan 
"poor  laws".  This  provision  makes  the  exist- 
ence of  a  theoretically  possible  employment 
for  a  disabled  person  sufficient  grounds  for 
denying  public  assistance  payments,  whether 
or  not  such  employment  opportunities  ac- 
tually exist  for  him.  It  is  our  belief  that 
public  assistance  in  all  categories  should  be 
granted  on  the  basis  of  definite,  objective 
criteria  and  not  be  made  subject  to  the  whim 
of  Federal  and  State  officials.  The  great  ma- 
jority of  the  severely  disabled  earnestly 
desire  to  become  self  sufficient  and  contrib- 
uting members  of  society.  They  should  be 
encouraged  and  assisted  to  reach  his  goal. 
This  certainly  would  not  be  the  effect  of  the 
provision  written  into  this  bill  by  the  House 
Committee. 

We  would  like  to  see  the  present  criterion 
for  assistance  to  the  "totally  and  perma- 
nently disabled",  which  admittedly  is  severely 
restrictive,  modified  so  that  the  criteria  used 
for  eligibility  for  benefit  payments  to  the 
disabled  under  Title  EC  of  the*  social  security 
act  would  also  apply  to  applicants  for  as- 
sistance to  the  disabled  under  Title  XIV. 
This  would  require  the  elimination  of  the 
word  "permanently"  in  this  Title  and  the 
substitution  in  the  definition  of  disabled, 
wording  similar  to  that  now  contained  in 
Title  n. 

We  respectfully  request  that  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  eliminate  the  phraseol- 
ogy to  which  objection  has  been  voiced 
herein,  and  the  inclusion  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sion provisions  which  will  allow  the  totally 
disabled,  whose  disability  has  lasted  or  i's 
expected  to  last  for  at  least  twelve  (12j 
months,  eligible  for  public  assistance  pay- 
ments under  Title  IV  of  the  Act. 
Respectfully  submitted. 

Ned  Freeman. 

President. 
Georgia  Federation  of  the  Blind. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

(Gov.  Philip  H.  Hon,  Vermont.  A109;  excerpt 
from  September  8,  1967,  letter  to  Long) 
(5)  Social  Security  Disability  Program: 
The  bill  sets  a  tighter  definition  of  disability 
than  presently  exists  in  the  law.  The  effect 
of  this  on  the  states  will  be  to  require  denied 
applicants  to  seek  public  welfare  under  our 
State-Federal  Aid  to  the  Permanently  and 
Totally  Disabled  Program.  This  simply 
amounts  to  an  abrogation  of  responsibility 
on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government  and 
a  pass  on  of  the  financial  burden  to  the 
States. 
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DEFINITION  OP  DISABILITY 

(Blinded  Veterans  Association,  American  As- 
sociation of  Workers  for  the  Blind;  excerpt 
from  statement  of  Irvin  P.  Schloss,  national 
president  of  Blinded  Veterans  Association, 
A160) 

BVA  and  AAWB  endorse  the  provision  of 
H.R.  12080,  which  would  make  disabled 
widows,  surviving  divorced  wives,  and  widow- 
ers eligible  for  benefits  under  age  62,  even 
if  they  do  not  have  minor  children  in  their 
care.  However,  we  believe  that  the  require- 
ment of  attainment  of  age  50  for  eligibility 
would  work  an  undue  hardship  on  these  in- 
dividuals. Similarly,  we  believe  that  the 
definition  of  disability  for  these  individuals 
is  unduly  harsh  and  should  be  made  the 
same  as  the  definition  of  disability  for  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  disability  insurance  program. 
We  also  would  strongly  recommend  that  the 
cash  benefits  of  82%%  of  the  primary  insur- 
ance amount  become  available  immediately 
upon  eligibility  for  benefits  rather  than 
graduated  from  50%  to  82y2%. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

(National  Council  of  Senior  Citizens;  ex- 
cerpt from  statement  of  John  F.  Edelman, 
president,  National  Council  of  Senior  Citi- 
zens, p.  1076-1077) 

The  House-passed  bill  contains  a  harshly 
restrictive  definition  of  disability,  forbids  for 
widows  without  dependent  children  benefits 
below  age  50,  limits  the  primary  benefit  for 
widows  at  age  50  to  half  of  the  regular 
benefit  with  a  gradual  step-up  in  benefits  de- 
termined by  the  age  benefits  begin. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

(Physicians  Forum;  excerpts  from  statement 
of  Malcolm  L.  Peterson,  M.D.,  chairman 
of  the  Physicians  Forum,  New  York,  N.Y., 
A242) 

E.  We  regret  the  more  restrictive  definition 
of  disability  in  H.R.  12080  as  compared  with 
the  present  law,  and  we  regret  the  failure 
to  included  disabled  beneficiaries  under 
Medicare  as  recommended  by  the  admin- 
istration. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

(Excerpt  from  statement  of  Robert  M.  Get- 
tings,  assistant  for  governmental  affairs, 
on  behalf  of  the  National  Association  for 
Retarded  Children,  p.  1935) 
The  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
expressed  concern  over  several  recent  court 
decisions  reversing  departmental  determina- 
tions of  eligibility  for  disability  payments. 
In  these  cases,  HEW  found  that  the  indi- 
vidual was  not  absolutely  disabled  but  only 
disabled  relative  to  the  local  job  market.  In 
an  effort  to  correct  this  situation,  H.R. 
12080  revises  the  definition  of  disability 
to  provide  that  if  the  client  can  do  appro- 
priate work  which  is  significantly  available 
in  any  part  of  the  economy  he  will  not  be 
considered  disabled.  This  language  has  two 
drawbacks  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
retarded.  .First,  a  retarded  individual  may 
be  able  to  live  and  work  in  the  community 
if  he  is  residing  with  his  family  but  not  if 
he  must  venture  forth  on  his  own  without 
proper  social  shelter.  Second,  the  definition 
of  feasibility  for  purposes  of  vocational  re- 
habilitation depends  on  the  availability  of 
suitable  work  opportunities  locally  or  at 
least  within  the  State.  The  House  language 
would  tend  to  hinder  proper  coordination 
between  welfare  and  rehabilitation  programs 
immediately  after  these  two  activities  had 
been  combined  for  administrative  purposes 
in  the  new  social  and  rehabilitation  serv- 
ice. We  respectfully  suggest  that  this  com- 
mittee include  clarifying  language  in  its  re- 
port to  insure  that  the  new  House  definition 
of  disability  does  not  work  to  the  disadvan- 
tage of  retarded  citizens. 


Mr.  METCALP.  Mr.  President,  we 
heard  eight  witnesses,  all  of  whom  testi- 
fied against  the  change  in  disability.  Only 
one  witness  in  this  voluminous  record 
testified  in  support  of  the  present  lan- 
guage in  the  bill.  He  was  Mr.  Paul  P. 
Henkel,  chairman  of  the  Social  Security 
Committee  of  the  Council  of  State  Cham- 
bers of  Commerce. 

This  is  what  he  said : 

We  do  not  oppose  the  disability  insurance 
amendments  proposed  in  H.R.  12080.  We  sup- 
port the  concern  of  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  over  the  extension  by  Ju- 
dicial decisions  of  the  definition  of  disability. 
We  agree  there  is  a  need  for  a  stricter  defini- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  whole  record, 
the  only  justification  for  taking  this 
backward  step  and  abandoning  the  posi- 
tion we  took  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965  is  the  testimony  by 
Mr.  Henkel  of  the  Council  of  Chambers 
of  Commerce. 

Actually,  what  has  happened  is  that 
the  social  security  system  and  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare have  lost  a  lawsuit.  The  courts  have 
defined  disability  using  definitions  out  of 
the  Veterans'  Act,  out  of  the  precedents 
of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act, 
and  held  against  the  present  definition 
we  have  in  the  present  bill. 

Thus,  all  I  am  asking  is  to  return  to 
present  law  and  remove  this  restrictive 
definition. 

Going  back  to  what  the  court  has  al- 
ready defined,  let  me  tell  the  Senate 
what  it  objects  to.  For  instance,  the  ad- 
ministration is  objecting  to  the  case  of 
Leftwich  against  Gardner. 

Mr.  President,  the  recent  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fourth  Cir- 
cuit in  Leftwich  v.  Gardner,  377  F.  2d  287 
(1967),  has  been  criticized  by  the  Social 
Security  Administration  and  that  criti- 
cism has  been  adopted  in  the  committee 
report.  I  do  not  share  in  the  criticism  of 
that  opinion.  Because  of  the  significance 
of  that  decision  which  centered  on  a  dis- 
abled father  of  nine  children  and  so  that 
my  colleagues  may  have  the  full  benefit 
of  the  court's  thinking,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  the  opinion  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  opinion 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

John  J.  Leftwich,  Appellee,  v.  John  W. 
Gardner,  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  Appellant.  No.  11015.  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals,  Fourth  Circuit.  Argued 
March  7,  1967.  Decided  May  1,  1967. 

Social  Security  case.  The  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
West  Virginia  at  Beckley,  John  A.  Field,  Jr., 
Chief  Judge,  granted  claimant  a  period  of 
disability  and  disability  insurance  benefits 
and  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare appealed.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  Craven, 
Circuit  Judge,  held  that  where  52-year-old 
manual  laborer  suffered  from  spondylolis- 
thesis and  had  congenital  marked  curvature 
of  spine  so  that  he  could  not  stoop,  bend  or 
lift  and  suffered  pain  when  he  sat  more  than 
10  minutes  and  all  of  the  time  while  he  was 
standing,  he  was  totally  and  permanently 
disabled  for  purposes  of  disability  benefits 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  and  fact  that 
he  chose  to  work  every  day  as  a  dishwasher 


to  support  his  family  did  not  preclude  him 
from  recovering  disability  benefits. 
Affirmed. 

Before  Sobeloff  and  Craven,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Harvey,  District  Judge. 
Craven,  Circuit  Judge. 

In  this  unusual  social  security  case,  claim- 
ant Leftwich  was  denied  disability  benefits 
at  the  administrative  level  largely  because 
he  has  the  admirable  motivation  to  Insist 
upon  working  for  the  support  of  his  family 
despite  physical  inability  to  do  so.  There 
is  more  logic  than  common  sense  in  such  a 
result,  and  there  is  irony  not  intended,  we 
think,  by  the  Congress.  We  affirm  the  de- 
cision of  the  district  court  granting  Left- 
wich a  period  of  disability  and  disability 
insurance  benefits. 

[  1  ]  We  have  carefully  reexamined  the  rec- 
ord as  a  whole  before  deciding  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  Hearing  Examiner  and  the  Ap- 
peals Council  is  not  supported  by  substantial 
evidence.  "The  substantiality  of  the  evidence 
to  support  the  Secretary's  findings  is  the 
issue  before  each  court."  Thomas  v.  Cele- 
brezze,  331  F.2d  541  (4th  Cir.  1964),  citing 
Farley  v.  Celebrezze,  315  F.2d  704  (3d  Cir. 
1963),  and  Ward  v.  Celebrezze,  311  F.2d  115 
(5th  Cir.  1962). 

[2]  Although  we  review  the  same  record 
and  make  the  same  determination  as  made 
in  the  district  court,  "[i]t  should  hardly  re- 
quire articulation  to  note  that  an  appellate 
court  gives  great  weight  both  to  the  rea- 
soning and  conclusions  of  the  district 
courts."  Farley  v.  Celebrezze,  supra,  315  F.2d 
at  705  n.  3.  There  is  here  no  inconsistency: 
we  are  influenced  by  the  decision  of  the  dis- 
trict court,  but  we  are  not  bound  by  it.  See 
Roberson  v.  Ribicoff,  299  F.2d  761,  763  (6th 
Cir.  1962);  Flemming  v.  Booker,  283  F.2d 
321,  322  n.  4  (5th  Cir.  1960). 

In  the  Hearing  Examiner's  decision  ap- 
pears the  following : 

"The  Hearing  Examiner  will  not  attempt  to 
describe  in  detail  each  of  the  medical  reports 
relative  to  the  claimant  or  to  describe  the  two 
hearings  previously  referred  to,1  since  the 
Hearing  Examiner  feels  that  the  primary 
issue  to  be  resolved  herein  is  whether  or  not 
the  claimant's  present  job  as  a  dishwasher  at 
the  Pinecrest  Sanitarium,  which  he  has  been 
doing  since  around  June  1960  to  the  present, 
constitutes  the  ability  to  engage  in  sub- 
stantial gainful  activity  within  the  meaning 
of  the  disability  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  the  regulations  implement- 
ing such  provisions."  Consistent  with  that 
position,  the  hearing  held  at  Beckley,  West 
Virginia,  on  September  7,  1965,  lasted  exactly 
fifteen  minutes.  At  that  hearing,  the  Hearing 
Examiner  said: 

"It  would  appear  to  the  Hearing  Examiner 
that  the  reason  the  claimant's  application 
was  denied  was  because  of  his  work  at  the 
Pinecrest  Sanitarium  as  a  dishwasher  and 
they  apparently  considered  this  as  the  ability 
to  engage  in  substantial  gainful  activity." 

We  agree  with  the  Hearing  Examiner  that 
it  is  unnecessary  to  narrate  in  great  detail  the 
medical  history  of  claimant.  Only  a  small  part 
of  it  will  make  it  crystal  clear  that  but  for  the 
question  posed  by  his  minimal  employment 
he  would  unquestionably  have  been  found 
unable  to  engage  in  substantial  gainful 
employment. 

WORK    HISTORY    AND  DISABILITIES 

[3]  Leftwich  is  now  fifty- two  years  old. 
Although  he  has  a  high  school  education,  his 
entire  work  history  consisted  of  manual  labor 
In  the  coal  mines,  where  he  suffered  two 
severe  back  injuries,  one  in  1951  and  another 
in  1953.  In  the  first  accident  he  suffered  a 
fractured  right  clavicle,  fractures  of  the  ribs, 


1  These  were  Workmen's  Compensation 
hearings. 
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and  injuries  to  the  lower  back.  In  the  later 
accident  he  suffered  a  ruptured  disc,  which 
was  removed  by  surgery  in  1954.'  Since  that 
year,  he  has  suffered  from  spondylolisthesis. 
He  also  has  a  congenital  marked  scoliosis 
(curvature)  of  the  spine.  Flexion  of  the  spine 
is  limited  to  two-thirds  and  side  bending  and 
extension  nil.  As  of  1963,  Dr.  Stallard  re- 
ported that  claimant's  condition  had  grown 
progressively  worse  and  that  claimant  could 
not  stoop,  bend,  or  lift.  In  a  1964  report,  Dr. 
Raub  concluded  that  the  claimant  was  "quite 
disabled"  and  could  not  return  to  the  mines. 

The  Hearing  Examiner  noted  in  his  deci- 
sion that  one  doctor  "further  commented 
that  under  modern  screening  processes  and 
pre-employment  examinations  the  claimant 
is  barred  from  securing  employment  *  *  *." 

Typical  of  medical  opinion  in  the  file  is 
that  of  Dr.  C.  W.  Stallard,  who  concluded 
as  of  May  12,  1961,  "this  patient  is  totally 
and  permanently  disabled  from  work." 

In  addition  to  the  extremely  limiting 
physical  disability,  Leftwich  suffers  from 
psychoneurotic  symptoms  which  the  neuro- 
psychiatrist  has  predicted  will  continue  "un- 
abated". This  condition  was  described  as 
"moderately  severe"  and  sufficient  to  make 
him  a  poor  candidate  for  rehabilitative  re- 
training. 

Despite  the  foregoing,  and  much  more,  the 
Hearing  Examiner  concluded  "that  the  ob- 
jective medical  evidence  of  record  establishes 
that  the  claimant  has  suffered  moderate  im- 
pairments to  his  musculoskeltal  [sic]  system 
that  would  preclude  him  from  engaging  in 
any  work  requiring  heavy  manual  labor  or 
lifting,  bending,  stopping,  etc.  But  the  Hear- 
ing Examiner  does  not  feel  the  objective 
medical  evidence  of  record  establishes  that 
the  residuals  of  the  claimant's  impairments 
to  his  musculoskeltal  [sic]  system  would  pre- 
clude him  from  engaging  in  all  substantial 
gainful  activity,  particularly  of  a  light  or 
moderate  type,  and  he  so  finds."  We  think  it 
apparent  that  the  Hearing  Examiner  and  the 
Appeals  Council  accorded  too  much  weight 
to 

THE  DISHWASHING  JOB 

Much  of  the  record  and  the  Hearing  Ex- 
aminer's decision  is  devoted  to  consideration 
of  claimant's  having  worked  for  approxi- 
mately the  past  five  years  as  a  dishwasher 
at  Pinecrest  Sanitarium.  Claimant  says  in 
explanation  of  his  employment  that  his  job 
is  rather  easy  and  that  he  is  not  pushed  by 
his  supervisor.  He  also  says,  and  it  rings  true 
when  read  with  the  rest  of  the  record,  that 
he  works  days  when  he  does  not  feel  like  it 
for  the  sake  of  his  family.  He  has  nine  chil- 
dren dependent  upon  him.  By  way  of  cor- 
roboration, claimant  has  repeatedly  advised 
doctors  who  examined  him  that  he  endures 
pain  while  he  works  for  the  sake  of  making 
a  living  for  his  family,  that  he  has  pain  if  he 
sits  more  than  ten  minutes,  and  that  his 
back  hurts  all  the  time  while  he  is  standing. 

Claimant  started  his  dishwashing  job  on 
May  25,  1960.  He  put  in  ten  hours  a  day  at 
first,  240  hours  a  month,  and  earned  $130.00 
a  month.  As  of  1965,  his  work  day  was  eight 
hours,  totaling  184  hours  per  month,  for 
which  he  was  paid  $150.00.  Although  he  is 
present  at  the  place  of  work  for  an  eight- 
hour  day,  he  actually  works  only  four  to  five 
hours  per  day.  He  washes  dishes  by  the  use 
of  a  dishwashing  machine  and  scrubs  alumi- 
num pots  by  hand.  He  does  no  lifting.  Claim- 
ant's supervisor  testified  that  he  was  not  ca- 
pable of  doing  anything  but  dishwashing 
and  pot  washing,  and  that  if  he  were,  she 
would  have  assigned  other  duties  to  him.  She 
disclosed  that  he  could  not  have  obtained 
his  job  without  political  influence. and  stated 


2  Despite  his  serious  injuries,  claimant 
worked  in  the  mines  (after  periods  of  recu- 
peration) until  in  1959  he  was  rejected  by 
the  company  doctor. 


that  a  lot  of  employees  at  the  sanitarium  are 
persons  who  could  not  handle  Jobs  in  private 
industry. 

The  Hearing  Examiner  conceded  that 
claimant  "may  well  have  gotten  his  job  on 
the  basis  of  politics,"  but  he  felt  that  claim- 
ant's position  was  not  a  "made"  Job  involving 
minimal  or  trifling  tasks  which  make  little 
or  no  demand  on  the  individual  and  are  of 
little  or  no  utility  to  his  employer  or  to  the 
operation  of  a*  business,  and  refused  to  apply 
the  exclusion  in  the  Regulations.3  In  making 
this  determination,  the  Hearing  Examiner 
adverted  to  Hanes  v.  Celebrezze,  337  F.2d  209 
(4th  Cir.  1964) ,  and  acknowledged  that  coun- 
sel for  claimant  urged  its  similarity  to  the 
instant  case.  The  Hearing  Examiner  rejected 
the  analogy  in  these  words : 

"The  Hearing  Examiner  also  invites  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  the  Administration  does 
not  acquiesce  in  either  the  results  or  the 
opinions  expressed  by  the  Fourth  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  in  the  Hanes  case,  and  that 
it  does  not  feel  that  the  decision  in  the 
Hanes  case  is  binding  on  it  with  respect  to 
any  other  disability  case." 

We  recognize  that  we  are  neither  final  nor 
infallible.  However,  we  respectfully  suggest 
that  Hearing  Examiners  in  this  circuit  may 
with  some  profit  consider  our  prior  decisions 
to  see  whether  or  not  they  have  value  as 
precedents. 

In  Hanes,  supra,  this  court  held  that  evi- 
dence of  claimant's  earnings  of  $125.00  per 
month  as  a  building  custodian  did  not  by 
itself  and  in  view  of  other  evidence  consti- 
tute substantial  evidence  to  support  the  Sec- 
retary's decision  that  claimant  was  disquali- 
fied for  benefits  due  to  ability  to  engage  in 
substantial  gainful  activity.  Judge  Boreman, 
writing  for  the  court,  expressed  the  view  that 
"the  court  below  erred  in  ascribing  control- 
ling significance  to  the  evidence  of  claimant's 
earnings."  The  decision  of  the  district  court 
affirming  denial  of  benefits  by  the  Secretary 
was  reversed. 

In  Flemming  v.  Booker,  283  F.  2d  321  (5th 
Cir.  1960) ,  despite  evidence  that  the  claim- 
ant averaged  five  days  a  week  work  at  a 
used  car  lot  for  which  he  was  paid  $15.00 
or  $20.00  a  week,  it  was  held  that,  neverthe- 
less, the  claimant  had  established  his  in- 
ability to  engage  in  any  substantial  gainful 
activity!  Judge  Rives,  speaking  for  the  court, 
thought  it  not  inappropriate  to  borrow  tests 
of  disability  from  other  areas  of  the  law. 
The  quotations  relied  upon  by  the  Fifth 
Circuit  are  worthy  of  reproduction  here: 

"In  Berry  v.  United  States,  1941,  312  U.S. 
450,  455,  456,  61  S.  Ct.  637,  639,  85  L.  Ed.  945, 
Mr.  Justice  Black,  speaking  for  a  unanimous 
Court,  said: 

"  'It  was  not  necessary  that  petitioner  be 
bedridden,  wholly  helpless,  or  that  he  should 
abandon  every  possible  effort  to  work  in 
order  for  the  jury  to  find  that  he  was  totally 
and  permanently  disabled.  It  cannot  be 
doubted  that  if  petitioner  had  refrained  from 
trying  to  do  any  work  at  all,  and  the  same 
evidence  of  physical  impairment  which  ap- 
pears in  this  record  had  been  offered,  a  jury 
could  have  properly  found  him  totally  and 
permanently  disabled.  And  the  jury  could 
have  found  that  his  efforts  to  work — all  of 
which  sooner  or  later  resulted  in  failure — 
were  made  not  because  of  his  ability  to  work 
but  because  of  his  unwillingness  to  live  a 
life  of  idleness,  even  though  totally  and 
permanently  disabled  within  the  meaning  of 
his  policies.'  " 


8  The  exclusion  reads  as  follows:" 'Made 
work',  that  is,  work  involving  the  perform- 
ance of  minimal  or  trifling  duties  which  make 
little  or  no  demand  on  the  individual  and  are 
of  little  or  no  utility  to  his  employer,  or  to 
the  operation  of  a  business,  if  self-employed, 
does  not  demonstrate  ability  to  engage  in 
substantial  gainful  activity." 


"In  Mabry  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.,  5  Cir.. 
1952,  193  F.  2d  497,  498,  Judge  Holmes,  for 
[the  Fifth]  Circuit,  said: 

"  'Pinched  by  poverty,  beset  by  adversity, 
driven  by  necessity,  one  may  work  to  keep  the 
wolf  away  from  the  door  though  not  physi- 
cally able  to  work;  and,  under  the  law  in 
this  case,  the  fact  that  the  woman  worked 
to  earn  her  living  did  not  prevent  a  Jury  from 
finding,  from  the  evidence  before  it,  that 
she  was  totally  and  permanently  disabled 
even  while  working.'  "  283  F.  2d  at  324. 

The  similarity  of  Leftwich's  situation  to 
those  of  claimants  in  Hanes  and  Booker  is 
apparent.4  No  two  cases  are,  of  course,  exactly 
alike.  But  Hearing  Examiners  may  not  quit 
thinking  when  a  claimant's  earnings  reach 
a  magic  mark.5  The  test  is  not  whether  Left- 
wich by  will  power  can  stay  on  his  feet  yet 
another  day — but  whether  objectively  and 
in  the  totality  of  circumstances,  including 
especially  his  afflictions,  he  is  disabled  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Substantial  medical  evidence  establishes  that 
claimant  was  totally  and  permanently  dis- 
abled. In  spite  of  such  disablement,  he  chose 
to  work  every  day  to  support  his  family.  The 
statute  defines  disability  as  an  "inability  to 
engage  in  any  substantial  gainful  activity." 
In  this  case,  the  emphasis  properly  is  on 
inability.  We  think  the  Congress  did  not  in- 
tend to  exclude  from  the  benefits  of  the  Act 
those  disabled  persons  who  because  of  char- 
acter and  a  sense  of  responsibility  for  their 
dependents  are,  most  deserving. 

Affirmed. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  while 
there  are  enough  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber, I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the  ap- 
propriate part  of  the  report  begins  on 
page  46,  where  it  discusses  the  definition 
of  disability  and  continues  on  through 
pages  47,  48,  and  49. 

The  only  justification  given  in  the  re- 
port for  changing  the  definition  is  this: 

The  Social  Security  Administration  has 
indicated  that  in  large  part  the  reasons  why  a 
larger  number  of  people  than  anticipated 
have  become  entitled  to  disability  benefits 
are: 

( 1 )  Greater  knowledge  of  the  protection 
available  under  the  program  leading  to  in- 
creased numbers  of  qualified  people  apply- 
ing for  benefits — 

They  are  complaining  about  the  fact 
that  more  people  know  about  the  basic 
rights  that  we  have  given  them,  and  thus 
more  qualified  people  are  getting  some 
benefits. 

(2)  Improved  methods  of  developing  evi- 
dence of  disability. 

That  means  that  they  have  learned 
about  the  case  in  court,  the  Leftwich 
against  Gardner  case,  which  the  admin- 
istration is  complaining  about,  demon- 
strating that  their  disability  makes  them 
qualify  under  the  law. 


*But  .cf.  Canady  v.  Celebrezze,  367  F.2d 
486  (4th  Cir. 1966);  Simmons  v.  Celebrezze, 
362  F.2d  753  (4th  Cir.1966);  Brown  v.  Cele- 
brezze, 347  F.2d  227  (4th  Cir.1965). 

s20  C.F.R.  §  404.1534  provides  in  pertinent 
part: 

"(b)  Earnings  at  a  monthly  rate  in  ex- 
cess of  $100.  An  individual's  earnings  from 
work  activities  averaging  in  excess  of  $100  a 
month  shall  be  deemed  to  demonstrate  his 
ability  to  engage  in  substantial  gainful  ac- 
tivity in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary. 
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(3)  More  effective  ways  to  assess  the  total 
impact  of  an  individual's  impairment  on  his 
ability  to  work. 

In  a  veteran's  case,  the  Supreme  Court 
unanimously  declared,  and  in  a  case 
quoted  in  the  HEW  case,  that  a  person 
does  not  have  to  be  completely  or  totally 
disabled.  They  said: 

It  was  not  necessary  that  petitioner  be  bed- 
ridden, wholly  helpless,  or  that  he  should 
abandon  every  possible  effort  to  work  in  order 
for  the  jury  to  find  that  he  was  totally  and 
permanently  disabled. 

What  is  wrong  with  that? 

That  is  basic  law.  That  is  in  the  basic 
Workmen's  Compensation  law  in  most 
States. 

Continuing  to  read: 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  if  petitioner  had 
refrained  from  trying  to  do  any  work  at  all, 
and  the  same  evidence  of  physical  impair- 
ment which  appears  in  this  record  had  been 
offered,  a  jury  could  have  properly  found 
him  totally  and  permanently  disabled.  And 
the  jury  could  have  found  that  his  efforts  to 
work — all  of  which  sooner  or  later  resulted 
in  failure — were  made  not  because  of  his 
ability  to  work  but  because  of  his  unwilling- 
ness to  live  a  life  of  idleness,  even  though 
totally  and  permanently  disabled  within  the 
meaning  of  his  policies. 

Continuing  to  read: 

Pinched  by  poverty,  beset  by  adversity, 
driven  by  necessity,  one  may  work  to  keep 
the  wolf  away  from  the  door  though  not 
physically  able  to  work;  and,  under  the  law 
in  this  case,  the  fact  that  the  woman  work- 
ed to  earn  her  living  did  not  prevent  a  jury 
from  finding,  from  the  evidence  before  it, 
that  she  was  totally  and  permanently  dis- 
abled even  while  working. 

Mr.  President,  the  law  now,  as  writ- 
ten by  the  committee,  states  that  his 
physical  or  mental  impairments  are  of 
such  severity  that  not  only  was  he  un- 
able to  do  his  previous  work  but  he  can- 
not, considering  his  age,  education,  and 
work  experience,  engage  in  any  other 
kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy,  regard- 
less of  whether  such  work  exists  in  the 
general  area  where  he  lives,  or  whether 
a  specific  job  vacancy  exists  for  him,  or 
whether  he  would  be  hired  if  he  applied 
for  one. 

There  is  an  exceptional  case  of  a  man 
disabled  in  the  mines,  as  in  the  case  of 
Leftwich  against  Gardner,  in  Montana. 

They  say,  well,  he  cannot  work  in  the 
mines  any  more,  but  he  could  answer 
the  telephone  for  Arthur  Murray,  who 
teaches  dancing  back  in  New  York,  that 
since  he  could  solicit  people  on  the  tele- 
phone for  dancing  lessons,  as  part  of  the 
national  economy,  he  would  have  to 
leave  his  State  and  go  to  New  York  and 
participate  in  such  an  activity. 

Of  course,  that  is  probably  beyond — 
coming  up  under  the  definition — even 
what  the  Secretary  would  apply. 

Actually,  what  the  Secretary  could  ap- 
ply under  this  conclusion  is  that  a  man 
would  have  to  leave  the  geographic  area 
in  which  he  lived  and  he  would  have  to 
engage  in  work  in  which  he  had  no  ex- 
perience either  by  age,  education,  or 
training,  and  if  such  work  were  available 
in  the  national  economy,  whether  he 
could  get  to  it  or  not,  whether  he  would 
be  available  or  not,  whether  a  vacancy 
existed,  he  would  still  be  disqualified  be- 
cause of  disability. 


Yet,  when  we  made  the  change  in  1965, 
and  changed  the  definition  of  disability, 
we  broadened  and  liberalized  this  por- 
tion of  the  act  because  those  who  are 
disabled  needed  this  sort  of  liberaliza- 
tion. 

For  instance,  the  courts  have  applied 
this  precedent  in  other  areas — veterans, 
workmen's  compensation — to  the  detri- 
ment of  the  definition  laid  down  by  the 
Secretary  or  the  Hearing  Examiner. 

The  reason  stated  to  take  this  severe 
backward  step,  to  broaden  the  bill,  as 
the  chairman  has  stated,  to  broaden  the 
scope  of  social  security,  makes  this  the 
most  important  financial  bill  that  has 
ever  come  before  the  Senate  so  far  as 
increasing  and  broadening  social  secu- 
rity is  concerned. 

But,  so  far  as  those  who  are,  unfortu- 
nately, disabled,  are  concerned,  we  are 
going  back  to  make  this  a  more  limited 
bill  than  we  have  ever  had  before. 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  these 
people  want  to  come  in  and  win  their 
lawsuits.  They  should,  therefore,  at  least 
appeal  some  of  the  cases  to  the  Supreme 
Court  and  get  some  legal  definition  be- 
fore they  come  out  to  the  Senate  and 
try  to  have  us  pull  their  irons  out  of 
the  fire. 

I  submit  that  we  should  go  back  to 
existing  law.  We  should  return  to  the  law 
we  passed  in  1965. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  an 
excerpt  from  the  Senate  committee  re- 
port be  included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was»ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

4.  AMENDMENTS  OP  DISABILITY  PROGRAM 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1956 
extended  the  insurance  protection  of  the 
social  security  program  to  provide  monthly 
benefits  for  persons  with  disabilities  of  long- 
continued  and  indefinite  duration  and  of 
sufficient  severity  to  prevent  a  return  to  any 
substantial  gainful  work.  In  providing  this 
protection  against  loss  of  earnings  resulting 
from  extended  total  disability,  the  Congress 
designed  a  conservative  program.  Amend- 
ments enacted  in  1958  and  1960  liberalized 
the  disability  program,  among  other  changes, 
extended  benefits  to  wives  and  children  of 
the  disabled,  and  provided  for  the  payment 
of  benefits  to  disabled  workers  -under  age 
50,  who  had  previously  been  excluded.  All 
the  recommended  changes  in  the  disability 
provisions  of  the  program  would  be  ade- 
quately financed  from  the  contributions  the 
committee  is  recommending  be  earmarked 
for  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund. 

(a)  Elimination  of  the  long -continued 
and  indefinite  duration  requirement  from 
the  definition  of  disability. 

Under  present  law,  disability  insurance 
benefits  are  payable  only  if  the  worker's  dis- 
ability is  expected  to  result  in  death  or  to  be 
of  long-continued  and  indefinite  duration. 
The  House  bill  would  broaden  the  disability 
protection  afforded  by  the  social  security 
program  by  providing  disability  insurance 
benefits  for  an  insured  worker  who Jias  been 
totally  disabled  throughout  a  continuous 
period  of  6  calendar  months.  The  committee 
believes  that  the  House  provision  could  re- 
sult in  the  payment  of  disability  benefits  in 
cases  of  short-term,  temporary  disability. 
Under  the  House  provision,  for  example, 
benefits  could  be  paid  for  several  months  in 
cases  of  temporary  disability  resulting  from 
accidents  or  illnesses  requiring  a  limited  pe- 
riod of  immobility.  The  committee  believes, 
therefore,  that  it  is  necessary  to  require  that 


a  worker  be  under  a  disability  for  a  some- 
what longer  period  than  6  months  in  order 
to  qualify  for  disability  benefits.  As  a  result, 
the  committee's  bill  modifies  the  House  bill 
to  provide  for  the  payment  of  disability 
benefits  for  an  insured  worker  who  has  been 
or  can  be  expected  to  be  totally  disabled 
throughout  a  continuous  period  of  12  cal- 
endar months.  (Disability  insurance  benefits 
would  also  be  payable  if  disability  ends  in 
death  during  this  12-month  period,  provided 
the  worker  has  been  disabled  throughout  a 
waiting  period  of  6  calendar  months  prior  to 
death.)  The  effect  of  the  provision  the  com- 
mittee is  recommending  is  to  provide  dis- 
ability benefits  for  a  totally  disabled  worker 
even  though  his  condition  may  be  expected 
to  improve  after  a  year.  As  experience  under 
the  disability  program  has  demonstrated,  in 
the  great  majority  of  cases  in  which  total 
disability  continues  for  at  least  a  year  the 
disability  is  essentially  permanent.  Thus, 
where  disability  has  existed  for  12  calendar 
months  or  more,  no  prognosis  would  be  re- 
quired. Where  a  worker  has  been  under  a 
disability  which  has  lasted  for  less  than  12 
calendar  months,  the  bill  would  require  only 
a  prediction  that  the  worker's  disability  will 
continue  for  a  total  of  at  least  12  calendar 
months  after  onset  of  the  disability. 

The  House  bill  modifies  the  provision  of 
present  law  under  which  the  waiting  period 
is  waived  in  subsequent  disability  so  as  to 
make  this  provision  more  restrictive  when 
applied  to  short-term  disabilities.  Since, 
under  the  definition  the  committee  is  rec- 
ommending, disability  protection  would  be 
limited  to  workers  with  extended  total  dis- 
abilities the  same  test  of  disability  initially 
applied  should  also  be  applicable  in  second 
and  subsequent  disabilities.  Under  the  pro- 
vision in  the  committee  bill,  benefits  would 
be  paid  beginning  with  the  first  month  of 
onset  of  the  second  or  subsequent  disability 
and  'without  regard  to  the  waiting  period 
requirement  if  the  individual  is  under  a  dis- 
ability which  occurred  within  5  years  of  the 
termination  of  his  previous  disability  and 
which  can  be  expected  to  result  in  death 
or  has  lasted,  or  can  be  expected  to  last,  for 
a  continuous  period  of  not  less  than  12  calen- 
dar months. 

The  modification  in  the  definition  of  dis- 
ability recommended  by  the  committee  does 
not  change  the  requirement  in  existing  law 
that  an  individual  must  be  reason  of  his 
impairment  be  unable  "to  engage  in  any 
substantial  gainful  activity." 

An  individual  with  a  disabling  impair- 
ment which  is  amendable  to  treatment  that 
could  be  expected  to  restore  his  ability  to 
work  would  meet  the  revised  definition  if  he 
is  undergoing  therapy  prescribed  by  his 
treatment  sources,  but  his  disability  never- 
theless has  lasted,  or  can  be  expected  to  last, 
for  at  least  12  calendar  months.  However,  an 
individual  who  willfully  fails  to  follow  such 
prescribed  treatment  could  not  by  virtue  of 
such  failure  qualify  for  benefits. 

The  committee  expects  that,  as  now,  pro- 
cedures will  be  utilized  to  assure  that  the 
worker's  condition  will  be  reviewed  periodi- 
cally and  reports  of  medical  examinations 
and  work  activity  will  be  obtained  where  ap- 
propriate so  that  benefits  may  be  terminated 
promptly  where  the  worker  ceases  to  be  dis- 
abled. 

The  committee  retains  the  provision  in 
present  law  under  which  payment  of  dis- 
ability benefits  is  first  made  for  the  seventh 
full  month  of  disability.  The  House  bill 
would  have  authorized  payments  beginning 
with  the  sixth  full  month  of  disability. 

It  is  estimated  that  if  benefits  were  pay- 
able for  disabilities  that  are  total  and  last 
more  than  12  calendar  months  but  are  not 
necessarily  expected  to  last  indefinitely, 
about  60,000  additional  people — workers  and 
their  dependents — would  become  immedi- 
ately eligible  for  benefits.  Benefit  payments 
under  the  provision  in  1966  would  total  $40 
million. 
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Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
out  of  sympathy  with  the  individual 
cases  in  which  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana is  interested.  We  have,  however,  a 
far  broader  question  before  us.  When  it 
was  undertaken  to  pay  benefits  to  a  dis- 
abled person  just  as  though  he  were  re- 
tired because  of  age,  the  decision  was 
arrived  at  to  make  it  a  narrow  definition. 

Those  who  are  interested  might  turn 
to  the  committee  report  beginning  near 
the  bottom  of  page  46,  which  reads: 

The  present  law  defines  disability  (except 
for  certain  cases  of  blindness)  as  the  "in- 
ability to  engage  in  any  siibstantial  gainful 
activity  by  reason  of  any  medically  deter- 
minable physical  or  mental  impairment 
which  can  be  expected  to  result  in  death  or 
which  has  lasted  or  can  be  expected  to  last 
for  a  continuous  period  of  not  less  than  12 
months. 

We  have  this  strange  situation.  This 
narrow  definition  has  been  enlarged  by 
interpretation  of  the  courts.  It  is  quite 
unlikely  that  any  of  those  decisions  will 
ever  get  to  the  Supreme  Court.  Conse- 
quently, courts  all  over  the  land  have 
proceeded  in  various  ways.  The  result  is 
that  the  "ost  of  disability  retirement  pay 
has  gone  up  and  up. 

The  allocation  to  the  disability  trust 
fund  has  increased  from  0.50  percent  of 
payroll  in  1956  to  0.70  percent  today,  and 
will  be  increased  to  0.95  percent  by  the 
committee's  bill.  In  1965  the  Congress 
adopted  r_n  increase  in  the  social  security 
taxes  allocated  to  the  disability  insur- 
ance trust  fund;  a  large  part  of  which 
was  needed  to  meet  an  actuarial  defi- 
ciency of  0.13  percent  in  the  system. 
Again  this  year  the  administration  has 
come  to  the  Congress  asking  for  an  in- 
crease in  the  taxes  allocated  to  that  fund 
to  meet  an  even  larger  actuarial  defi- 
ciency, which  has  reduced  the  0.03 -per- 
cent surplus,  estimated  after  the  1965 
amendments,  to  a  0.15-percent  defi- 
ciency. 

What  has  happened  is  that  even 
though  the  percentage  of  people  in  the 
total  economy  has  not  increased,  the 
number  of  people  who  are  now  on  dis- 
ability retirement  has  increased.  Because 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  felt  that 
the  definition  of  disability  as  originally 
written  by  the  Congress  was  not  being 
adhered  to,  it  inserted  this  language  and 
put  further  guidelines  in  it,  as  appears  on 
page  48  of  the  committee  report,  where 
Senators  will  find  the  following  inter- 
esting comments : 

When  asked  about  the  court  decision^,  the 
Social  Security  Administration  summarized 
developments  in  the  courts  in  some  juris- 
dictions as — 

( 1 )  An  increasing  tendency  to  put  the 
burden  of  proof  on  the  Government  to 
identify  jobs  for  which  the  individual  might 
have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  be  hired, 
rather  than  ascertaining  whether  jobs  exist 
in  the  economy  which  he  can  do.  Claims  are 
sometimes  allowed  by  the  courts  where  the 
reason  a  claimant  has  not  been  able  to  get 
a  job  is  that  employers  having  jobs  he  can 
do,  prefer  to  avoid  what  they  view  as  a  risk 
In  hiring  a  person  having  an  impairment 
even  though  the  impairment  is  not  such  as 
to  render  the  person  incapable  of  doing  the 
job  available. 

(2)  A  narrowing  of  the  geographic  area  in 
which  the  jobs  the  person  can  do  must  exist, 
by  reversing  the  Department's  denial  in 
cases  in  which  it  has  not  been  shown  that 


jobs  the  claimant  can  do  exist  within  a 
reasonable  commuting  distance  of  his  home, 
rather  than  in  the  economy  in  general. 

(3)  The  question  of  the  kind  of  medical 
evidence  necessary  to  establish  the  existence 
and  severity  of  an  impairment,  and  how  con- 
flicting medical  opinions  and  evidence  are 
to  be  resolved. 

(4)  While  there  have  heretofore  been  no 
major  differences  by  or  among  the  courts  on 
the  issue  of  disability  when  the  claimant  was 
performing  work  at  a  level  which  the  Secre- 
tary under  the  regulations  had  determined 
to  be  substantial  gainful  activity,  this  issue 
was  recently  highlighted  and  publicized  in 
the  case  of  Leftwich  v.  Gardner.  The  Fourth 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  this  case  held 
that  the  claimant  was  under  a  disability 
despite  his  demonstrated  work  performance 
considered  by  the  Secretary  to  be  substantial 
gainful  activity. 

Then  the  Finance  Committee  said 
this: 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  statement 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  in- 
structing the  Social  Security  Administration 
to  report  immediately  to  the  Congress  on 
future  trends  of  judicial  interpretation  of 
this  nature.  As  a  remedy  for  the  situation 
which  has  developed,  the  committee's  bill 
would  provide  guidelines  to  reemphasize  the 
predominant  importance  of  medical  factors 
in  the  disability  determination. 

In  summary,  it  amounts  to  just  about 
this :  Congress  provided  for  the  disability 
program.  It  provided  for  the  degree  of 
disability.  The  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  and  the  Finance 
Committee  of  the  Senate  found  that  that 
definition  of  disability  was  being  exceed- 
ed and  they  placed  in  this  bill  some 
guidelines.  I  believe  they  should  be  left 
in  there.  I  think  to  depart  from  a  rather 
strict  and  narrow  definition  of  disability 
in  the  social  security  program  would  be 
a  mistake.  That  is  not  to  say  that  some 
people  should  not  have  consideration  in 
other  programs.  I  regretfully  express  the 
hope  that  the  amendment  will  not  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  only  a  few  minutes. 

I  have  a  memorandum  from  Robert  J. 
Myers,  Chief  Actuary  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration,  which  reads: 

H.B.  12080,  both  as  passed  by  the  House 
and  as  reported  by  the  Finance  Committee, 
would  provide  a  mere  detailed  definition  of 
"disability"  as  used  in  determining  eligibil- 
ity for  disability  benefits  under  Social  Secur- 
ity. It  has  been  proposed — 

That  is  my  amendment — 
that  this  detailed  definition  should  be  elim- 
inated, so  that  the  definition  would  then 
be  that  in  present  law. 

In  my  opinion,  such  a  change  would  not 
necessitate  any  increase  in  my  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  the  program,  since  I  did  not  re- 
duce the  cost  estimate  when  the  more  de- 
tailed definition  was  added  to  the  bill.  But, 
in  the  absence  of  the  more  detailed  defini- 
tion, there  is  a  much  greater  likelihood  that 
the  costs  actually  developing  will  exceed  my 
intermediate-cost  estimate. 

So-we  do  not  need  to  add  any  further 
taxes ;  we  do  not  need  to  add  any  further 
increases;  this  amendment  goes  back  to 
existing  law. 

I  point  out  that  in  the  Leftwich  case, 
which  I  mentioned  and  which  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  men- 
tioned, Mr.  Leftwich  was  denied  disabil- 
ity benefits  by  the  hearing  examiner  and 


Secretary.  Mr.  Leftwich  could  not  stoop, 
bend,  or  sit  down  for  more  than  10  min- 
utes. Yet  he  was  required  to  take  a  job 
as  a  dishwasher  at  $130  a  month  to  sup- 
port himself  and  nine  children.  The  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fourth  Cir- 
cuit, quite  properly,  I  think,  held  that, 
under  that  definition,  a  man  who  could 
not  bend,  stoop,  or  sit  for  very  long  did 
not  have  to  take  a  job  at  $130  a  month 
while  he  was  under  physical  pain  at  all 
times,  but  was  entitled  to  disability 
benefits. 

That  is  all  I  seek:  To  go  back  to  that 
kind  of  definition,  to  return  to  the  kind 
of  language  that  we  had  in  the  bill  in  the 
1965  act,  which  to  my  mind  actually  pro- 
tects all  the  people  who  need  to  be  pro- 
tected, protects  the  financial  integrity  of 
the  act,  and  will  prevent  us  from  taking 
the  backward  step  we  would  be  taking 
should  we  adopt  the  definition  that  is 
now  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
it  was  my  privilege  to  be  a  part  of  the 
fight  and  a  cosponsor  of  the  Senate 
amendment  which  provided  that  dis- 
abled people  could  receive  social  security 
benefits.  I  recall  that  at  the  time  we 
agreed  to  it,  it  carried  by  a  very  close 
vote. 

I  was  one  of  those  who  prevailed  upon 
the  former  chairman  of  the  committee. 
Senator  Walter  George,  of  Georgia,  to 
offer  the  amendment  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  a  number  of  other  Senators — I 
believe  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson]  may  have  been  one  of 
them — by  which  we  voted  disability  in- 
surance into  the  act. 

One  of  the  big  problems  has  been  that 
the  cost  of  this  program,  relative  to  pay- 
roll, has  been  increasing.  For  example, 
the  cost  of  disability  insurance  has  moved 
up  from  one-half  of  1  percent  of  payroll 
to  seven-tenths  of  1  percent  of  payroll, 
and  this  bill  would  advance  that  cost  to 
0.95  percent — roughly  1  percent  of  pay- 
roll— to  cover  the  cost  of  this  protection. 

So  the  cost  of  disability  insurance, 
measured  against  the  total  earnings  of 
the  people  of  this  country,  will  thus  have 
doubled  since  we  put  it  into  effect  in  1956. 

One  thing  which  has  added  to  the  in- 
crease in  cost  has  been  the  fact  that 
Federal  courts  have  had  considerable 
sympathy  for  those  who  appear  before 
the  courts  and  urge  that  they  should  be. 
entitled  to  benefits  as  disabled  people. 

It  is  a  relative  thing.  In  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  for  example,  under  its  work- 
men's compensation  program,  good 
lawyers — my  father  being  one  of  them — 
over  the  years,  were  successful  in  per- 
suading the  courts  that  a  man  is  totally 
and  permanently  disabled  when  he  can 
no  longer  hold  the  same  job  he  had  in 
the  past.  Under  workmen's  compensa- 
tion there  might  be  a  specific  allowance 
provided  for  the  loss  of  a  hand.  How- 
ever, a  man  who,  for  example,  had  been 
working  on  the  railroad  and  lost  his  hand 
might  also  be  regarded  as  totally  and 
permanently  disabled,  even  though  he 
could  still  do  many  other  things.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  one  man  whom  I  highly 
respect  lost  his  hand  while  working  on 
the  railroad,  went  into  other  businesses, 
was  very  successful  at  them,  and  is  today 
one  of  the  richest  men  in  the  city.  Even 
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though  at  the  time  of  his  accident  no 
employer  would  hire  a  man  with  but  one 
hand,  he  was  later  extremely  successful 
despite  his  disability. 

The  courts,  as  I  say,  tend  to  be  very 
sympathetic  toward  disabled  persons,  so 
much  so  that  the  House  committee  felt 
they  had  gone  far  beyond  the  intent  of 
Congress  when  it  enacted  the  disability 
program  which  was  in  general  based  on 
the  idea  that  if  there  is  a  job  available, 
that  he  could  do,  not  in  a  few  isolated 
places,  but  in  a  considerable  number  of 
places  in  the  national  economy,  even 
though  it  might  not  be  available  in  the 
man's  hometown,  he  should  not  be  re- 
garded as  disabled. 

If  Senators  wish  to  hold  to  the  court 
decisions  on  this  matter,  which  have 
tended  to  liberalize  the  interpretation  of 
the  law  beyond  what  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives felt  Congress  intended  when 
the  program  was  enacted,  that  must  be 
left  to  the  judgment  of  each  individual 
Senator.  As  pointed  out  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  this  tightening  of  the 
definition  was  by  way  of  insistence  that 
we  adhere  to  what  the  House  committee 
had  in  mind  as  to  the  intent  of  Congress 
when  this  provision  was  originally  en- 
acted. I  have  great  sympathy  for  the  po- 
sition of  the  Senator  from  Montana,  but 
I  feel  also  that  we  have  a  real  cost  prob- 
lem to  contend  with  here.  This,  the 
House  thought,  and  the  Senate  commit- 
tee concurred,  is  one  area  where  the  cost 
of  the  program  could  be  restrained. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Montana.  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Can- 
non], the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Er- 
vin],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Hollings],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche], 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Mag- 
nuson],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  McIntyre], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Nelson],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
S  mathers],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 


[Mr.  Stennis],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge],  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough],  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff] 
would  each  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender]. If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  would  vote 
"yea,"  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  SmathersL  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Jackson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Domi- 
nick],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Fong],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  and  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Jordan]  are  detained  on  offi- 
cial business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Brooke]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Hatfield]  is  paired  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  [Mr.  Jordan].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  34, 
nays  20,  as  follows: 
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YEAS — 34 

Hayden 
HiU 
Javits 
Kuchel 
Mansfield 
McGovern 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Pastore 

NAYS — 20 

Griffin 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Long,  La. 
Miller 
Morton 


Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Symington 
Tydings 
Williams,  N.J. 
Young,  Ohio 


Mundt 
Pearson 
Smith 
Thurmond 
Williams,  Del. 
Young,  N.  Dak. 


NOT  VOTING — 46 


Harris 

Hatfield- 

Hickenlooper 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Jordan, Idaho 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Lausche 

Long,  Mo. 

Magnuson 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

McGee 


McIntyre 

Monroney 

Morse 

Murphy 

Nelson 

Percy 

Ribicoff 

Russell 

Scott 

Smathers 

Stennis 

Talmadge 

Tower 

Yarborough 


So  Mr.  Metcalf's  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  prepared 
by  Mr.  Robert  J.  Myers  concerning  the 
cost  estimates  in  connection  with  the 
Miller  amendment  as  originally  in- 
troduced. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Memorandum 

November  17,  1967. 
From:  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief  Actuary,  So- 
cial Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  amendment  No. 
442    relating   to   reimbursement  basis 
under  hospital  insurance  program. 
This  memorandum  will  present  a  cost 
estimate  for  Amendment  No.  442,  submitted 
by  Senator  Miiler,  which  would  amend  H.R. 
12080  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

This  Amendment  would  provide  an  in- 
creased reimbursement  basis  for  hospitals 
and  other  providers  of  service  (both  propri- 
etary ones  and  nonprofit  ones)  under  the 
Medicare  program,  with  the  principal  effect 
being  on  the  HI  program.  Reimbursement 
would  be  on  the  basis  of  average  per  diem 
costs  for  persons  of  all  ages  (rather  than  on 
the  basis  of  actual  costs  for  beneficiaries 
aged  65  and  over),  and  also  return  of  iy2 
times  the  trust-fund  interest  rate  would  be 
paid  on  "fair  market  value"  of  the  facility 
(in  lieu  of  the  present  provisions  for  pay- 
ment of  depreciation,  interest  on  indebted- 
ness, and  the  2%  factor). 

It  is  very  difficult  to  know  what  the  effect 
of  the  "fair  market  value"  provision  would 
be,  although  it  would  be  quite  significant. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  level-cost  of  the 
HI  program  would  be  increased  by  .19%  to 
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.25%  of  taxable  payroll  over  the  cost  In  the 
Finance  Committee  version  of  HJEL.  12080 
(a  lower  cost  estimate  relative  to  payroll 
being  shown  than  for  the  House  version  of 
the  bill,  because  of  the  higher  taxable  earn- 
ings base  in  the  Finance  Committee  ver- 
sion). The  increased  outgo  in  1968  is  esti- 
mated at  $500  to  $650  million,  while  for  1972 
the  corresponding  cost  is  $700  to  $950  million. 

My  estimate  of  the  increased  cost  was 
made  separately  for  the  two  parts  of  the 
Amendment.  An  accurate  estimate  can  be 
made  for  the  proposal  to  use  the  average 
per  diem  cost  for  persons  of  all  ages  as  the 
reimbursement  basis  ( instead  of  basing  such 
reimbursement  only  on  the  cost  for  Medicare 
beneficiaries) .  When  costs  are  determined 
relative  to  charges,  the  routine  room-and- 
board  costs  (including  general  nursing  serv- 
ices) are  taken  to  be  the  same  per  day  for 
Medicare  patients  as  for  other  patients. 

However,  the  costs  for  ancillary  services  for 
medicare  patients  average  out  at  a  lower  cost 
per  day  (because  their  longer  average  stay 
more  than  offsets  their  somewhat  greater 
use  of  these  services  per  stay) .  As  a  result, 
the  average  daily  cost  for  Medicare  patients 
so  determined  is  about  8%  less  than  the 
average  for  all  persons.  Accordingly,  the  cost 
for  going  to  this  basis  of  reimbursement 
would  be  .10%  of  taxable  payroll,  or  for  the 
first  full  year  of  operation  about  $300  mil- 
lion. 

It  is  argued  by  some  that  room-and-board 
costs  are  higher  for  Medicare  patients  be- 
cause they  require  more  nursing  services 
and  that  this  should  be  offset  by  using  the 
higher  average  daily  cost  applicable  to  all 
patients  in  lieu  of  the  lower  average  ap- 
plicable to  Medicare  patients.  This  may  be 
the  case,  and  equity  might  require  a  change 
to  recognize  this  situation,  but  it  will  cost 
the  HI  program  additional  money. 

As  to  the  second  part  of  the  Amendment, 
providing  a  return  on  capital  (based  on  fair 
market  value)  for  all  hospitals  and  other 
facilities,  a  significant  cost  would  be  in- 
volved on  account  of  the  much  more  favor- 
able treatment  involved  for  the  large  num- 
ber of  nonprofit  hospitals.  Because  of  the 
uncertainty  involved  as  to  how  the  provi- 
sion would  be  administered  (e.g.  as  to  de- 
termining "fair  market  value"  and  as  to  the 
interest  rate  to  be  used) ,  I  must  give  a 
range  estimate — namely,  a  level-cost  of  .09 
to  .15%  of  taxable  payroll,  or  $200  to  $350 
million  in  the  first  full  year  of  operation. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  portion  of 
the  proposal  relating  to  return  on  capital  be 
deleted  and  that  only  the  "average  daily  cost 
for  all  patients"  reimbursement  basis  should 
be  left  in  the  Amendment.  In  addition,  the 
legislative  history  would  indicate  that  the 
present  2  %  increase-factor  for  otherwise  un- 
recognized costs  (iy2%  for  proprietary  In- 
stitutions) should  be  discontinued.  The  net 
effect  would  be  an  increase  in  the  estimated 
level-cost  of  the  program  amounting  to  .07% 
of  taxable  payroll,  or  a  cost  of  about  $200 
to  $250  million  in  the  first  full  year  of 
operation. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  was  be- 
cause of  the  high  cost  of  this  amendment, 
in  the  main,  that  I  did  not  feel  that  the 
amendment  could  be  accepted,  although 
I  would  be  willing  to  accept  some  part 
of  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion now  recurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa,  as 
modified. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  believe  it  would  be  best  that  we  vote  on 
that  amendment  on  Monday,  after  we 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  think  about 
it  over  the  weekend. 

Unless  other  Senators  desire  to  make 
statements,  I  will  move  to  adjourn. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS  UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 

AGREEMENT 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Do  I  understand  the 
parliamentary  situation,  then,  to  be  that 
the  amendment  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Iowa  is  now  pending? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes;  it  is 
pending  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  will  be  subject  to  the 
1-hour  limitation  on  Monday  morning? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  will  be  sub- 
ject to  the  limitation  on  Monday. 

Does  the  Senator  desire  his  amendment 
to  be  the  pending  business  when  we  ad- 
journ tonight,  or  would  he  care  to  with- 
draw it  and  offer  it  again  on  Monday? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
believe  much  more  time  will  be  required 
in  connection  with  this  amendment,  and 
I  believe  we  could  expect  a  vote  on  it 
rather  early.  I  am  hopeful  that  I -will  be 
able  to  work  out  an  arrangement  with 
the  manager  of  the  bill  so  that  he  would 
be  willing  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  that  the  vote  cannot  be  taken 
tonight.  As  the  Senator  knows,  I  have 
supported  this  amendment  rather  ac- 
tively on  the  floor,  and  I  renew  my  re- 
quest that  I  be  given  a  live  pair  on  this 
amendment.  I  do  not  make  this  request 
often. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  there  is 
any  substantial  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment, I  believe  we  will  be  able  to  arrange 
a  pair.  I  hope  the  Senator  will  not  be 
too  dismayed  if  the  amendment  is  agreed 
to  by  an  overwhelming  majority. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  it  would  be 
a  wise  decision,  and  I  recommend  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  for  the  record  what  I  have  said  in- 
formally to  my  able  friend,  the  majority 
whip,  that  it  is  my  hope  to  offer  my 
amendment  as  early  as  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  do  so  on  Monday  morning. 
Speaking  for  the  able  senior  Senator 
from  New  York,  who  has  another  amend- 
ment, I  would  hope  that  he  would  be  per- 
mitted to  offer  his  early  Monday  morn- 
ing, also. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  need  for  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia and  the  Senator  from  New  York 
to  have  their  amendments  taken  up 
early,  I  wonder  if  it  would  be  in  order 
to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
amendment  be  laid  aside  pending  the 
action  taken  on  the  Kuchel  and  the 
Javits  amendments,  at  which  time  my 
amendment  would  then  become  the  or- 
der of  business.  I  make  that  request,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  would  prefer,  however, 
to  offer  it  on  Monday,  perhaps  after  we 
have  a  quorum  call,  so  that  many  Sena- 
tors will  be  present. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  thought 
occurs  to  me  that  if  the  Senator  has  it 
ready  it  might  be  called  up  now  and  we 
could  adjourn  with  it  being  the  pending 
business  for  Monday. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  We  could 
have  it  understood  it  would  be  the  pend- 
ing business. 


Mr.  MILLER.  Why  not  agree? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
we  meet  on  Monday,  when  the  pending 
business  is  laid  before  the  Senate,  that 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  be  recognized  to  call  up  lus 
amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  I  ask  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  to  modify  his  agreement  so 
that  we  may  first  agree  to  a  short 
quorum  call  so  that  we  may  have  a 
quorum  present,  and  then  I  shall  offer 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  so  modify 
the  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  And  that  will  be  fol- 
lowed by  the  Javits  amendment,  and 
then  the  Miller  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  to  that,  in  that 
order. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  not  sure 
we  should  include  the  Javits  amend- 
ment. I  am  not  sure  he  wants  that  done. 

I  now  understand  that  he  does.  We 
will  proceed  to  consider  the  amendments 
in  that  order. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  may  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide  an  increase  in  benefits  under 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance system,  to  provide  benefits  for 
additional  categories  of  individuals,  to 
improve  the  public  assistance  program 
and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare 
and  health  of  children,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

ORDER  OP  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  the  amendment 
that  will  be  before  the  Senate  shortly  is 
the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
deputy  minority  whip,  the  senior  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  rather  important  suggestion  relative 
to  the  amendment  that  some  of  us  are 
ready  to  offer,  that  I  wish  to  make  to  my 
able  friend,  the  majority  leader. 

I  should  like  to  have  a  quorum  call  of 
sufficient  length  so  that  more  Senators 
may  be  in  attendance. 
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Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  call  up  his  amendment  so 
that  we  may  have  it  pending? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  do  it  as  soon  as 
I  have  the  quorum.  I  only  have  a  half 
hour.   

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  time  will  not 
be  charged  to  the  time  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  immediately 
following  the  offering  of  my  amendment, 
a  quorum  call  will  be  had,  without  the 
time  being  charged  against  my  time; 
and'  it  will  be  a  live  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  444 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  444  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  state 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  is  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  310,  line  23,  strike  out 
all  through  line  10,  page  313,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  220.  (a)  Section  1903  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"'(f)(1)  Payments  under  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  be  made 
with  respect  to  any  expenditures  for  medical 
assistance  in  any  State  for  individuals  whose 
income  exceeds  the  amount  determined,  in 
accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  to  be  equivalent  to  150  percent  of 
the  highest  amount,  applicable  in  the  State 
for  determining  need,  for  determining  elig- 
ibility of  an  individual  for  aid  or  assistance 
in  the  form  of  money  payments  under  the 
plan  of  such  State  approved  under  title  I, 
X,  XIV,  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  TV,  or  if  there 
is  more  than  one  such  individual  living  in 
the  same  home,  the  amount  so  determined 
for  one  such  individual  plus  such  additional 
amounts  for  each  of  the  other  individuals 
living  in  the  same  home,  as  may  be  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  such  standards 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  total  amount 
so  determined,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple  of  $100 
or  such  other  amount,  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe,  to  be  rounded  to  the  next  higher 
multiple  of  $100  or  such  other  amount,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

"'(2)  In  computing  an  individual's  (or 
family's)  income  for  purposes  of  the  preced- 
ing paragraph  there  shall  be  excluded  any 
costs  (whether  in  the  form  of  insurance  pre- 
miums or  otherwise)  incurred  by  him  (or  the 
family)  for  medical  care  or  for  any  other  type 
of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law. 

"'(3)  In  determining  the  amount  which 
is  equivalent  to  150  percent  of  the  highest 
amount  of  income  applicable  to  an  individual 
or  family  for  purposes  of  determining  eligi- 
bility for  aid  or  assistance  in  the  form  of 
money  payments  under  a  State's  plan  under 
title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
give  consideration  to  variations  in  shelter 
costs  and  to  special  needs,  if  recognized  for 
a  significant  number  of  individuals,  and 
where  necessary,  may  prescribe  methods  for 
estimating  the  total  cost  of  items  and  services 
recognized  by  a  State  in  determining  eligibil- 


ity for  aid  or  assistance  under  plans  approved 
under  such  titles.' 

"(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  (except  In  the  cases  of  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  apply  with 
respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after 
June  30,  1968." 

CALL  OF  THE  BOLL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  there  be  a  quorum  call,  and  I  wish 
to  alert  the  attaches  in  line  with  the  re- 
quest t>f  the  distinguished  aeting  mi- 
nority leader  that  it  will  be  a  live  quorum 
call,  the  time  not  to  be  charged  against 
either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names  : 


Aiken 

Bible 

Burdick 

ByTd,  W.  Va. 

Clark 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Ellender 

Gruening 

Hart 
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Hayden 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long,  La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McGovern 
Miller 


Morton 

Nelson 

Pastore 

Pell 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Ribicoff 

Symington 

Williams,  Del. 

Young,  N.  Dak. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan]  ,  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young],  the  Senator- from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  FongL 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hat- 
field], the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  and  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc- 
Govern in  the  chair) .  A  quorum  is  not 
present. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  di- 
rected to  request  the  attendance  of  ab- 
sent Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order 
of  the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sen- 
ators entered  the  Chamber  and  answered 
to  their  names: 


Allott 

Anderson 

Baker 

Bartlett 

Bayh 

Bennett 

Boggs 

Brewster 

Brooke 

Case 

Church 

Cotton 

Dominlck 

Eastland 

Ervin 

Fannin 


Fulbright 

Griffin 

Harris 

Hartke 

Hickenlooper 

Hal 

Hcllings 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jordan,  Idaho 
Kennedy,  Mass. 
Kennedy,  N.Y. 
Long,  Mo. 
McClellan 
Mclntyre 
Metcalf 


Mondale 

Monroney 

Montoya 

Morse 

Moss 

Muskie 

Pearson 

Percy 

Randolph 

Smith 

Spong 

Stennis 

Thurmond 

Ty  dings 

Williams.  N.J. 

Yarborough 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  present. 
Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

I  offer  amendment  No.  444  together 
with  the  distinguished  Senators  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javtts  and  Mr.  Kennedy] 
the  distinguished  Senators  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Kennedy  and  Mr.  Brooke], 
and  the  distinguished  Senators  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark  and  Mr. 
Scott]  . 

I  modify  my  amendment  by  striking 
out  on  page  2,  lines  21  to  25,  inclusive, 
and  by  striking  out  on  page  3,  lines  1 
to  7,  inclusive. 

Mr.  President,  we  deal  here  with  as 
important  a  problem  as  is  presented  in 
this  bill  with  respect  to  medicaid.  I  well 
remember  when  the  Senate,  acting  under 
the  leadership  of  the  late  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  Mr. 
Kerr,  approved  what  is  now  known  as 
the  Kerr-Mills  Act. 

It  was  an  attempt  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  give  the  States  of  the  Union 
an  incentive  to  adopt  health  legislation 
to  be  available  to  the  low-income  citizen 
who  is  self-sustaining  and  above  the 
level  of  poverty  as  determined  by  State 
law,  but  who  is  unable  to  meet  the  high 
costs  of  medical  care. 

Many  States  participated  in  the  Kerr- 
Mills  Act.  My  State  is  one  of  them.  Many 
States  adopted  legislation  defining  the 
term  "medically  indigent."  Through 
these  programs,  medical  assistance  is 
provided  to  people  at  the  bottom  rung 
of  the  economic  ladder  who  are  entering 
the  mainstream  of  the  economic  system 
and  who  would  be  wiped  out  by  rapidly 
rising  health  costs. 

The  Senate  committee  has  done  two 
drastic  things  with  that  general  pro- 
gram. It  has,  first,  considered  laying 
down  for  the  first  time  a  ceiling  over 
which  a  State  could  not  go  in  determin- 
ing who  was  "medically  indigent."  The 
Senate  committee,  in  adopting  that  ceil- 
ing, provided  that  it  should  consist  of 
150  percent  of  the  standards  laid  down 
for  old-age  assistance  under  State  law. 

Automatically,  that  part  of  the  com- 
mittee amendment  will  slash,  in  6 
months'  time,  on  the  first  of  July  1968, 
the  benefits  available  under  State  law 
to  "medically  indigent"  people  in  seven 
States.  That  is  too  harsh.  That  is  not 
fair.  My  State  of  California  is  not  one 
of  them,  but  I  will  tell  Senators  what 
States  are  involved. 

Illinois  today  provides  that  a  person, 
if  he  makes  $1,800  a  year,  is  "medically 
indigent."  Illinois  will  provide  medicaid 
if  that  individual  has  health  problems. 
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The  committee  bill  slashes  it  back  $100, 
to  $1,700. 

Kentucky  provides  that  a  person  who 
makes  $1,620  will  be  deemed  to  be 
"medically  indigent."  The  committee 
slashes  that  back  $20,  to  $1,600. 

Maryland  provides  that  a  person  is 
"medically  indigent,"  not  a  pauper,  and 
therefore  eligible  for  medicaid,  If  he 
makes  $1,800  a  year.  The  committee 
slashes  that  back  to  $1,600. 

New  Hampshire  provides  that  a  per- 
son in  that  State,  if  he  makes  $2,088  a 
year,  shall  be  deemed  to  be,  not  a  pauper, 
but  "medically  indigent,"  and  therefore 
eligible  for  medicaid.  The  committee,  in 
the  case  of  New  Hampshire,  slashes  it 
back  to  $1,900. 

In  New  York,  the  State  legislature  has 
laid  down  the  criterion  that  a  person  is 
"medically  indigent"  if  he  makes  $2,900 
a  year.  The  committee  cuts  that  back  to 
$2,400. 

The  Pennsylvania  Legislature  finds 
that  $2,000  is  the  ceiling  for  meeting  the 
criterion  of  "medically  indigent,"  and 
the  committee,  in  the  bill  now  before  us, 
has  cut  that  ceiling  back  $200,  to  $1,800. 

Rhode  Island  provides  that  if  a  person 
makes  $2,500  a  year  he  would  still  be 
eligible  for  medicaid.  The  committee  has 
slashed  that  by  $2,300. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
if  the  Senator  will  yield,  he  means  to 
$2,300. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  To  $2,300. 

My  amendment  seeks  to  provide  an 
equitable  ceiling  which  will  ease  the  se- 
vere cuts  faced  by  these  States.  The 
theory  of  the  committee  is  that  it  will 
use  150  percent  of  the  old  age  assistance 
standard  in  each  State  as  its  ceiling. 

I  say  that  if  we  are  going  to  use  cash 
assistance  as  a  basis  on  which  to  deter- 
mine a  ceiling  for  the  States,  it  would  be 
far  more  equitable  to  provide  that  the 
highest  level  of  cash  assistance  in  any 
State  multiplied  by  150  percent  should 
be  the  ceiling. 

Let  me  add  here  that  the  impact  that 
I  have  just  suggested  will  take  place 
under  this  provision  of  the  committee's 
bill  in  6  months — hardly  enough  time 
for  the  29  States  in  this  Union  that  have 
participated — to  scurry  into  their  legis- 
latures and  to  give  adequate  considera- 
tion as  to  how  they  might  best  amend 
their  State  medicaid  laws. 

But  far  more  important  than  that  is 
the  second  provision  which  the  commit- 
tee has  written  into  the  bill.  This,  my 
fellow  Senators,  is  an  assault  on  the 
intention  with  which  Congress  approved 
Kerr-Mills  and  amended  Kerr-Mills. 
Recognizing  the  skyrocketing  increase  in 
health  care  costs,  we  invited  the  States 
of  the  Union  to  participate  in  the 
Medicaid  program,  saying  to  the  States, 
"We  will  help  you.  We  will  help  you  take 
care  of  your  poor  people  who  are  not 
paupers." 

As  I  have  stated,  29  States  have  re- 
sponded. The  Federal  Government  par- 
ticipates in  the  medicaid  programs  of 
those  29  States  up  to  a  maximum  of  83 
percent  of  the  cost.  In  my  State  of  Cali- 
fornia, the  Federal  Government  pro- 
vides 50  percent  of  the  cost. 

Under  the  amendment,  the  percentage 


would  be  squared,  and  in  plain  English, 
that  means  that  under  the  amendment 
Federal  participation  in  some  instances 
would  be  cut  in  half.  If  Senators  wish  to 
follow,  I  refer  to  table  B  on  page  178  of 
the  committee  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  have  5  additional  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  We  would  cut  partici- 
pation by  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  medicaid  programs  of  States  for 
medically  indigent  people  from  50  per- 
cent of  the  total  cost  to  25  percent.  Is 
there  any  Senator  here  who  can  justify 
that? 

We  have  been  trying  to  do  something 
to  help  the  man  who  is  helping  himself. 
I  am  not  talking  about  paupers.  I  am 
talking  about  people  in  this  country  who 
have  enough  desire  to  raise  themselves, 
who  are  working,  who  are  not  making 
too  much  money,  but  who  are  not  par- 
ticipating in  cash  welfare.  I  am  talking 
about  the  protection  that  29  States  in 
the  American  Union  have  given  to  such 
people,  and  which,  within  the  next  3 
years,  all,  of  the  States  will  have  pro- 
vided. 

I  ask  Senators  to  examine  the  table  to 
which  I  have  referred  and  the  mimeo- 
graphed sheet  which  my  office  has  pre- 
pared and  had  placed  on  each  Senator's 
desk.  I  suggest  that  each  Senator  note 
what  his  own  State  will  suffer  in  de- 
creased Federal  participation.  As  I  say, 
there  are  some  States  where  Federal  par- 
ticipation will  be  cut  in  half,  and  all  the 
rest  of  them  will  be  cut  in  a  significant 
fashion. 

The  amendment  which  we — from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle — offer  with  respect  to 
that  second  point  would  simply  eliminate 
the  committee's  provision  of  squaring 
the  percentage,  and  would  provide  that 
the  Federal  Government  will  continue  to 
participate  in  the  medicaid  programs  of 
States  under  the  present  Federal  law. 

I  recognize  that  it  may  be  said  on  this 
floor  that  some  States  have  gone  over- 
board. There  could  be  provisions,  my  fel- 
low Senators,  by  which  Congress  might 
face  up  to  that  problem.  I  cite  one  ex- 
ample that  occurs  to  me :  Congress  could 
well  provide  that  it  would  not  reimburse 
a  State  if  the  cost  of  a  particular  benefit, 
in  1960,  was  more  than  that  cost  today, 
in  1967,  less  cost  of  living  index  addi- 
tions. 

There  are  many  ways  by  which  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  State  gov- 
ernments can  more  adequately  police  or 
patrol  this  problem.  But  I  beg  my  fellow 
Senators  not  to  strike  a  body  blow  to  a 
program  that  has  been  good  in  this  coun- 
try, I  ask,  instead,  that  Senators  support 
our  amendment. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  it  correct  to  say  that 
insofar  as  the  States  are  concerned,  in 
setting  this  standard  we  are  talking 


about,  they  must,  of  necessity,  make  a 
contribution  to  match  Federal  funds? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct, 
on  the  basis  of  a  sliding  scale. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  On  a  sliding  scale. 

Let  us  take  my  State  of  Rhode  Island. 
We  have  a  standard  set  there,  for  a  single 
person,  at  $2,500,  and  for  a  couple  at 
$3,500.  We  have  been  telling  the  States 
to  raise  their  standards  from  time  to 
time,  in  order  that  people  could  meet  the 
responsibilities  of  life  in  a  better  way, 
without  becoming  public  charges;  be- 
cause fundamentally,  if  you  have  a 
standard  of  living  in  a  community  where 
the  increment  or  the  benefit  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  ordinary  necessities  of 
life  that  the  individual  needs,  then  that 
person  has  to  appeal  to  the  public  wel- 
fare department  and  go  on  public  assist- 
ance. It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  lift 
up — from  time  to  time — the  individual 
in  the  scale  of  human  dignity  to  the  point 
where  he  will  not  be  considered  a  public 
charge.  We  are  trying  to  set  certain 
standards  that  will  meet  the  situation  in 
a  particular  State.  That  is  what  gave  rise 
to  the  original  law,  or  the  present  law 
which  we  are  now  trying  to  amend.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  statement  of  the 
Senator  is  eminently  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  understand  that  in 
the  State  of  Rhode  Island  the  Federal 
Government  puts  up  52  percent,  as 
against  48  percent  on  the  part  of  the 
taxpayers  of  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  have — 3  additional 
minutes? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  will  be  sufficient. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  this  point  is 
sufficiently  important  that  we  will  take 
a  little  time  out  of  the  debate  on  the  bill. 
I  yield  myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  do  not  think  we  need 
so  much  time  here.  I  think  we  need  votes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  trade  all  the  time  for  votes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  think  we  have  a  just 
cause,  and  I  do  not  see  how  those  who 
are  seeking  for  equity  and  justice  can 
deny  this  particular  amendment.  I  un- 
derstand, if  this  proposed  new  formula 
takes  effect,  the  Federal  contribution  in 
Rhode  Island  will  drop  from  52  percent 
to  27  percent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  What  we  are  actually 
saying  is  that  we  are  going  to  punish  the 
States  for  their  progressive  spirit.  We 
are  going  to  punish  States  that  are  do- 
ing something  about  helping  people  in 
need. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  We  recognize  the  fact 
that  we  have  to  increase  benefits  under 
social  security  by  15  percent  across  the 
board,  and  we  are  raising  the  minimum 
up  to  $70  because  we  feel  that  the  pres- 
ent allotments  are  not  sufficient;  and  yet, 
in  the  same  breath,  we  turn  around  and 
say  we  are  going  to  cut  down  the  stand- 
ards here. 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  We  are  punishing  States 
that  have  tried  to  help  people  help 
themselves. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  And  the  ultimate  re- 
sult will  be,  if  the  States  are  reluctant 
to  put  up  the  money,  the  standards  will 
begin  to  be  cut.  And  here,  again,  we 
place  the  burden  right  on  the  backs  of 
the  poor. 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia. I  regret  that  he  did  not  talk  to 
me  about  this  amendment  before,  be- 
cause I  would  have  been  honored  to  be 
a  cosponsor.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  my  name  may  be  added  to  the 
amendment  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  able  friend 
very  much. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  able  senior 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  this  is  the 
first  of  a  series  of  amendments  repre- 
senting a  pooling  of  the  efforts  of  several 
Senators. 

The  Senator  from  California  is  taking 
the  lead  on  this  amendment,  other  Sen- 
ators will  take  the  lead  on  other  amend- 
ments, but  there  is  a  community  of 
interest. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  endeavor  to 
repeat  any  of  the  arguments  already 
made  by  either  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia or  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land; I  should  like  to  refer  to  the  one 
case  in  point  which  has  allegedly  caused 
a  great  deal  of  the  present  controversy — 
the  case  of  New  York. 

The  Senator  from  California  said  it 
is  claimed  that  certain  States  went  over- 
board, and  New  York  is  the  one  that  was 
principally  charged. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  nothing  con- 
tained in  the  pending  amendment  which 
would  change  the  efforts  of  Congress  to 
correct  what  New  York  did.  And  New 
York  will  accept  that.  I  have  always  said 
that  there  are  two  things  about  which 
New  York  is  concerned.  First  New  York 
is  willing  to  accept  a  ceiling  on  Federal 
participation,  provided  that  it  is  nondis- 
criminatorily  administered.  If  New  York 
wishes  a  higher  income  eligibility  stand- 
ard, New  York,  will  pay  the  bill  for  it. 

Second,  the  same  income  limits  should 
not  apply  throughout  a  State,  when  very 
fundamental  differences  in  cost  of  living 
occur  in  that  State.  To  have  a  single  in- 
come limit  increases  the  cost  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  to  the  State.  That 
subject  will  be  covered  in  another 
amendment.  New  York  will  accept  what- 
ever income  limits  Congress  affixes. 

The  Senator  from  California  has  sug- 
gested a  very  fair  standard  of  income 
limits  in  his  amendment. 

As  anyone  who  will  examine  the  table 
will  find,  that  standard  will  cut  the  New 
York  participation  in  the  Federal  plan 
down  very  materially  because  right  now 
our  income  limits  are  up  to  $6,000. 

The  standard  which  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee bill  would  impose,  would  cut  back 
New  York's  income  eligibility  to  about 
$5,100.  That  is  perfectly  acceptable  to  us. 

However,  why  should  the  medically  in- 
digent be  discriminated  against  merely 
because  they  are  not  on  cash  assistance? 


The  number  of  people  who  would  be 
effected  is,  roughly  speaking,  two-fifths 
of  the  total.  There  are  about  5  million 
people  in  New  York  State  alone  whose 
income  would  be  below  this  ceiling.  Of 
these  5  million,  about  1  million  receive 
cash  assistance.  Approximately  1  or  2 
million  are  eligible  to  receive  cash  assist- 
ance. We  remainder  will  be  discriminat- 
ed against  because  they  are  not  present- 
ly receiving  or  eligible  for  public  assist- 
ance. They  are  not  taxing  the  welfare 
rolls  and,  for  this,  they  are  to  be  dis- 
criminated against.  They  are  managing 
to  hang  on  by  their  teeth,  and  if  they 
become  ill,  they  will  not  be  able  to  hang 
on. 

We  would  be  discriminating  against 
these  people  by  causing  many  States  to 
cut  them  out  of  medical  assistance  pro- 
grams for  the  States  could  not  carry  the 
financial  burden  of  including  them. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  committee  has 
circulated  a  document  which  lists  all  of 
the  States  that  will  benefit  by  this  pro- 
vision and  the  States  that  will  not  benefit 
by  the  provision.  They  have  left  out 
Rhode  Island.  I  wonder  why.  What  are 
we?  Are  we  forgotten?  Do  we  stand  pat? 
Are  we  on  dead  center,  or  what?  I  refer 
to  a  circular  circulated  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  situation  with  reference  to  Rhode 
Island  

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  this 
time  be  charged  to  the  time  of  my 
able  friend,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  will  attempt  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion asked.  This  circular  did  not  attempt 
to  cover  every  State. 

Rhode  Island,  under  its  present  title 
19  program,  would  declare  a  person  to 
be  eligible  for  medicare  if  he  were  re- 
ceiving $2,500  a  year  in  income.  The  com- 
mittee bill  would  declare  that  person 
eligible  if  he  were  receiving  $2,300  a  year 
in  income.  The  House  standard  would 
make  that  person  eligible  if  he  had 
$1,500  a  year  in  income. 

The  committee  bill  is  really  not  far 
apart  from  the  Rhode  Island  standard 
with  regard  to  one  person. 

Rhode  Island  makes  a  family  of  four 
eligible  if  it  has  an  annual  income  of 
$4,300.  The  committee  bill  would  make 
that  family  eligible  if  they  had  a  yearly 
income  of  $4,800.  So  that  could  raise  it 
$500  above  what  it  is  now. 

As  far  as  the  committee  bill  is  con- 
cerned, the  matching  formula  would  be 
less  favorable.  It  could  go  from  50  per- 
cent to  25  percent  for  Federal  matching. 
I  will  get  into  that  matter  later. 

Rhode  Island  will,  like  other  States, 
get  a  big  windfall  when  the  minimum 
social  security  payments  go  up  and  when 
we  increase  the  payments  15  percent, 
because  that  would  reduce  the  welfare 
load  by  taking  a  lot  of  people  off  welfare 
because  of  the  increase  in  their  social 
security  income. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  to  com- 
plete my  argument,  there  is  no  just  rea- 
son why  in  22  States  those  people  who 
are  hanging  on  by  their  teeth  and  are 


not  actually  drawing  cash  welfare  pay- 
ments should  be  discriminated  against. 
And  there  is  no  reason  that  a  State 
should  cut  off  the  opportunity  these  peo- 
ple have  to  continue  in  such  a  program 
merely  because  they  are  not  drawing 
cash  welfare  payments. 

I  understand  the  problem  in  the  com- 
mittee. They  included  in  the  bill  a  150- 
percent  standard  on  old-age  assistance. 

The  House  passed  a  lower  ceiling.  The 
Senate  committee  reported  a  bill  with  a 
higher  ceiling,  but  took  away  its  positive 
effect  with  only  25  percent  Federal 
matching  funds,  thereby  discriminating 
against  those  who  might  be  medically 
indigent. 

That  is  a  case  of  Greeks  bearing  gifts. 
We  would  not  be  doing  anything  for  the 
people  who  need  it  the  most — those  who 
are  not  drawing  cash  assistance  but  who 
will  be  compelled  to  draw  public  assist- 
ance in  order  that  they  might  participate 
in  medicaid  programs. 

It  seems  to  me  that  medicaid  is  a  very 
desirable  program.  New  York,  which  is 
alleged  to  be  the  principal  offender,  will 
take  whatever  limit  Congress  sets  and 
wili  make  up  the  difference  if  necessary. 
However,  certainly  we  do  not  want  to  be 
subject  to  discrimination  against  those 
with  small  earning  power,  in  favor  of 
those  who  are  drawing  cash  assistance. 
This  provision  would  require  that  a  man 
must  be  drawing  or  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  to  receive  medicaid.  That  is 
the  very  thing  we  do  not  want  to  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  recognized  for  1 
additional  minute. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  Senate  ought  to  correct  a  manifest 
discrimination  and  injustice. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  7  minutes,  if  I  re- 
quire that  much  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
Senators  will  recall  that  the  title  19 
program  originally  was  known  by  the 
name  of  Kerr-Mills.  This  was  instituted 
originally  as  something  of  a  backfire 
against  the  King-Anderson  bill,  and  it 
was  recommended  favorably  by  the  med- 
ical profession,  the  idea  being  that  peo- 
ple could  be  declared  medically  indigent, 
even  though  not  drawing  cash  assistance 
under  public  welfare,  and  that  this  would 
be  a  higher  class  welfare  program,  rather 
than  a  social  security  program. 

When  we  put  into  effect  the  medicaid- 
medioare  program,  the  administration 
asked  title  19  to  continue  the  principles 
of  the  Kerr-Mills  bill  by  providing  medi- 
caid for  people  who  might  not  be  fully 
cared  for  or  might  not  be  cared  for  at 
all  by  the  medicare  program. 

The  costs  of  this  program  have  as- 
cended in  an  astronomical  way. 

It  was  estimated  that  this  program 
would  exceed  the  Kerr-Mills  program  by 
$283  million  a  year.  In  the  first  year  of 
operation,  the  cost  of  the  program  went 
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$635  million  over  that  estimate.  The  cost 
exceeded  the  estimate  by  about  4  to  1. 

Looking  at  the  estimates  of  the  pro- 
gram for  this  year,  it  will  be  $1.39  billion 
for  the  Federal  Government  alone.  That 
does  not  count  State  aid. 

In  1969,  the  estimate  of  the  costs  goes 
up  $600  million,  to  an  estimated  total  of 
$1,913  billion. 

In  the  year  1970  the  cost  goes  up  an- 
other $300  million,  for  a  total  estimated 
cost  of  $2,292  billion. 

The  estimate  for  the  year  1972  con- 
tinues to  increase  and  is  estimated  to  be 
$3,118  billion. 

Mr.  President,  those  amounts  are  just 
the  Federal  matching. 

We  are  talking  here  about  the  people 
who  are  not  on  the  cash  public  assist- 
ance rolls.  That  is  the  area  in  which  we 
think  savings  should  be  made. 

Representative  Mills,  chairman  of  the 
House'  committee,  was  one  of  the  spon- 
sors of  the  Kerr-Mills  measure  when  it 
started. 

People  take  a  look  at  this  now  and 
say — and  I  think  quite  correctly:  "What 
in  the  world  is  happening  here?  The 
costs  are  fantastic,  and  they  will  have  to 
come  out  of  the  general  revenues." 

We  are  projecting  that  in  1972  this  will 
cost  us  more  than  $3  billion  in  a  single 
year,  money  to  come  out  of  the  general 
revenue. 

So  one  would  say  that  while  we  pro- 
vide, as  we  do  in  the  pending  bill,  for 
an  increase  of  about  $6  billion,  when  it  is 
in  full  operation  in  1969 — and  while  we 
propose  to  provide  $6  billion  in  new  pro- 
grams and  by  liberalizing  these  programs 
by  including  a  benefit  increase  and  rais- 
ing the  minimum  assistance  for  people 
drawing  minimum  benefits  from  social 
security,  providing  30  days  of  additional 
hospitalization  under  medicare — while 
we  are  doing  all  this,  should  we  not  take 
a  look  at  some  of  these  old  programs  in 
which  the  cost  is  exceeding  anything  we 
ever  dreamed  it  would  cost? 

For  example,  here  is  an  advertisement 
of  the  Mount  Sinai  Hospital,  in  New 
York,  advertising  for  business: 

Attention:  For  most  New  Yorkers,  the 
finest  complete  medical  care  is  now  free! 

The  word  "free"  is  in  large  letters. 

Effective  immediately,  the  Mount  Sinai 
Hospital  is  offering  the  full  benefits  of  the 
New  York  State  Medical  Assistant  Program 
(Title  19). 

(Note:  This  is  new  and  in  addition  to  the 
Medicare  Program  of  your  Federal  Govern- 
ment) . 

What  this  means  to  you: 

Unless  your  income  is  considerably  above 
the  national  average,  the  total  cost  of  al- 
most all  the  same  excellent  medical  care, 
services  and  supplies  that  Mount  Sinai  of- 
fers to  any  patient,  will  be  fully  paid  by  your 
State! 

Of  course,  they  do  not  mention  that 
the  Federal  Government  is  paying  for 
half  of  that. 

One  would  ask  how  they  can  extend 
this  to  people  who  are  21  to  65,  who  are 
characterized  as  neither  minors  nor 
aged. 

What  they  have  done  in  New  York 
State  is  to  say  that  where  they  have  a 
large  welfare  roll  of  aid  to  dependent 
children,  they  make  all  the  relatives  of 


those  dependent  children  eligible  for  this 
free  medical  care  under  title  19,  and  they 
have  a  very  liberal  standard  by  which 
they  determine  need. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  First  of  all,  is  it  com- 
pulsory upon  a  State  to  accept  this  pro- 
gram? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Oh,  no.  The 
State  does  it  of  its  own  discretion. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  It  is  elective  on  the 
part  of  the  State,  if  it  desires  to  partici- 
pate? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  is  bring- 
ing out  the  argument  that  with  the 
course  of  time,  the  cost  to  the  Govern- 
ment will  be  more.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Will  not  the  cost  to  the 
States  be  more? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  certainly 
will. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Therefore,  the  States 
would  be  working  against  their  self-in- 
terest if  they  could  not  afford  to  pay 
their  half  share  by  raising  these  stand- 
ards unduly.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  A  State  will 
apportion  its  money  the  way  it  thinks 
it  can  use  the  money  to  the  best  advan- 
tage for  its  people. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  is  correct.  The 
States  have  a  responsibility.  They  have 
to  match  almost  50-50  with  the  money 
made  available  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  has  made 
a  point  about  the  State  of  New  York. 
There  may  be  things  that  could  be  said 
about  the  State  of  New  York,  but,  after 
all,  the  State  of  New  York  is  not  the 
United  States  of  America.  If  anything 
is  wrong  with  what  is  going  on  in  New 
York  because  of  the  program,  let  us  ad- 
just it.  The  Senator  from  New  York  has 
already  said  his  State  is  willing  to  be 
reasonable.  On  the  other  hand,  why 
should  the  other  49  States  be  penalized? 

I  declared  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
that  I  preferred  the  social  security  medi- 
care program  to  the  Kerr-Mills  bill;  and 
many  others  said,  "No,  we  want  a  pro- 
gram where  the  States  are  going  to  par- 
ticipate, because  that  will  keep  the  pro- 
gram honest." 

We  have  done  that,  and  the  States 
have  inaugurated  a  certain  standard 
that  they  feel  is  consonant  with  the  situ- 
ation in  each  particular  State.  Now  we 
come  along,  without  any  notice,  and 
change  the  entire  system.  That,  in  my 
opinion,  is  somewhat  unfair. 

If  it  becomes  necessary  to  review  this 
matter  and  to  bring  about  an  adjust- 
ment, let  us  write  some  law  that  will  say 
that  by  such  and  such  a  date  we  will  do 
thus  and  so,  so  that  the  States  can  ac- 
commodate and  adjust. 

In  my  opinion,  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  it  will  result  in  a  certain  num- 
ber of  people  being  made  ineligible. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon- 
toya  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen- 
ator has  expired. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  my- 
self 5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  proposes 
to  be  as  liberal  as  the  administration  rec- 
ommends so  far  as  eligibility  standards 
are  concerned.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
pending  amendment  seeks  to  get  at  that 
facet  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes,  it  does. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  My  impres- 
sion is  that  the  Senator's  amendment 
would  leave  the  eligibility  standards  ap- 
proximately the  same  as  the  adminis- 
tration has  recommended,  perhaps  a  lit- 
tle higher,  but  not  much  higher. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Precisely  that— by 
changing,  in  the  first  part  of  the  amend- 
ment, the  committee's  standards  of  a 
ceiling  from  old-age  assistance  to  the 
highest  cash  welfare  payments  in  any 
one  State. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Generally 
speaking,  the  old-age  assistance  stand- 
ards are  the  highest  standards. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Generally 
speaking,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  are  exceptions. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  First,  I  should 
like  to  explain  this  matter. 

Generally  speaking,  what  we  have  done 
is  to  take  the  old-age  assistance  stand- 
ards. I  believe  that  in  most  of  the  States 
these  would  be  the  higher  standards. 
Then  we  say  we  would  apply  a  150-per- 
cent rule  to  that,  in  saying  who  could  be 
made  available  under  the  standards.  In 
most  States  that  would  not  mean  any 
reduction  in  standards. 

But  we  do  propose  to  be  more  conserva- 
tive, and  this  is  where  the  big  squeeze 
arises — not  to  reduce  medicaid  expendi- 
tures, but  to  prevent  them  from  increas- 
ing astronomically. 

By  1972,  the  cost  of  the  program  under 
the  committee  bill  is  estimated  to  be  ap- 
proximately as  much  as  it  is  today.  But 
if  we  do  not  do  something  of  this  type, 
by  1972  this  program  will  be  costing  $3 
billion  a  year  out  of  the  general  revenue 
of  the  Federal  Treasury. 

In  terms  of  priority,  we  provide  in  the 
committee  amendment  no  cutback  at  all 
for  any  cash  assistance  beneficiaries 
under  title  19.  They  would  continue  to 
receive  the  same  liberal  matching  they 
are  now  receiving.  Anyone  drawing  a 
public  welfare  check  could  continue  to 
receive  all  the  liberal  benefits  of  Fed- 
eral matching.  The  cutback  arises,  how- 
ever, as  to  how  we  match  for  people 
who  are  not  eligible  to  receive  cash  pub- 
lic welfare  assistance  in  the  States — the 
medically  indigent. 

Now,  to  illustrate  how  essential  some 
States  deem  this  program — the  prior- 
ity they  put  on  this  type  of  program  of 
extending  medical  care  to  people  who 
are  not  on  Rublic  welfare — some  States 
do  not  use  it  at  all.  And  they  have  had 
2  years  in  which  to  take  advantage  of 
the  program.  For  example,  the  following 
States  do  not  use  the  program  at  all: 
Alabama,  Alaska,  Arizona,  Colorado, 
District  of  Columbia,  Florida,  Georgia, 
Idaho,  Indiana,  Louisiana,  Maine,  Mis- 
sissippi, Missouri,  Montana,  Nevada, 
New  Jersey,  New  Mexico,  North  Caro- 
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lina,  Ohio,  Oregon,  South  Carolina, 
South  Dakota,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Ver- 
mont, Virginia,  West  Virginia,  and  Wyo- 
ming. 

A  majority  of  the  States  do  not  even 
use  this  program,  because  they  feel  that 
if  they  have  limited  funds,  they  should 
take  care  of  the  people  who  need  the 
assistance  most.  So  far  as  extending  a 
welfare  program  to  people  who  are  not 
on  welfare  is  concerned,  the  majority  of 
States  say,  "We'd  better  take  care  of  the 
people  really  in  need  first,  and  then  we'll 
see  what  we  can  do  about  people  who 
can't  qualify  for  welfare." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  myself 
5  additional  minutes. 

Note  this  fact,  Mr.  President:  Low- 
income  States,  such  as  Alabama,  Arkan- 
sas-—so  ably  represented  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee, who  started  this  program — Geor- 
gia, Louisiana,  Mississippi,  West  Virginia, 
South  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and  New 
Mexico — States  in  the  lower  brackets  of 
per  capita  income — do  not  even  use  the 
program.  Why?  Because  when  a  State 
finds  itself  in  a  low  per  capita  situation, 
doing  the  best  it  can  with  the  meager 
funds  available  to  help  those  who  are 
needy,  it  look  at  its  priorities  and  says, 
"We'd  better  take  care  of  the  people  who 
are  needy,  before  spending  it  for  people 
who  aren't  so  needy,"  with  the  result  that 
the  State  does  not  use  the  program. 

In  this  program,  the  poor  States  are 
contributing  money  to  help  support  the 
liberal  programs  of  the  wealthy  States. 
We  are  not  complaining  about  this,  but 
we  say  the  cost  has  gone  through  the 
ceiling,  far  beyond  what  anybody  had 
estimated.  We  say  that  we  should  not  be 
so  liberal  in  the  matching  formula. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator stated  that  the  cost  had  gone  far  in 
excess  of  what  was  originally  estimated 
to  be  the  cost.  What  was  the  estimated 
cost  of  this  program  in  excess  of  Kerr- 
Mills  when  it  went  into  effect? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Two  hundred 
and  thirty-eight  million  dollars. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  bill  went  into  ef- 
fect in  1966,  on  January  1, 1  understand. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  first  went  into  effect 
in  the  year  1960. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Amended  in 
1965. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  How  much  is  it  ex- 
pected to  cost  in  1968? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Federal 
share  would  be  $1,391  billion.  The  Kerr- 
Mills  program  would  be  $518  million. 
There  is  a  difference  of  $873  million,  or 
$635  million  more  than  that  $238  mil- 
lion that  the  cost  was  estimated  to  be. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Has  the  Senator  pro- 
jected the  calculation  through  the  years, 
down  to  1972?  I  think  we  should  have  in 
the  Record  that  it  was  anticipated  to  cost 
$238  million  but  now  it  has  gone  up  to 
certain  amounts  in  certain  years.  Where 
are  those  figures? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Looking  at 
title  19  costs,  you  see  $1,391  billion  for 


the  fiscal  year  1968,  $1,913  billion  for 

1969,  $2,289  billion  for  the  fiscal  year 

1970,  $2,690  billion  for  the  fiscal  year 

1971,  and  $3,118  billion  for  the  fiscal  year 
1972. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  All  paid  out  of  the 
general  fund. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  All  out  of  the 
general  revenue. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  the  committee  re- 
port it  is  stated  that  "large  numbers  of 
persons  who  could  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  pay  some,  or  all,  of  their  medi- 
cal expenses"  are  now  receiving  benefits 
under  title  XIX. 

Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Where  is  the  Senator 
reading? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  reading  from 
page  176  of  the  committee  report  under 
the  heading,  "Limitation  on  Federal  Fi- 
nancial Participation  Under  Title  XIX." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  May  I  say 
with  reference  to  that  that  in  this  com- 
mittee bill  we  amend  the  law  to  help 
people  help  themselves.  I  was  surprised 
to  find  that  the  law  does  not  permit 
States  to  charge  a  deductible.  If  a  per- 
son's income  were  $4,000  and  the  bill  was 
in  the  amount  of  $200  or  $300,  that  per- 
son would  most  likely  pay  that  hospital 
bill. 

We  repeal  that  provision  that  says 
States  may  not  require  deductibles.  If 
they  want  to  make  available  for  the  pro- 
gram someone  with  a  hospital  who  has 
an  income  of  $4,000  or  $5,000  a  year  in 
income,  they  could  ask  that  person  to 
pay  the  first  $300  or  $400  in  medical  ex- 
penses before  the  State  pays  the  entire 
amount.  That  was  one  unwise  provision 
in  the  Federal  law  that  we  are  repealing. 

We  would  urge  a  State  to  use  deducti- 
bles when  they  take  care  of  people  who 
do  not  qualify  for  public  welfare.  Let 
them  pay  the  first  $300  or  $400  before 
public  assistance.  They  should  be  able 
to  pay  something.  We  also  provide  they 
could  have  coinsurance. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  I  sat  in  the  room  in  the  old 
Supreme  Court  when  this  matter  was 
first  discussed.  They  were  talking  about 
$200  million.  We  add  $3  billion  to  the 
cost.  That  is  what  it  amounts  to;  adding 
$3  billion  on  to  the  medical  bill.  It  would 
be  terrible. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senate 
committee  bill  is  estimated  to  save  tax- 
payers about  the  same  amount  of  money 
that  the  House  would  save,  but  the  Sen- 
ate committee  amendment  is  much  more 
flexible  in  that  it  says  to  the  States  if 
they  want  to  be  more  liberal  han  the 
House  they  can  make  a  lot  of  additional 
people  eligible.  The  standards  of  eligi- 
bility are  pretty  much  the  same  as  the 
administration  recommended  and  do  not 
depart  drastically  from  the  Kuchel 
amendment.  However,  we  say  that  the 
matching  funds  would  not  be  nearly  so 
liberal  because  we  would  square  the  for- 
mula. 

In  the  case  of  States  whose  Federal 
medical  assistance  percentage  is  50  per- 
cent under  present  law  they  would,  un- 


der the  committee  bill,  receive  only  25 
percent  Federal  matching  toward  the 
cost  of  the  medically  indigent.  Fifty  per- 
cent times  50  percent  gives  25  percent, 
so  that  there  would  be  a  25-percent 
minimum  matching  figure,  rather  than  a 
higher  figure. 

Mr.  JAVITS  and  Mr.  CURTIS  ad- 
dressed the  Chair. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
ask  the  Senator  this  question:  Is  it  not 
a  fact  that  the  same  income  limits  the 
bill  would  set  would  apply  to  those  medi- 
cally indigent  under  the  State  plan? 
They  are  covered  by  the  same  income 
limits,  are  they  not,  as  for  these  welfare 
recipients?  We  are  arguing  that  they  are 
exactly  the  same  class  because  there  is 
one  income  limit.  However,  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  bill  discriminates  in 
how  much  Federal  assistance  some  of 
those  included  would  receive. 

The  essence  of  our  argument  is  that 
there  is  discrimination.  The  State  is 
induced  not  to  extend  medical  assist- 
ance because  they  are  not  drawing 
cash  relief.  The  Senator  wants  to 
encourage  people  to  go  on  cash  relief. 
Do  not  discriminate  against  them ;  lower 
your  limit,  if  you  want;  but  treat  every- 
body who  falls  below  the  ceiling  in  the 
same  manner.  That  is  the  essence  of  our 
argument. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  com- 
mittee bill  encourages  the  State  to  con- 
centrate its  medical  assistance  for  those 
who  are  most  in  need,  those  who  qualify 
for  public  welfare  assistance.  We  would 
continue  to  match  with  regard  to  those 
who  do  not  qualify  for  public  welfare 
assistance.  As  to  them,  however,  we  would 
not  be  as  liberal.  It  is  an  area  where  we 
would  save  about  $600  million  compared 
with  the  administration  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  hope  the  Committee  on 
Finance  will  be  sustained  on  this  vote. 
As  has  been  stated  here,  the  committee 
program  was  made  available  with  pas- 
sage of  medicare.  It  was  expected  it 
would  cost  $200  million  or  $300  million. 
Its  projected  cost  is  running  about  $3 
billion.  It  provides  Federal  matching 
money  for  the  medically  indigent. 

Now,  something  had  to  be  done  to  curb 
the  projected  cost  of  this  program  be- 
cause it  was  a  matching  program  that 
some  States  could  not  afford  to  avail 
themselves  of  at  all.  It  was  a  matching 
program  that  other  States  could  barely 
afford  to  avail  themselves  of. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  House  proposed  a 
remedy  that  would,  in  effect,  cut  off  per- 
sons under  title  19.  The  Committee  on 
Finance  in  the  Senate  sought  to  reach 
the  same  objective  by  lessening  the 
matching  formula  if  a  State  goes  beyond 
that  group  which  is  not  eligible  for  cash 
assistance. 

We  must  keep  in  mind  that  this  Fed- 
eral money  is  obtained  by  taxing  all  the 
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people,  including  the  States  that  cannot 
afford  the  program,  for  those  people 
already  on  welfare. 

This  would  provide  medical  assistance 
to  those  persons  who  are  cash  assistance 
recipients,  persons  eligible  for  cash 
except  that  they  do  not  meet  duration 
residence  requirements,  children  under 
21  eligible  for  AFDC  except  for  age  or 
school  attendance  requirements,  and  in- 
dividuals in  medical  institutions  who 
would  qualify  for  cash  assistance  if  they 
lived  outside  of  the  institutions. 

For  all  those  people,  the  Senate  com- 
mittee language  does  not  disturb. 

Reading  further  from  the  report: 

With  respect  to  the  ahove  groups  there 
would,  be  no  cutback  of  Federal  matching 
funds.  However,  with  respect  to  the  medically 
indigents — those  whose  income  is  too  high 
for  them  to  be  characterized  by  a  State  as 
in  need  of  welfare — there  would  be  sub- 
stantial cutbacks  in  Federal  matching  funds. 

But,  instead  of  putting  a  ceiling  on 
that,  they  would  take  people  off,  or  stop 
the  program  so  far  as  the  number  of 
people  are  concerned,  and  we  would  ac- 
complish it  by  lowering  the  Federal 
matching  fund. 

In  other  words,  all  of  the  new  part  of 
the  program  is  something  that  none  of 
the  States  had  before  passage  of  the 
medicare  bill  which  carried  title  19, 1  am 
sure  that  this  measure  will  be  enacted 
into  law  with  some  restrictions  on  the 
total  amount  of  expenditures.  The 
Finance  Committee  version  will  permit 
the  States  to  go  ahead  and  be  liberal,  but 
will  lessen  the  matching  fund.  I  would 
think  that  the  States  which  have  been 
the  most  liberal,  far  beyond  what  other 
States  could  do,  would  prefer  that, 
rather  than  some  formula  for  an  abso- 
lute ceiling. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  remains  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two  min- 
utes remain  to  the  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  What  we 
would  do  would  be  to  keep  the  costs 
down  in  the  States  having  a  high  per 
capita  income  and  which  are  wealthy. 

What  the  committee  was  proposing  to 
do  here  was  to  permit  the  States  to  be 
liberal,  as  to  whom  it  could  extend  the 
medicaid  program  with  Federal  match- 
ing. But  it  would  encourage  them  to 
economize  on  the  program  by  putting 
some  deductibles  in  the  program,  per- 
haps by  putting  some  coinsurance 
features  in  their  own  program,  and 
saving  money  in  ways  that  would  logic- 
ally be  taken.  If  they  wanted  to  be 
liberal  with  the  program,  that  would  be 
all  right,  but  we  would  not  put  the  higher 
amount  of  matching  into  that  portion  of 
the  program. 

Mr.  ANDERSON,  The  3  billion-plus 
cost  would  be  terrible,  to  start  to  put  it 
up,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  That  $3  bil- 
lion cost  is  something  we  think  to  be 
completely  unwise. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  from  the  time  on  the  bill. 
Is  there  sufficient  time  remaining  on  the 
bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  has  8  minutes  re- 
maining on  the  amendment. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  Is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Ktjchel],  which  I  have  cospon- 
sored,  liberalizing  the  proposed  limit  on 
Federal  participation  in  State  medicaid 
programs.  The  amendment  would  modify 
the  proposed  ceiling  on  income  eligibility 
levels  of  150  percent  of  the  State's  old- 
age  assistance  standard  and  eliminate 
that  portion  of  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee's bill  that  would  reduce  the  Fed- 
eral matching  percentage  for  the  "med- 
ically needy,"  the  eligible  people  whose 
income  exceeds  the  cash  assistance 
standard. 

Mr.  President,  the  point  which  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
is  making  is  one  which  I  think  is  ex- 
tremely important.  When  this  legisla- 
tion was  passed  it  was  not  aimed  just 
at  the  poverty-stricken  people  of  the 
United  States,  but  in  recognition  of  the 
increased  medical  costs  in  this  coun- 
try. It  was  also  aimed  at  those  in  the 
lower  income  and  lower  middle  income 
brackets  who  desperately  needed  help 
and  assistance  as  well.  They  have  taken 
advantage  of  this  program,  it  seems  to 
me,  and  we  are  breaking  our  faith  with 
them  if  we  pull  back  and  say  that  this 
legislation  no  longer  applies. 

This  legislation  has  been  effective.  We 
did  have  an  understanding  with  the 
people,  when  this  legislation  was  passed, 
that  it  would  hit  not  just  people  on  wel- 
fare, but  lower  middle  income  and  some 
middle  income  people  as  well.  I  think 
that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  California  has  provided  for  that, 
and  is  an  extremely  important  matter. 

This  amendment  is  preferable  to  both 
the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee's  substitute. 

Both  proposals  represent  a  betrayal  of 
the  generous  and  humane  promise  of 
title  XLX.  That  statute  was  based  on  the 
recognition  that  a  person  or  family  may 
need  Government  help  in  procuring 
medical  care  even  if  he  does  not  need 
welfare.  The  continuing  truth  of  this  is 
clearly  demonstrated  by  the  statistics  in 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  which  show 
the  cost  of  medical  care  increasing  at  a 
rate  nearly  three  times  that  of  the  gen- 
eral index. 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  figures  in- 
dicate that  physicians'  fees  increased 
during  the  third  quarter  of  1967  to  a 
level  nearly  8V2  percent  higher  than  that 
of  1966.  The  recent  increases  in  hospital 
care  costs  make  even  these  figures  pale 
by  comparison:  the  price  level  in  third 
quarter  of  this  year  is  20  percent  higher 
than  that  of  1966. 

The  figures  demonstrate  that  there  is 
no  fair  basis  for  denying  full  Federal 
matching  assistance  to  any  class  of  elig- 
ible people.  Nor  is  there  a  persuasive  rea- 
son for  a  low  eligibility  ceiling,  such  as 
the  House  bill  imposes.  For  the  evidence 
is  clear  that  the  need  for  help  in  obtain- 
ing medical  care  extends  far  beyond  the 
need  for  help  in  procuring  food  and 
shelter. 

The  Finance  Committee  bill,  by  re- 
ducing the  percentage  of  Federal  match- 


ing support  for  the  medically  needy 
group,  is  even  worse  than  the  House 
bill.  Projections  made  by  the  New  York 
State  Department  of  Social  Services 
show  that  in  fiscal  1970  the  Finance 
Committee  version  would  actually  bring 
New  York  State  $51.8  million  less  in 
Federal  assistance  than  would  the  House 
version,  and  $113.5  million  less  than  the 
present  law.  Such  a  loss  very  likely  could 
not  be  made  up  by  the  State,  so  that 
large  numbers  of  people  would  be  forced 
back  into  medical  poverty. 

The  people  in  the  State  of  New  York 
are  better  off  in  some  ways  than  the 
people  in  other  States,  but  medical  cost 
problems  still  exist.  They  have  been  ad- 
vised, with  this  legislation  presently  on 
the  statute  books,  that  they  will  be 
helped.  Therefore,  to  go  back  on  that 
arrangement  and  that  promise  which 
we  made  to  them  will  cause  many  serious 
problems  not  only  in  the  State  of  New 
York  but  in  other  areas  of  the  country 
as  well. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  even  the  ver- 
sion that  I  support  would  also  mean  a 
substantial  reduction  in  the  Federal  con- 
tribution in  fiscal  1970,  compared  to 
what  present  law  would  bring.  So  in  dol- 
lar terms  we  are  talking  about  a  very 
modest  liberalization  of  the  Finance 
Committee  bill. 

This  modest  liberalization  would  be 
accomplished  by  a  formula  that  is  much 
fairer  to  States  around  the  Nation  than 
the  confusing  and  restrictive  plan  pro- 
posed by  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  additional  minutes  on  the  amendment 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  of  course  the  proposals  in  the 
House  bill  and  the  bill  before  us,  are  ex- 
pressions of  concern  over  the  unex- 
pectedly high  cost  of  medicaid.  But  I  be- 
lieve the  evidence  shows  that  the  high 
cost  of  medicaid  is  merely  an  aspect  of 
the  high  cost  of  medical  care  generally. 
Later  in  the  debate  on  the  present  bill 
I  intend  to  offer  some  proposals  that  will 
embark  the  Government  on  a  major  ef- 
fort to  bring  the  runaway  costs  of  medi- 
cal care  under  control. 

For  the  time  being,  however,  I  urge 
the  view  that  a  drastic  curtailment  of 
title  XEX  would  represent  a  cruel  and 
singularly  unimaginative  response  to  the 
real  problem — the  problem  of  medical 
costs.  At  a  time  when  these  costs  are 
soaring  even  for  the  affluent,  and  the 
Government  has  done  little  to  control 
them,  it  would  be  intolerable  for  us  to 
deny  help  to  the  needy.  I  urge  the  adop- 
tion of  the  pending  amendments. 

There  is  no  question,  Mr.  President, 
that  medical  costs  today  are  very  high. 
There  is  also  no  question  that  we  in 
Congress  have  a  responsibility  in  that 
regard.  But  it  is  not  fair,  and  it  does  not 
make  a  great  deal  of  sense,  to  approach 
the  problem  in  this  way,  at  this  time, 
when  medical  costs  are  so  astronomically 
high  and  our  needy  people  so  desper- 
ately need  this  kind  of  assistance,  par- 
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ticularly  in  the  lower  income  brackets,  to 
cut  them  off  entirely. 

We  have  all  had  illnesses  in  our  fam- 
ilies. Some  of  them  can  be  so  serious 
that  over  a  period  of  even  a  few  weeks 
one's  life  savings  could  be  wiped  out. 
This  is  happening  to  a  high  percentage 
of  the  famihes'in  this  country  today.  An 
individual  has  a  heart  attack  at  an  el- 
derly age.  Sometimes,  even  if  his  income 
is  $6,000.  $7,000,  or  even  $10,000  a  year, 
It  can  wipe  out  his  savings  entirely  in 
2  or  3  weeks. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  try  to 
help  those  people,  which  was  the  inten- 
tion when  we  passed  this  legislation.  We 
should  not  go  back  on  our  promises  at 
this  time. 

Therefore,  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  in  the 
leadership  he  has  provided  in  this 
matter. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  is  correct  in  the  observation  he  has 
made  during  this  debate.  What  we  will 
be  doing  if  we  keep  the  committee  pro- 
posal is  to  break  faith  with  the  people 
when  it  first  passed  the  Kerr-Mills  bill 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  when  it 
subsequently  amended  it.  Now  we  would 
be  telling  the  States  of  this  Union,  as 
my  able  friend  from  New  York  has  just 
pointed  out,  that  those  citizens  who  have 
tried  to  pull  themselves  up  by  their  own. 
bootstraps  can  forget  it,  and  go  back  on 
the  relief  rolls. 

I  think  it  is  an  infamous  thing.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  York  for  his  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
our  argument  has  been  very  well  made. 
I  join  with  my  colleague  from  New  York 
in  thanking  the  Senator  from  California 
tMr.  Kuchel]  for  taking  the  laboring 
oar  and  leading  in  this  effort.  The  ar- 
gument has  been  succinctly  made.  We 
have  started  the  program.  It  is  a  good 
program.  We  accept  the  imposition  of  a 
ceiling  on  income  eligibility.  However, 
the  question  is,  shall  we  discriminate 
against  those  who  are  not  on  public  as- 
sistance, because  we  insist  that  they  be 
on  cash  relief  before  they  can  receive 
medicaid?  It  seems  to  me  that  is  the  pri- 
mary injustice  in  this  bill  which  we  are 
here  seeking  to  correct.  Therefore,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  amendment  should  be 
approved. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes  on  the  bill  to  make  one 
comment. 

I  have  listened  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  talk  about  lim- 
itations that  need  to  be  applied,  and  that 
the  limitation  should  be  the  one  which 
they  have  written  into  the  bill,  which 
says  that  150  percent  of  the  old-age  as- 
sisance  figure  shall  be  the  standard  to 
determine  "medical  indigence." 

I  have  suggested  that  the  ceiling  should 
be  150  percent  of  the  largest  cash  welfare 
payment  in  each  State.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  said: 


Well,  the  norm  is  old-age  assistance.  There 
are  not  too  many  States  that  give  higher 
assistance  in  other  categories. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are,  but  even 
if  there  were  only  one,  we  should  still 
respect  the  right  of  that  State  with  re- 
spect the  right  of  that  State  with  respect 
to  its  own  State  laws.  In  our  amend- 
ment we  gear  the  ceiling,  not  to  old-age 
assistance,  but  to  the  highest  cash  wel- 
fare payments  made  within  a  State.  That 
is  a  more  equitable  and  effective  ceiling 
than  that  recommended  by  the  commit- 
tee. 

But,  second,  let  us  take  a  close 
look  at  what  they  are  trying  to  do 
in  their  second  limitation.  The  com- 
mittee calls  it  squaring  the  percentage. 
I  repeat,  Mr.  President — squaring  the 
percentage.  That  is  a  contemptible  term. 
What  does  it  do  to  the  States?  It  treats 
them  unfairly.  California  gets  50  percent 
today  from  the  Federal  Government  for 
medicaid.  They  would  chop  it  in  half  by 
squaring  the  percentage.  What  does  that 
mean  if  we  get  50  percent?  We  would  get 
50  percent  of  that  50  percent,  or  25  per- 
cent. California  would  get  cut  in  half. 

What  about  Louisiana?  It  gets  74.58 
percent.  It  would  be  cut  to  55  percent 
under  the  committee's  squaring  the  per- 
centage. Under  the  committee's  squar- 
ing the  percentage,  Louisiana  will  get 
more  from  the  Federal  Government  than 
California  gets  under  the  present  law 
today. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  myself 
1  minute. 

It  would  not  make  the  least  bit  of  dif- 
ference to  Louisiana.  We  will  not  get 
more  than  California.  We  are  not  using 
the  program.  We  are  getting  zero  out  of 
it.  We  will  continue  to  get  the  same  zero 
out  of  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  All  I  ask  is  that  the 
Senators  take  a  close  look  at  the  table 
showing  the  effects  of  these  cuts.  Take  a 
look  at  the  States  that  are  participating 
in  Medicaid. 

Take  a  look  at  the  different  percent- 
ages they  will  get  under  the  bill.  Is  there 
not  some  reason  to  find  a  limitation  that 
will  apply  equally  to  all  of  the  States? 
I  think  there  is. 

In  offering  this  amendment,  we  pro- 
pose to  eliminate  the  misnamed  and  ar- 
bitrary squaring  the  percentage  limita- 
tion. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  the  Senator  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  following 
the  comments  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  California,  I  got  the  impres- 
sion that  he  believes  the  bill  as  it  came 
from  the  Senate  committee  would  cut 
California's  percentage  on  the  entire  pro- 


gram. That  is  not  true.  It  would  leave 
California's  percentage  for  those  who  are 
eligible  for  welfare  where  it  is.  The  cut 
in  percentage  merely  applies  to  those  in- 
dividuals that  are  taken  in  beyond  those 
eligible  in  the  categories  of  welfare  in  the 
State. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Is  it  not 
a  fact  that  the  program  with  which  this 
amendment  deals,  when  it  was  first  ini- 
tiated, was  presented  to  the  Congress  as 
though  it  was  going  to  cost  $238  million, 
that  today  the  cost  estimates  are  $2  bil- 
lion annually,  and  that  this  bill  would 
ultimately  add  $600  million  to  the  cost? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR  FOR 
JAMES  WICKWTBE 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask. 
unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  James 
Wickwire  may  be  permitted  the  priv- 
ilege of  the  floor  during  the  consideration 
of  the  social  security  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

This  bill,  when  fully  operative  in  1969, 
will  cause  the  cost  of  welfare  and  the 
Federal  Government  assistance  program 
to  go  up  by  almost  $6  billion.  If  this 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  it  will  make 
those  costs  go  up  another  $500  million. 
It  would  not  benefit  the  poor  States,  be- 
cause they  do  not  use  the  program.  It 
would  not  benefit  29  States,  because  they 
do  not  use  the  program.  It  would  bene- 
fit only  a  minority  of  the  States,  and 
even  with  regard  to  them,  the  commit- 
tee proposes  to  be  very  liberal  with  them. 
It  proposes  to  those  States,  '"Well,  if  you 
want  to  use  this  program,  that  most 
States  do  not  see  fit  to  use  anyway,  we 
will  go  ahead  and  match  the  program 
wTith  you,  but  we  will  not  be  as  liberal 
as  we  were  in  the  past,  because  the  cost 
is  approaching  ten  times  what  we  esti- 
mated it  to  be  when  we  put  it  into  effect." 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the  Na- 
tion today  is  faced  with  the  question  of 
what  is  to  happen  about  devaluation  in 
the  United  States.  Devaluation,  if  it 
comes  in  our  country,  is  going  to  rob 
every  thrifty  person  of  a  huge  part  of 
his  savings  and  lifetime  accumulations. 

For  11  years  on  the  Senate  floor  I  have 
been  warning  about  what  will  happen  if 
we  continue  our  extravagant,  unjustified 
spending. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  these  figures. 

It  was  estimated  that  title  XIX  would 
add  $238  million  to  the  cost  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  Act.  The  figures  for  1967  show 
$1,391  billion.  Without  title  XIX,  the 
amount  would  be  $518  million.  There- 
fore, title  XIX  has  added  a  cost  of  $873 
million  in  1967  fiscal  year  instead  of  the 
$238  million  that  was  predicted. 

But  what  will  happen  when  we  go  into 
the  years  1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972?  In 
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1972,  the  cost  will  be  $3,118  billion,  pay- 
able out  of  the  general  fund. 

I  submit  that  if  we  want  to  accelerate 
and  precipitate  an  early  coming  of  the 
day  of  devaluation,  we  should  continue 
spending  as  is  contemplated  by  the 
amendment  that  has  been  offered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL,  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  has  submitted  its  esti- 
mates of  the  level  of  reduction  that  will 
take  place  under  the  amendment  that 
we  have  offered.  This  proposal  also  will 
result  in  a  reduction  of  Federal  expendi- 
tures, as  would  the  House  and  Senate 
committee  bills.  I  wish  the  Record  to 
show  that  clearly. 

The  amendment  we  have  offered  would 
provide  a  $40  million  reduction  in  1969, 
a  $192  million  reduction  in  1970,  a  $408 
million  reduction  in  1971,  and  a  $634 
million  reduction  in  1972. 

I  compare  that  with  the  Committee 
on  Finance  bill:  A  $45  million  reduction 
in  1969 — about  the  same  as  ours;  $702 
million  in  the  second  year,  as  against 
a  $192  million  reduction  in  the  cost  of 
our  amendment.  The  committee  bill 
would  go  to  $998  million  in  1971  and  $1,- 
294,000,000  in  1972.  I  suggest  that  our 
amendment  is  fairer  and  is  not  the  meat 
ax  approach  proposed  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  amendment,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel].  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  INOUYE  (after  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative) .  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If  he  were  pres- 
ent and  voting,  he  would  vote  "nay."  If 
I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"yea."  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney], 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  neces- 
sarily absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas   [Mr.  Carlson], 


the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hat- 
field], the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  and  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  vote 
"nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator"  from 
Kansas  would  vote  "nay,"  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  California  would  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Morton]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  would  vote  "nay,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
"yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  25, 


nays  48,  as  follows: 

[No.  331  Leg  ] 

YEAS — 25 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Morse 

Brewster 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Brooke 

Javits 

Pell 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Percy 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Tydings 

Griffin 

Long.  Mo. 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

Magnuson 

Hart 

Mondale 

NAYS — 48 

Aiken 

Ervin 

Montoya 

Allott 

Fannin 

Moss 

Anderson 

Fulbright 

Muskie 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Pearson 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Prouty 

Bible 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Lausche 

Smith 

Church 

Long,  La. 

Spong 

Cotton 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Symington 

Dirksen 

McGovern 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 

27 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hatfield 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hayden 

Murphy 

Carlson 

Holland 

Russell 

Cooper 

Inouye 

Scott 

Dodd 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smathers 

Fong 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Gore 

McGee 

Talmadge 

Gruening 

Monroney 

Tower 

Hansen 

Morton 

Young,  Ohio 

So  Mr.  Kuchel's  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
state  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 


The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  225,  line  22,  after  "for"  insert 
"after  consultation  herein  after  provided". 

On  page  289,  lines  7,  9,  20  and  22,  p.  290, 
lines  10,  12,  23  and  25,  page  291,  lines  11,  13 
and  25,  page  292,  line  2,  strike  the  first  "and". 

On  p.  289,  line  17,  page  290,  lines  7  and  20, 
page  291,  lines  8  and  22,  page  292,  line  10, 
strike  "  ".  "  and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  ",  and 
(C)  for  the  establishment,  by  State  and  local 
agencies  administering  the  program,  of  ad- 
visory councils  of  recipients  whose  views  will 
be  solicited  and  taken  into  account  in  ad- 
ministration of  the  program  and  the  develop- 
ment of  the  plan". 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  pending  amendment 
is  the  first  of  seven  which  will  be  pre- 
sented by  a  group  of  Senators,  myself 
included. 

I  will  read  the  names  of  the  cosponsors 
in  a  minute. 

The  amendment  is  directed  toward  the 
welfare  aspect  of  the  pending  bill. 

The  amendment  calls  for  the  estab- 
lishment by  States  and  local  agencies 
administering  the  full  welfare  program 
for  the  blind,  the  other  welfare  recip- 
ients, and  dependent  children,  of  an 
advisory  council  whose  views  will  be 
stressed  and  taken  into  account  in  the 
administration  of  a  program  and  the 
development  of  a  plan. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senators  who  join 
with  me  in  cosponsoring  the  pending 
amendment,  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, are  Mr.  Kennedy  of  New  York, 
Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Mondale,  Mr. 
Williams  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 
Yarborough,  Mr.  McGovern,  Mr.  Morse, 
Mr.  Brooke,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachu- 
setts, and  Mr.  Case. 

Mr.  President,  the  concept  of  the 
pending  amendment  is  that  we  were 
alerted  to  something  in  the  course  of 
recent  years  in  our  work  in  the  welfare 
field.  I  think  that  we  have  learned  a  very 
valuable  lesson  in  the  poverty  program. 
That  lesson  is  that  if  we  want  these 
programs  to  be  really  effective  both  in 
terms  of  actual  work  and  rehabilitative 
effect,  it  is  necessary  to  give  a  role  in 
the  programs  to  those  who  are  the  re- 
cipients of  the  benefits.  That  is  the  way 
in  which  the  people  realize  fully  what 
the  programs  are  about. 

Mr.  President,  our  amendment  does 
not  in  any  way  contravene  the  powers  of 
the  administering  agency.  But  it  does 
provide  for  a  voice  by  the  recipients 
themselves  in  a  way  in  which  welfare 
is  being  administered. 

Too  often  welfare  consists  of  taking 
people  by  the  hand  and  leading  them 
and  telling  them  how  to  live.  The  big 
problem  of  welfare  is  indigency  which 
goes  on  from  generation  to  generation 
because  at  no  place  is  there  a  break  in 
the  cycle. 

One  of  the  ways  in  which  we  are  try- 
ing to  bring  an  end  to  this  is  through 
employment.  I  could  not  agree  more  with 
this  objective.  I  hope  to  have  the  privil- 
ege, notwithstanding  some  other  com- 
mitments I  have,  to  vote  to  sustain  this 
concept  of  work  and  work  experience 
being  an  extremely  important  ingredient 
in  the  whole  welfare  field. 

However,  we  must  realize  that  the  dig- 
nity of  the  welfare  client  himself  is  a 
very  important  aspect  of  work  in  the 
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welfare  field,  as  we  are  learning  every 
day  in  eveiy  town  and  city  of  the  coun- 
try. 

I  deeply  feel  this  has  a  place  not  only 
in  the  antipoverty  program,  which  is  one 
aspect  of  the  welfare  effort,  but  also  in 
the  welfare  effort  itself. 

It  will  make  welfare  less  demeaning  to 
an  individual  if  he  feels  that  he  can  be 
heard  on  the  problem  rather  than  to 
have  some  patron,  the  Government, 
handing  out  largesse.  But  this  is  some- 
thing in  which,  as  a  citizen,  he  has  a 
participation,  he,  too,  can  be  consulted. 

The  way  in  which  this  matter  is  to  be 
organized  and  the  way  in  which  it  is  to 
be  done,  we  leave  completely  to  the  De- 
partment. There  is  no  effort  to  erect 
some  enormous  structure  of  committees 
or  bureaucracy  or  anything  else.  But,  for 
the  first  time — this  is  a  first,  I  empha- 
size— it  introduces  into  the  welfare  sys- 
tem the  idea  that  the  welfare  clients 
themselves  are  not  helpless,  subpar  in- 
dividuals, but  that  they,  too,  have  a  dig- 
nity, a  standing,  a  respectability,  and  a 
responsibility  which  deserves  their  being 
consulted  as  to  what  is  done  about  their 
situation. 

That  is  the  amendment,  Mr.  President. 
I  believe  it  can  represent  in  this  field 
what  we  are  learning  in  the  field 
generally.  It  will  be  veiy  helpful  and  pro- 
gressive in  that  regard,  and  that  is  why 
I  raised  the  matter  here,  as  it  affects  the 
total  bill. 

I  repeat  that  as  we  are  going  into  a  new 
concept  of  welfare,  which  is  based  heav- 
ily upon  jobs  and  job  training  and 
threshold  education  for  jobs,  we  should 
also  learn  the  lessons  of  the  poverty  pro- 
gram— at  least  that  much  of  a  lesson  we 
have  learned — the  real  innovative  con- 
cept of  it,  which  is  that  those  who  are 
affected  should  themselves  have  a  voice 
in  the  way  in  which  the  program  is  ad- 
ministered, the  types  of  plans  which  are 
evolved,  and  all  of  the  aspects  of  the  pro- 
grams themselves. 

It  is  the  type  of  amendment  which  I 
would  hope  the  manager  of  the  bill  would 
take  and  then  discuss  with  the  other 
body,  because  it  is  a  first;  it  does  repre- 
sent an  initiative.  It  would  not  add  cost 
or  anything  such  as  that.  Yet,  it  is  a  very 
useful  technique  which  we  have  learned 
in  other  fields. 

I  hope  very  much,  as  I  already  have 
stated  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
that  he  will  give  the  matter  consideration 
from  that  point  of  view. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

The  burden  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment is  to  suggest  that  the  States  are 
not  appointing  adequate  advisory  coun- 
cils to  welfare  boards  under  the  present 
system.  The  amendment  would  require 
the  States  to  appoint  people  to  these 
various  advisory  councils  to  welfare 
boards  who  are  supposed  to  represent 
the  poor. 

Mr.  President,  the  interest  of  the  poor 
is  the  entire  purpose  of  a  welfare  pro- 
gram, and  people  are  appointed  who  are 
sympathetic  to  the  underprivileged.  That 
is  why  the  appointees  serve  on  these 
boards  and  councils.  Generally  speaking, 
they  are  people  who  know  enough  about 


the  affairs  of  a  poor  man  to  be  able  to 
give  him  some  adequate  advice  on  how 
he  might  improve  himself.  The  people 
who  serve  on  these  boards  are  humane, 
idealistic,  and  sympathetic. 

I  have  heard  no  complaint  that  the 
board  in  New  York  is  not  adequately 
sympathetic  to  the  needs  of  the  poor 
or  is  not  interested  in  them.  No  one  has 
said  that  the  board  in  Louisiana  does 
not  have  such  an  interest. 

I  would  be  curious  to  learn  whether 
any  Senator  believes  that  the  public  wel- 
fare board  in  his  State  is  heartless  or 
cruel  or  is  unsympathetic  to  the  program 
it  has  a  responsibility  to  administer. 
They  are  fine  people,  and  they  are.  doing 
a  good  job,  if  the  program  has  been  in 
effect  for  a  long  time.  I  have  heard  no 
complaint  whatever  that  any  board  was 
not  responsive,  sympathetic,  and  inter- 
ested in  the  needs  of  the  poor,  and  I 
believe  that  the  matter  of  appointment 
should  be  left  up  to  the  State.  Let  New 
York  appoint  to  the  board  whomever  it 
wishes,  and  let  Louisiana  do  the  same. 
Why  should  we,  by  Federal  fiat,  tell  them 
who  should  and  should  not  be  appointed 
to  the  boards,  simply  because  they  have 
Federal  matching? 

I  see  another  splendid  cause  for  alarm 
presented  by  the  proposed  amendment. 
An  organization  appeared  before  our 
committee  and  staged  a  sit-in  strike, 
which  disrupted  the  proceedings  of  the 
committee.  They  came  to  Washington 
and  argued  that  people  are  entitled  to 
draw  public  welfare  payments  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right. 

If  we  want  to  encourage  that  type  of 
action,  after  a  while  the  situation  will 
get  to  the  point  where  the  people  on  wel- 
fare will  all  be  organized  and  will  de- 
mand an  enormous  increase  every  time 
Congress  meets. 

In  the  type  of  program  those  people 
were  urging,  they  should  not  have  to 
work;  they  should  not  be  expected  to 
work;  they  should  be  entitled  to  sit 
around  the  house  and  draw  that  money 
from  now  until  God  calls  them  home, 
with  ever-larger  checks,  although  good 
jobs  are  available  to  them  and  they  re- 
fuse to  take  them. 

It  seems  to  me  that  not  much  is  to  be 
gained  by  contending  that  these  people 
have  a  right  to  large  welfare  payments 
as  a  matter  of  right.  We  will  do  the  best 
job  we  possibly  can.  I  believe  the  States 
are  doing  the  best  they  can  with  the 
funds  available  and  with  the  liberal  Fed- 
eral matching. 

I  would  hope  that  we  do  not  try  to  tell 
the  States — which  are  doing  a  good  job 
in  this  area  and  are  putting  up  much 
of  their  own  money — whom  they  should 
and  should  not  appoint  to  the  boards  and 
councils.  This  program  has  been  in  exist- 
ence for  many  years,  and  has  been  ad- 
ministered with  satisfaction  and  under- 
standing. I  do  not  believe  the  program 
would  be  improved  at  all  by  attempting 
to  dictate  to  the  States  whom  they  should 
or  should  not  appoint. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  conducted  many  hearings 
with  respect  to  this  matter.  Has  he  re- 


ceived any  complaints  about  the  people 
who  have  been  selected  to  serve  on  these 
boards? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  yet  to 
hear  the  first  complaint  in  Washington 
about  the  manner  in  which  the  State 
welfare  boards  are  selected. 

Some  one  has  an  idea  that  perhaps 
having  the  poor  represented  in  the  pov- 
erty program  might  prove  to  be  a  good 
thing.  Let  us  try  it  for  a  while  and  see 
how  the  representation  of  the  poor  in 
the  poverty  program  works.  But  that  is 
something  for  which  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  paying.  This  is  a  situation  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  matches 
the  money  that  the  State  contributes. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  under  the  im- 
pression that  I  represent  the  poor. 
Louisiana  has  many  poor  people.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  represents  the 
the  poor.  There  are  many  poor  people  in 
the  State  of  New  Mexico. 

The  people  serving'  on  these  boards  are 
there  to  represent  the  poor.  They  are 
also  put  there  to  think  in  terms  of  what 
is  good  for  the  people  generally,  too.  I 
believe  it  would  be  best  to  leave  the 
matter  as  it  is.  They  have  been  doing  a 
good  job. 

In  answer  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  I  have  yet  to 
hear  the  first  person  get  up  and  say  that 
these  boards  are  not  properly  constituted, 
that  they  are  not  good  people,  doing  a 
good  job,  in  representing  the  interests 
of  the  poor.  So  why  do  we  want  to  require 
a  State  to  put  somebody  on  a  board  that 
the  State  is  not  disposed  to  appoint? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  difficulty  which  ob- 
viously is  shown  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  that  he  is  not  addressing 
himself  to  this  amendment  at  all.  The 
proposed  amendment  is  not  intended  to 
deal  with  the  character  of  the  States' 
social  welfare  boards  or  the  social  wel- 
fare boards  of  political  subdivisions.  It  is 
not  addressed  to  that  matter  at  all.  It 
is  part  of  a  plan  or  program  under  all 
these  welfare  categories.  We  seek  the 
designation  of  consultative  committees 
to  consult  with  the  authorities  in  order 
to  see  what  they  have  to  contribute  to 
the  way  in  which  these  programs  are 
run,  and  to  give  them  a  voice  in  the 
programs — yes,  to  let  them  complain, 
if  they  feel  they  are  being  put  upon  and 
prejudiced. 

What  is  this  situation  all  about,  if 
it  is  not  to  give  these  people  a  sense  of 
participation  and  dignity  and  a  sense  of 
belonging?  That  is  the  entire  problem 
of  the  welfare  business. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Did  we 
not  find,  as  we  went  around  the  country 
conducting  our  poverty  hearings,  that 
one  of  the  greatest  complaints  in  all  sec- 
tions of  the  United  States  was  about 
the  welfare  program  and  the  basic  feel- 
ing of  the  people  that  they  did  not  par- 
ticipate in  the  decisions  that  were  made 
concerning  them? 

Have  we  not  found,  as  a  result  of  some 
of  the  disorders  that  have  taken  place 
in  the  United  States  in  the  last  few 


S 16800 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


November  20,  1967 


years,  that  the  heart  of  the  problem,  the 
core  of  the  problem,  is  that  people  do 
not  feel  they  amount  to  anything,  that 
they  are  no  more  than  digits  in  large 
numbers  of  people? 

As  individuals,  they  have  no  role  to 
play  in  our  society,  and  they  have  no 
influence  on  our  Government. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Precisely. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York,  which  I  have  co- 
sponsored,  tries  to  give  some  dignity  and 
some  importance  to  the  individuals  who 
are  a  part  of  the  program.  If  the  program 
is  established  for  these  individuals,  why 
should  they  not  play  a  part  in  it?  Why 
should  we,  the  committee,  or  someone  in 
Washington  be  the  only  voices  that  are 
heard?  This  amendment  would  give  wel- 
fare recipients  a  role  to  play  . 

Anyone  who  says  he  has  not  heard 
complaints  about  the  welfare  program  in 
the  United  States,  it  seems  to  me,  is  very 
deaf  about  one  of  the  basic  problems  we 
are  facing  today  in  this  country. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
speak  briefly  with  regard  to  the  Senator's 
last  statement. 

Obviously,  the  Senator  from  Louisia- 
na, has  not  lived  in  the  big  city.  We  have 
been  in  Chicago,  Los  Angeles,  southern 
cities,  northern  cities,  and  we  have  been 
in  New  York  City.  The  complaint  of  these 
people  is  that  they  are  not  a  part  of  the 
program,  that  they  have  a  handout  from 
a  patron,  the  Government,  and  they  have 
nothing  to  say  about  it,  whether  it  is 
good,  bad,  or  indifferent.  They  say  that 
they  are  demeaned  by  caseworkers  who 
look  down  their  noses  at  them,  telling 
them  how  to  live,  and  who  ring  their 
doorbells  at  1  o'clock  or  2  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  to  see  if  they  have  a  man  or 
a  woman  there.  These  people  are  dis- 
possessed of  dignity  and  they  have  a 
right  to  be  heard. 

If  the  Senator  said  I  am  trying  to  re- 
form social  welfare  through  the  coun- 
try, he  would  be  right,  but  I  am  not  try- 
ing to  do  that  here.  We  are  trying  here 
to  put  an  innovation  in  the  program  that 
would  not  only  state  how  they  are  to 
be  dealt  with,  but  would  go  into  whether 
they  are  being  treated  as  human  beings. 
Their  blood  is  just  as  red,  they  pain 
just  as  much,  and  they  suffer  as  much 
as  anybody  else,  and  more.  They,  too, 
should  have  a  right  to  stand  on  their 
feet  and  say  what  they  think  instead 
of  being  told  to  keep  quiet  and  "We 
will  take  care  of  you."  That  is  all  the 
argument  amounts  to,  and  that  is  what 
we  are  trying  to  take  care  of  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
tried  to  find  a  copy  of  the  amendment 
but  it  is  not  available.  What  does  the 
amendement  provide? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  amendment  requests 
that  consultative  committees  be  set  up  of 
recipients  of  the  welfare  program  in  dif- 
ferent categories,  who  would  be  per- 
mitted to  have  their  say  as  to  how  the 
program  is  run  and  what  the  plans  and 
programs  which  are  developed  by  States 


and  other  local  subdivisions  under  it 
shall  do.  It  is  consultative  only  and  has 
nothing  to  do  with  social  welfare  boards. 

The  Senator  said  that  social  welfare 
boards  represent  the  poor.  We  know  that 
social  welfare  boards  are  composed  of  of- 
ficials and  persons  who  hold  positions 
high  in  the  community.  They  are  first 
rate  people  and  they  are  high  minded, 
and  so  forth.  But  it  is  not  the  fellow 
whose  ox  is  being  gored? 

The  group  of  us  who  are  introducing 
the  seven  amendments  hope  to  open  up 
the  window  shades  to  let  recipients  have 
a  say.  They  can  complain,  if  they  want. 
They  would  not  be  buried  under  a  moun- 
tain of  bureaucracy  with  no  chance  to 
be  heard. 

All  Senators  here  have  State  offices. 
I  have  offices  in  New  York  City  and  in 
Buffalo.  My  colleague  has  offices  in  New 
York  City  and  upstate.  We  have  people 
pouring  through  those  offices  every  day 
in  connection  with  welfare  who  say  they 
have  been  treated  badly  and  that  they 
are  not  getting  what  they  are  entitled  to. 
This  is  all  very  legitimate.  We  want  to 
hear  it.  They  have  to  come  to  us  to  re- 
quest us  to  act,  whether  it  is  a  city  coun- 
cilman, a  Representative,  or  a  Senator. 
They  have  no  other  way  to  be  heard. 

I  say  they  should  be  given  dignity  and 
something  to  aspire  to.  Recognize  them 
as  people  who  have  a  right  to  be  heard. 

I  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana that  he  take  an  amendment  like  this 
one  to  conference.  If  there  are  bugs  in  it, 
it  can  be  considered,  and  if  it  needs  to  be 
worked  out  that  can  be  gone  into.  But 
do  not  say,  "The  State  boards  of  welfare 
will  look  after  them."  They  do  not.  Those 
of  us  in  big  cities  know  that  this  is  an 
endemic  complaint. 

The  poverty  program  is  the  product  of 
welfare.  Everything  about  the  poverty 
program  is  in  this  bill.  However,  it  lacks 
one  ingredient  and  that  is  participation 
by  the  poor  themselves.  That  is  what 
I  am  trying  to  provide.  This  is  a  new  idea 
and  we  should  not  bury  it.  It  may  take 
awhile  to  get  accustomed  to,  but  it  is 
the  right  path  and  we  should  try  it. 

Mr.  President,  inasmuch  as  I  wish  to 
request  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend- 
ment, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes,  so  that  I  may  address 
those  Senators  who  were  not  in  the 
Chamber  before  the  quorum  call. 

The  essence  of  the  amendment,  which 
is  the  first  of  seven  amendments  to  be 
presented  by  a  group  of  us  on  this  sub- 
ject, is  to  provide  for  consultative  com- 
mittees on  the  various  welfare  programs 
which  are  encompassed  by  this  bill  to 
give  a  voice  to  those  who  are  recipients 
of  the  program.  This  would  contribute 


to  their  dignity  and  it  would  be  a  channel 
through  which  they  can  voice  com- 
plaints and  make  constructive  contribu- 
tions to  the  program  themselves.  There 
is  no  stratification.  We  do  not  provide 
that  there  is  Jto  be  one  for  every  State, 
just  so  this  voice  is  heard.  We  leave  the 
details  to  the  department. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
indicate  support  for  this  particular 
amendment.  I  feel  deeply,  as  I  have 
talked  with  people  in  the  slums  and  ghet- 
tos, that  we  can  improve  the  quality  of 
our  program  and  certainly  improve  the 
administration  of  the  program  and  their 
sense  of  belonging  in  that  community, 
as  well  as  their  attachment  to  the  pro- 
gram, if  we  involve  them  in  the  planning 
and  give  them  a  picture  of  what  we  are 
trying  to  accomplish.  I  think  the  pro- 
gram would  be  more  effectively  carried 
out  and  we  would  evolve  better  pro- 
grams by  involving  them. 

I  support  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  the  Sen- 
ator for  his  support. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self 2  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
one  other  thought  which  is  very  import- 
ant in  this  matter.  The  people  who  are 
affected  by  the  program  do  not  know 
themselves  what  is  going  on  in  the  pro- 
gram. Many  complaints  are  made  about 
the  fact  that  these  programs  are  ex- 
ploited by  people  without  conscience  who 
draw  benefits  and  who  are  not  entitled  to 
do  that.  One  thing  that  I  am  sure  con- 
sultative committees  will  do  is  to  keep  a 
watchful  eye  upon  this  kind  of  abuse  of 
the  program.  No  one  knows  better  than 
the  welfare  recipients  themselves  who  is 
abusing  the  program  and  is  not  entitled 
to  the  benefits  although  receiving  them. 

The  basic  reason  is  that  it  adds  anoth- 
er dimension,  the  dimension  of  work  in 
this  bill,  which  I  think  is  terrific,  a  great 
improvement,  and  a  landmark  advance 
for  the  country. 

We  should  also  add  the  dimension  of 
the  personal  dignity  of  consultation 
which  will  be  an  additional  landmark  in 
the  handling  of  the  program. 

I  think  I  have  made  the  argument  as 
well  as  I  can.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  wishes  to  debate 
the  matter  any  further. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  should  be  roundly  defeated 
if  no  other  reason  than  the  experience 
we  have  had  with  the  bill  now  pending. 

As  the  distinguished  chairman  said, 
a  group  interested  in  welfare  came  into 
the  committee  room  and  staged  a  sit-in. 
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Later  on,  a  part  of  that  group  came  to 
my  office  and  undertook  to  stage  a  sit-in 
there.  I  had  to  call  three  policemen  and 
have  them  ejected  from  my  office.  I  told 
them  to  designate  any  one  of  them  as  a 
spokesman,  that  I  would  see  him  and  I 
would  listen  to  him  and  give  him  as  much 
time  as  he  wanted.  They  did  not  accept 
my  offer.  There  was  a  public  relations 
man  with  them.  He  claimed  that  I  struck 
him.  I  merely  put  my  hand  on  his  shoul- 
der. If  I  had  struck  him,  he  would  still 
be  twirling  in  the  direction  of  the  Hudson 
River,  I  think.  [Laughter.] 

I  noticed  that  he  went  right  outside  the 
door  where  the  newsmen  were  encamped 
and  he  said  to  them,  "Make  a  good  story 
out  of  this.  He  struck  me.  Make  a  good 
story  out  of  it."  Any  public  relations  man 
would  do  the  same  thing.  It  was  an  or- 
ganized effort  on  the  part  of  some  of  the 
recipients  when  they  were  here. 

Now,  did  they  come  here  for  consulta- 
tive purposes? 

Mr.  President,  I  will  tell  you  why  they 
came,  because  they  left  their  mimeo- 
graphed folders  in  my  office.  They  said, 
"We  are  here  in  opposition  to  the  House 
bill.  We  want  the  administration  bill." 

Right  then  and  there,  in  writing  that 
over  their  signatures,  they  stamped 
themselves  as  a  lobbying  group.  I  should 
like  to  hear  anyone  deny  that,  because  I 
lived  through  it  myself.  I  picked  up  the 
mimeographed  folders.  I  took  note  of  the 
names  and  addresses,  what  was  inscribed 
there,  and  what  they  wanted  to  do. 

While  they  came  to  Washington  in  the 
first  place,  they  certainly  had  some 
rather  expert  direction  from  the 
outside. 

Thus,  it  is  as  clear  as  crystal  that  they 
did  not  come  here  to  consult  with  me 
about  something  in  the  House  bill.  They 
wanted  the  House  bill  rejected  out  of 
hand.  They  wanted  the  administration 
bill.  They  demanded  an  answer,  yes  or 
no,  whether  I  would  vote  for  the  admin- 
istration bill. 

Well,  the  answer  was  a  very  definite 
and  a  very  emphatic  "no." 

But,  I  make  the  point  that  here  we 
have  the  beginnings  of  a  lobbying  or 
a  pressure  group.  Certainly  it  is  our 
business  to  represent  all  constituents 
and  be  just  as  humane  and  sympathetic 
in  this  whole  field  as  we  possibly  can. 

I  think  that  the  committee  has  been 
and  probably  has  gone  further  in  some 
respects  than  I  would  have  gone;  but,  in 
any  event,  participating  in  the  discus- 
sions and  in  the  markup  of  the  bill,  we 
constantly  had  in  mind  the  well-being 
of  the  people,  consonant,  of  course,  with 
the  fiscal  burden  which  would  be  placed 
upon  the  Government. 

One  can  go  beyond  the  capacity  of  the 
Government  and  wind  up  with  a  very 
difficult  situation. 

If  I  had  to  make  any  criticism  of  the 
British  system  of  government  when  Sir 
William  Beveridge  came  along  with  his 
recommendation,  which  was  a  good  rec- 
ommendation and  a  sound  system,  Par- 
liament began  to  tinker  with  it.  Today, 
between  military  expenditures  and  wel- 
fare, they  are  just  about  to  sink  that 
Government.  Only  within  the  last  day, 
it  sank  somewhat,  when  it  devalued  the 
pound  sterling  from  $2.80  to  $2.40.  That 


is  the  third  time  that  has  happened — 
incidentally,  done  under  a  rather  liberal 
government. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  1  additional  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  1 
additional  minute. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  make  the  point,  Mr. 
President,  that  you  are  going  to  set  up  a 
pressure  group  and  they  are  not  going  to 
consult.  They  are  going  to  come  down 
here  and  tell  us.  Then  they  will  become 
a  voting  and  a  pressure  group  as  well.  It 
has  never  failed  in  the  past. 

This  amendment  should  be  defeated, 
and  roundly  defeated,  so  that  the  coun- 
try will  know  how  the  Senate  feels  about 
this  matter. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  5  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  are  dealing  with  the  fundamental 
issue  which  should  be  carefully  examined 
to  see  what  will  eventually  happen  if  we 
pursue  the  program  which  has  been 
recommended  by  the  sponsors  of  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  argument  has  been  made  that  we 
must  give  these  people  representation. 
Our  Government  is  founded  upon  the 
proposition  that  there  is  representation 
for  all  the  people  through  the  selection 
of  the  executive  and  legislative  members 
of  the  Government.  We  are  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  people  in  the  Senate. 
The  Representatives  in  the  House  repre- 
sent, them  there. 

'  But  it  is  now  argued  that  they  must 
have  representation.  Does  that  mean 
that  we  are  not  representing  them?  I 
reject  that  implication. 

Mr.  President,  the  social  security  law 
contains  provisions  for  an  advisory  coun- 
cil. I  do  not  know  how  many  members 
comprise  the  advisory  council,  but  their 
function  is  to  give  advice  on  how  to  take 
care  of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  program. 

But  we  do  not  seem  to  be  content  with 
the  proposition  which  was  established  by 
our  forefathers  that  there  shall  be  a 
government  in  which  the  people  shall  be 
represented  by  Senators  and  Representa- 
tives. That  contentment  is  rejected.  It 
is  now  argued — with  practically  every 
bill,  now — that  we  have  to  have  con- 
sultative committees  in  the  local  com- 
munities. 

What  has  it  led  us  to?  It  has  led  us 
to  situations  as  just  described  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]. 

If  we  give  people  the  aegis  of  decency, 
they  will  use  it  to  intimidate  and  to  pres- 
sure not  only  the  individual,  such  as  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  but  also  every  one  of  us. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Last  week — and  for  all 
I  know  it  may  be  happening  right  now — 
the  same  group  picketed  my  office  in  Chi- 


cago, trying  to  put  on  the  pressure  to 
compel  me  to  take  a  course  of  action 
here;  namely,  to  reject  what  the  commit- 
tee has  done  and  to  accept  the  adminis- 
tration's proposal.  If  that  is  not  pressure, 
if  that  is  not  an  effort  to  lobby,  then  I 
have  no  words  for  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Establish  a  consulta- 
tive group  in  Illinois,  and  that  consulta- 
tive group  will  take  upon  itself  the  at- 
tributes of  being  the  spokesmen  of  the 
people  and  try  to  substitute  themselves 
for  Senator  Dirksen  and  Senator  Percy. 
The  two  Senators  from  Illinois  are  in 
disagreement  upon  what  shall  be  done 
here,  according  to  what  has  been  said,  but 
the  people  of  Illinois  and  of  Chicago  are 
represented. 

I  now  come  to  the  most  important  part 
of  what  I  wanted  to  say.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  can  be 
beaten  at  the  polls.  I  can  be  beaten  at  the 
polls.  But  the  consultative  group  has  a 
barrier  between  it  and  the  public.  It  has 
nothing  to  lose  except  to  make  demands 
and  create  disorder. 

The  framers  of  our  Constitution,  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  said,  "You  will  elect  your  pub- 
lic officials,  and  if  they  do  not  act  satis- 
factorily, you  can  beat  them.  If  they 
meet  with  your  approval,  you  can  reelect 
them."  But  now  it  is  proposed  to  estab- 
lish a  new  sovereign  ruling  body,  a  con- 
sultative group  responsible  to  no  one. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  even  a  Sen- 
ator who  is  not  the  minority  leader  may 
be  pardoned  a  smile  at  these  speeches. 
Woe  to  anybody  who  offends  senatorial 
sensibilities.  I  understand  that.  That  is 
probably  going  to  be  the  new  sampler 
in  the  homes  of  many  of  the  poor,  as  well 
as  "God  Bless  America." 

But  here  thoroughly  experienced  Sen- 
ators talk  about  the  pressures  of  the  poor 
and  suborning  their  abilities  to  repre- 
sent their  States.  I  hope  I  will  be  forgiven 
for  a  smile.  The  only  difference  between 
them  and  the  manufacturers  association 
or  the  shipping  lobby  or  the  aircraft 
lobby  or  the  farmers'  lobby  or  the  space 
manufacturing  lobby,  or  the  lobby  for 
the  humane  treatment  of  animals,  and 
150  others,  is  that  the  poor  do  not  wear 
such  good  suits  and  cannot  buy  ex- 
pensive lunches.  I  do  not  think  that 
there  is  any  other  difference.  That  is  why 
we  are  here.  We  also  are  here  because 
we  know  how  to  resist  pressure. 

Does  anyone  tell  me  that  if  these  par- 
ticular groups  are  not  brought  into 
existence  there  will  be  a  dearth  of  pres- 
sures from  the  right  or  the  left,  the 
middle,  or  any  spectrum  under  the  sun? 
Of  course  not. 

I  do  not  condone  the  conduct  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen] 
as  alluded,  quite  properly,  whether  it  is 
by  the  poor  or  by  the  rich,  whether  it  is 
by  the  right  or  by  the  left.  The  laws  of 
lobbying  will  apply  to  these  consultative 
committees  as  well  as  they  apply  to 
everybody  else,  in  terms  of  what  they 
have  to  publish,  and  if  they  do  not  com- 
ply with  them  they  ought  to  go  to  jail, 
just  like  everybody  else.  But  this  is  com- 
pletely begging  the  question  with  respect 
to  what  we  are  trying  to  do  here,  which 
is  to  redeem  the  welfare  recipients  from 
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an  endemic  condition  of  poverty  and  de- 
termine what  government  can  do,  look 
into  the  lack  of  motivaton,  and  ascertain 
whether  reforms  like  this  are  good  or  not. 
After  all,  we  have  consultative  groups  in 
the  poverty  program,  and  we  have  all 
kinds  of  other  groups.  They  can  come  to 
us.  Some  of  the  roughest  and  toughest 
groups  I  have  met  with  have  been  groups 
of  the  reactionary  right.  Some  of  them 
are  very  violent  and  very  strong  and  very 
opinionated.  So  what?  That  is  their  priv- 
ilege. I  honor  them  ail.  I  see  them  all. 
They  may  insult  me.  That  is  part  of  the 
office,  and  we  have  rectitude  of  knowing 
that  what  we  are  doing  is  the  right  thing 
for  our  country,  and  that  knowledge  sus- 
tains us.  But  to  argue  that  we  are  not  go- 
ing to  have  any  of  these  groups  or  that 
there  is  something  wrong  about  lobbying 
or  that  people  should  have  no  right  to  tell 
us  what  they  think  when  their  ox  is  be- 
ing gored  runs  counter  to  the  history  of 
this  Nation. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  There  is  more  than 
that  to  it.  The  Senator  is  proposing  to 
sanctify  this  by  legislative  fiat,  which  is 
a  different  matter.  No  one  is  disputing 
the  right  of  these  people  to  appear  and 
to  appeal  to  their  elected  representatives. 
Every  man  has  that  particular  right.  But 
what  the  Senator  is  saying  is  that,  by  an 
act,  we  are  going  to  recognize  these 
people  as  a  fixed,  permanent  group  who 
are  going  to  be  set  within  this  situation. 
I  have  the  greatest  sympathy  for  them 
and  their  rights,  but  I  think  this  is  just 
taking  the  point  a  little  too  far.  I  must 
say  this  in  all  honesty. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  What  we  are  dealing 
with  is  the  question  of  the  rehabilitation 
technique,  which  the  whole  bill  under- 
takes. I  think  the  argument  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Rhode  Island  is  a  relevant  one. 
I  think  the  argument  that  we  should 
not  be  submitted  to  pressure  by  anyone 
who  tells  us  to  do  this,  that,  or  the  other 
is  not  a  relevant  argument.  But  what  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  says  is  a 
relevant  argument.  The  answer  is  that 
this  is  an  effort  of  rehabilitation,  an 
effort  to  rehabilitate  those  who  are  in  an 
endemic  condition  which  find  them  in 
this  economic  position  in  the  American 
hierarchy  of  interest  and  influence.  That 
is  the  substance  of  my  argument. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  me  1  minute? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  have  had  quite  a 
few  extraneous  amendments  offered  to 
this  bill  beginning  last  week.  As  I  read 
this  amendment,  we  might  as  well  turn 
this  program  over  to  these  groups  and 
let  them  administer  it,  because  certainly 
this  proposal  would  produce  pressure 
lobbying  directly  on  those  charged  with 
administering  the  program  as  well  as  on 
the  Members  of  Congress. 

I  would  hope  most  sincerely  that  the 
proposal  advocated  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York  which  would 
create  consultative  committees  among 
the  recipients  whose  views  are  to  be 


solicited  and  taken  into  account  in  plan- 
ning and  administering  the  program  will 
not  meet  with  the  approbation  of  the 
Senate.  There  is  a  limit  beyond  which  we 
should  not  go,  and  this  is  far  beyond  the 
limit  to  which  we  should  give  up  our 
responsibility,  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  2 
additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  One  minute  is 
enough. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Actually  what  we 
would  be  doing  here  is  getting  statutory 
authority  to  set  up  these  groups  by  local 
and  State  agencies  and  their  views  will 
be  solicited.  That  is  a  peculiar  provision, 
to  say  the  least. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  talks 
about  these  lobby  groups.  Have  we  ever 
solicited  any  lobby  to  come  before  a 
committee  or  one's  office?  If  people  want 
to  come  by  their  own  free  will  and  ac- 
cord, well  and  good.  I  am  always  glad 
to  see  them.  But  I  do  not  send  out  letters 
and  make  telephone  calls  soliciting  them 
to  come  and  tell  me  what  they  want. 
That  is  what  we  have  here. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  think  one  of  the 
weaknesses  of  the  program  has  been 
that  there  are  too  many  semiofficial  and 
quasi-official  groups  which  have  been 
trying  to  exert  pressures.  I  think  the 
Congress  would  have  unusual  pressure 
exerted  on  it.  I  think  it  is  about  time  we 
called  a  halt.  The  defeat  of  this  amend- 
ment would  help  in  that  effort. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  RibicoffI. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
think  the  amendment  is  necessary. 

If  the  Senator  from  New  York  will  turn 
to  page  373  of  the  bill,  he  will  see  that 
the  Finance  Committee  was  aware  that 
there  were  basic  problems  involving  re- 
cipients. Section  250,  on  page  373  of  the 
bill,  provides  that — 

The,  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  shall  make  a  study  of  and  recom- 
mendations concerning  the  means  by  which 
and  the  extent  to  which  the  staff  of  State 
public  welfare  agencies  may  better  serve, 
advise,  and  assist  applicants  for  or  recipients 
of  aid  or  assistance  in  securing  the  full  pro- 
tection of  local,  State,  and  Federal  health, 
housing,  and  related  laws  and  in  helping 
them  make  most  effective  use  of  public  as- 
sistance and  other  programs  in  the  com- 
munity and  the  extent  to  which  the  State 
public  assistance,  medical  assistance  or  re- 
lated programs  may  be  used  as  a  means  of 
enforcing  local.  State,  and  Federal  health, 
housing,  and  related  laws.  The  Secretary 
shall  report  the  results  of  such  study  and 
make  recommendations,  including  the  neces- 
sary changes  in  the  Social  Security  Act,  to 
the  Congress  no  later  than  July  1,  1969. 

May  I  say  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois,  who  says  he  is  being 
picketed  by  a  group  in  Illinois  for  the 
administration  bill,  that  the  bill  which 
the  Finance  Committee  has  reported  to 


this  body  is  far  superior  to  and  far 
broader  and  more  liberal  than  the  ad- 
ministration program. 

All  the  way  through  this  legislation 
there  have  been  landmark  improve- 
ments, of  which  many  Members  are  un- 
aware. 

As  I  said  at  the  beginning  of  this  de- 
bate, I  have  the  highest  commendation 
for  the  chairman  of  the  committee  for 
taking  the  initiative  in  many  of  these 
landmark  changes,  such  as  the  lead  he 
has  taken  in  section  250.  The  explana- 
tion of  the  committee's  reasoning  will 
be  found  on  page  171  of  the  report. 

In  the  poverty  program  itself  there  are 
already  legal  agencies  set  up  to  give  ad- 
vice to  the  poor.  There  are  other  groups 
in  the  community  action  programs  that 
are  concerned  with  the  problems  of  those 
on  welfare.  Consequently,  with  the  study 
being  made  of  the  part  to  be  played  by 
the  recipients,  what  is  being  advocated 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  is  certainly 
not  necessary.  The  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  is  aware  of  the 
problem  raised  by  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  New  York.  The  study  that  is 
being  made  takes  into  account  the  prob- 
lem to  which  the  Senator  from  New  York 
addresses  himself. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  what  he  advo- 
cates is  not  necessary.  I  believe  that 
there  will  be  other  recommendations 
from  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  concerning  the  han- 
dling of  this  problem.  I  hope  that  the 
amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, how  much  time  do  I  have  remain- 
ing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  5  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  4  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  well  intentioned,  but 
I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary,  by  reason 
of  certain  facts  already  pointed  out  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut and  others. 

In  further  support  of  this  position,  I 
call  the  attention  of  Senators  to  my 
amendments  Nos.  400  and  401,  which 
were  agreed  to  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance  and  are  now  a  part  of  the  bill. 

Amendment  No.  400,  found  on  page 
290  and  succeeding  pages  of  the  printed 
bill,  requires,  in  the  State  plans  on  the 
various  types  of  welfare  programs,  that 
the  State  agency  must  provide  for  the 
training  and  effective  use  of  paid  sub- 
professional  staff,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  the  full-time  or  part-time  em- 
ployment of  recipients  and  other  persons 
of  low-income,  as  community  service 
aides;  and  then  further — leaving  out  a 
phrase  having  to  do  with  social  service 
volunteers,  also  required  by  the  amend- 
ment— the  amendment  continues,  "and 
in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 
established  by  the  State  agency"  which 
are  provided  for  in  the  existing  law. 

Moreover,  as  is  set  out  on  page  30 
of  the  committee  report,  my  amendment 
No.  401,  also  adopted  in  the  Committee 
on  Finance,  requires  a  very  far-reaching 
study  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  on  how,  in  short, 
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welfare  programs  of  various  types  in  the 
various  States  may  be  made  to  become 
more  activist  on  behalf  of  the  poor. 

I  believe  these  two  amendments,  to- 
gether, obviate  the  necessity  for  the  pro- 
posal of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  RIBICOFP.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
work  programs  and  the  work  training 
programs  contemplated  by  the  welfare 
amendments  have  in  mind  the  training  of 
individuals  now  receiving  welfare  pay- 
ments? They  will  be  trained  to  take  on 
these  subprofessional  assistance  jobs,  as 
they  participate  in  the  service  programs. 
Certainly,  to  get  people  off  of  welfare 
rolls,  the  welfare  authorities  will  be  turn- 
ing to  people  on  welfare  who  can  be 
trained  and  Qualified,  and  thus  help  re- 
duce the  size  of  the  welfare  rolls.  Those 
mothers  and  older  children  who  can  be 
trained  to  assist  the  social  workers,  and 
also  to  serve  in  an  advisory  capacity,  will 
receive  salaries  and  be  paid  for  services 
instead  of  receiving  welfare  checks. 

So  it-  seems  to  me  that  the  committee 
did  a  constructive  job  here,  which  went 
far  beyond  the  question  of  just  an  ad- 
visory, consultive  group.  We  tried  to  get 
right  at  the  heart-  of  the  problem.  There- 
fore. I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  nor 
desirable  to  support  the  proposal  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York. 

'Mr.  HARRIS.  I  agree,  and  join  in  the 
statement  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut. 

I  believe  that  the  bill,  in  its  welfare 
provisions,  represents  a  landmark 
change  of  philosophy  from  the  hopeless- 
ness of  poverty  to  the  increased  oppor- 
tunity for  self-sufficiency  provided  by 
these  work  programs,  as  well  as  the 
amendments  I  have  mentioned.  I  think 
we  would  provide  poor  people  and  recipi- 
ents of  welfare,  first,  an  opportunity  for 
greater  income,  which  is  desperately 
needed,  and,  second,  through  their  use 
as  subprofessionals  in  the  programs 
themselves,  a  greater  share  and  a  greater 
voice  in  the  making  and  administration 
of  policy;  and  I  believe  that  will  have 
a  great  deal  to  do  with  changing  the 
character  of  welfare  programs  them- 
selves. 

So  I  say  that,  while  I  think  the  pro- 
posed amendment  is  well  intentioned,  I 
believe  it  is  not  necessary,  and  should  not 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator has  8  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  yield  myself  4  minutes. 
I  know  that  the  Senate  is  anxious  to 
get  on  with  the  business  at  hand,  and 
I  hope  I  shall  not  require  much  time. 

In  answer  to  the  arguments  of  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Oklahoma,  it  seems  to  me  that 
all  they  do  is  highlight  the  points  I 
have  been  making. 

I  understand  the  position  of  the  ma- 
jority leader  and  the  minority  leader.  I 
love  them  dearly;  but  that  is  always  the 
position  of  the  establishment:  the  bill 
is  in,  the  committee  has  done  its  best, 
so  let  us  pass  the  bill  itself,  and  not  rock 
the  boat. 

But  to  rock  the  boat  is  the  function 


of  individual  Senators  like  myself.  That 
is  what  we  are  here  for.  Sometimes  we 
have  to  rock  the  boat  by  calling  to  the 
attention  of  our  fellow  Senators  new 
ideas  which  are  useful  and  applicable, 
because  we  have  learned  them  in  the 
particular  circumstances  in  which  we 
individually  function. 

I  believe  that  the  committee  bill  is  a 
good  bill,  and  I  support  it,  but  I  think 
there  are  areas  in  which  improvement 
can  be  made,  and  that  we  should  try  to 
improve  it.  But  as  to  the  specific  argu- 
ments of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut,  I 
repeat,  it  seems  to  me  that  they  only 
help  prove  what  I  set  out  to  prove. 

Certainly,  the  bill  adopts  a  new  con- 
cept— the  concept  of  work.  That  is  the 
reason  for  giving  subprofessional  em- 
ployment to  the  poor.  Certainly  an  effort 
will  be  made,  in  studying  the  situation  as 
it  develops,  to  see  what  can  be  learned 
from  that  new  concept, 

But  that  is  only  one  of  the  new  con- 
cepts in  the  welfare  field.  The  other  new 
concept  is  that  the  recipients  themselves 
are  adult  human  beings  and,  both  for 
rehabilitative  purposes  and  to  make  the 
legislation  more  fair  and  to  work  better, 
we  have  now  found,  as  a  matter  of  prac- 
tice throughout  the  country,  that  they 
are  very  well  worth  consulting.  So  all  I 
am  asking  to  do  is  to  regularize  that 
practice.  This  is  in  answer  to  the  wide- 
spread complaint  that  when  you  are  a 
welfare  client,  you  do  not  amount  to 
anything,  you  are  faceless,  you  are 
nobody. 

Surely,  there  will  be  groups  which  will 
be  difficult;  but  is  that  not  true  of  every- 
thing we  do  in  this  country?  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  do  not  see  that  as  an  argument 
against  broadening  the  bill  to  include 
the  new  rehabilitative  technique  in  addi- 
tion to  the  work  technique  for  which  the 
Senators  very  properly  argue,  so  that  the 
welfare  client  himself  may  be  repre- 
sented and  may  have  a  voice  in  deter- 
mining his  own  fate. 

His  own  fate  is  greatly  involved,  Mr. 
President,  and  is  subject  to  the  judgment 
of  the  caseworker  as  well  as  the  provi- 
sions of  the  program.  But,  Mr.  President, 
the  other  technique  we  have  learned,  in 
addition  to  work,  the  technique  of  per- 
sonal dignity  in  some  organized  way, 
should  be  followed  here,  for  the  same 
reason  that  unions  and  trade  associations 
are  organized  in  every  field.  The  same 
instinct  for  organization  to  help  control 
one's  fate  exists  here.  I  think  it  is  crea- 
tive, and  therefore  I  have  taken  the  lib- 
erty of  suggesting  that  it  can  properly  be 
employed  in  this  connection.  That  is  all 
I  am  suggesting  by  my  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  1 3-ield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia,  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Can- 
non], the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  North  Car- 


olina [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington], 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena- 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc- 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Nelson],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Grttentng]  ,  the  Senator  from  Flori- 
da [Mr.  Holland],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfield ] , 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  and  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  would  each  vote  "nay." 
The  result  was  announced — yeas  11, 


nays  64,  as 

follows : 

[No.  332  Leg.] 

YEAS — 11 

Brooke 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Prouty 

Case 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hart 

Morse 

Yarborough 

Javits 

Percy 

NAYS — 64 

Aiken 

Fulbright 

Metcalf 

Allott 

Griffin 

Miller 

Anderson 

Harris 

Monroney 

Baker 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Bartlett 

Hayden 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hickenlooner 

Muskie 

Bennett 

HiU 

Pastore 

Bible 

Hollings 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Hruska 

PeU 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Proxmire 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Randolph 

B^  rd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Rlbicofl 

Church 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

RusseU 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Smith 

Cutis 

Long,  Mo. 

Spong 

Dirksen 

Long,  La, 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Ty  dings 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Williams.  Del. 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Fannin 

Mclntyre 

NOT  VOTING — 

-25 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hatfield 

Scott 

Cannon 

Holland 

Sparkman 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Stennis 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Symington 

Dodd 

McGee 

Talmadge 

Fong 

Morton 

Tower 

Gore 

Mundt 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruening 

Murphy 

Hansen 

Nelson 
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So  Mr.  Javits'  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  with  the 
permission  of  the  minority  leader,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes  on  the  bill,  to  pro- 
pound an  inquiry  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  _ 

Mr.  President,  as  we  read  the  bill,  re- 
ferring to  page  266,  it  relates  to  the  new 
type  of  special  work  projects  in  which 
welfare  recipients  may  be  employed ;  and 
the  question  is  whether  public  agencies 
and  private  nonprofit  agencies,  who  are 
there  specifically  referred  to,  could  sub- 
contract or  buy  services  from  any  pri- 
vate organization  whether  or  not  it  is 
profitmaking. 

I  wish  to  point  out  in  that  respect  that 
under  the  poverty  program  now,  where 
community  action  agencies  must  be  pub- 
lic or  nonprofit  they  can  nonetheless 
contract  out  different  parts  of  the  pro- 
gram either  to  profit  or  nonprofit  private 
agencies,  and  that  the  flexibility  which 
that  affords  and  the  utilization  of  the 
abilities  of  the  private  business  com- 
munity have  been  very  valuable. 

I  wonder  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  intention,  in  this  work  program,  of 
saying  that  the  Labor  Department  can 
make  payments  to  a  public  or  nonprofit 
public  service  institution  to  make  possible 
the  employment  of  persons  who  otherwise 
would  be  entirely  on  welfare  was  re- 
stricted for  the  purpose  we  had  in  mind. 
We  intended  that  the  purpose  of  the 
project  should  be  something  that  would 
benefit  the  community  or  that  would 
help  a  nonprofit  public  service  institu- 
tion to  perform  a  better  service. 

In  some  instances,  a  hospital  would 
have  a  contract  with  someone  to  provide 
services  for  the  hospital,  and  I  would 
think  that  that  type  of  contract  would 
not  be  prevented. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
dings in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen- 
ator has  expired. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  myself  1  addi- 
tional minute. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Employment 
of  the  type  we  visualize  could  be  used 
for  a  contractor  or  subcontractor  or  a 
city  or  a  county  or  a  subcontractor  work- 
ing to  perform  a  service  for  a  hospital. 
But  it  is  intended  that  the  type  of  work 
done  would  be  such  that  the  city  or  the 
hospital  could  properly  perform  itself. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
think  we  understand  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  under  a 
previous  unanimous-consent  request,  my 
amendment  was  to  be  taken  up  next.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that,  instead,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware be  taken  up  next,  to  be  followed  by 
my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  Amendment  No.  450, 
and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  Unanimous  consent  that 


further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord at  this  point. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section 
22(b)(1)  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act 
(31  U.S.C.  757c  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 'Such  bonds  and  certificates  may  be 
sold  at  such  price  or  prices,  bear  such  in- 
terest rate  or  afford  such  investment  yield 
or  both,  and  be  redeemed  before  maturity 
upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  may  prescribe.' 

"(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
22A(b)(l)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  757c-2)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  'Such  bonds 
shall  be  sold  at  such  price  or  prices,  afford 
such  investment  yield,  and  be  redeemable  be- 
fore maturity  upon  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may 
prescribe. 

"(c)  Section  25  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C. 
757c-l)  is  repealed. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  here- 
by directed  to  take  such  action  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assure  that  bonds  affected  by 
the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a), 
(b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  which  are  issued 
after  December  31,  1967,  shall  bear  interest 
or  provide  investment  yield  comparable  to 
the  interest  or  investment  yield  payable,  on 
obligations  of  similar  maturity  and  which 
are  not  affected  by  the  amendments  made 
by  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of 
this  section." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  advise  the  Chair  whether  this 
is  one  of  the  two  amendments  upon 
which  he  has  a  2-hour  limitation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No;  it  is 
not. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  lim- 
itation on  this  amendment  is  1  hour? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  One  hour. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  under  existing  law, 
series  E  bonds  are  being  sold  to  yield  a 
maximum  of  4.15  percent  interest.  These 
bonds  bear  a  maturity  date  of  7  years, 
and  the  purchasers  of  these  bonds  must 
hold  them  the  full  7  years  in  order  to  get 
the  4.15  percent  interest.  If  they  are 
cashed  in  earlier  than  that  they  yield 
varying  amounts  of  interest,  from  no 
interest  up  to  2  percent;  but  the  bonds 
must  be  held  the  full  7  years  in  order  to 
yield  4.15  percent  interest. 

A  couple  of  weeks  ago  the  Government 
sold  a  7-year  bond  with  the  same  7-year 
maturity  and  paid  5.75  percent.  The  only 
difference  is  that  the  purchaser  must 
have  a  minimum  of  $1,000  at  a  time  in 
order  to  invest. 

Under  the  proposed  amendment  the 
Treasury  would  have  full  authority  to 
limit  the  sales  of  these  series  E  bonds 
to  $5,000  or  less  per  year.  These  bonds 
are  the  bonds  being  sold  to  the  Federal 
workers  under  the  payroll  deduction  plan 
and  in  the  schools  to  the  schoolchildren. 

Heretofore,  this  type  of  savings  bond 
bore  an  interest  rate  slightly  higher  than 
that  which  was  available  to  the  general 
purchasers.  But  today  the  situation  is 
completely  reversed,  and  it  is  contrary  to 
all  the  intentions  of  this  program.  I  be- 
lieve this  amendment  should  be  adopted 


in  order  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  pay  an  interest  rate  com- 
parable with  that  paid  in  the  general 
market.  Why  should  these  small  investors 
not  be  paid  interest  rates  equal  to  that 
being  paid  to  the  banks? 

I  should  like  to  quote  a  statement  in 
this  connection: 

Let  us  look  at  the  behavior  of  the  Treasury 
Department  under  the  Administration.  Dur- 
ing the  past  few  years  the  Treasury  has  de- 
liberately jacked  up  interest  on  the  Govern- 
ment's financing  and  refinancing  all  along 
the  line.  But  this  is  not  all.  Generally  speak- 
ing, it  has  jacked  up  most  of  the  types  of 
obligations  bought  or  held  by  great  financial 
institutions  or  wealthy  individuals,  and 
raised  interest  rates  least  on  the  obligations 
bought  or  held  by  average  American  fami- 
lies— for  example,  certain  types  of  savings 
bonds.  Moreover,  the  Treasury  has  juggled 
around  its  short-term  and  long-term  issues, 
and  its  types  of  issues,  so  as  to  rob  the  ordi- 
nary citizen  to  pay  off  political  obligations 
to  the  gigantic  financiers.  .  .  . 

I  am  quoting  a  statement  made  by 
former  President  Harry  S.  Truman  sev- 
eral years  ago  when  he  was  discussing 
the  need  for  taking  care  of  those  who  are 
buying  these  savings  bonds. 

Now  I  quote  the  man  who  is  presently 
in  the  White  House,  but  who  at  the  time 
he  made  this  statement  was  in  the  Sen- 
ate. The  then  Senator  Johnson  was  ex- 
pressing his  views  on  interest  rates  un- 
der the  Eisenhower  administration : 

For  14  consecutive  months,  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing has  risen  steadily.  For  14  consecutive 
months,  the  value  of  the  dollar  has  gone 
down  and  down  for  those  who  spend  it. 

But  this  administration  has  managed  to 
perform  an  impossible  task.  While  the  value 
of  the  dollar  has  gone  down  and  down  for 
those  who  spend  it,  it  has  gone  up  and  up  for 
those  who  lend  it. 

And  in  the  course  of  this  process,  the  tax- 
payer has  been  socked  with  one  of  the  heav- 
iest financial  penalties — and  it  is  a  penalty — 
in  our  history.  .  . 

The  penalty  has  been  not  only  higher  taxes 
but  higher  interest  rates  on  every  form  of 
public  and  private  debt.  And  it  has  also 
meant  loss  of  value  of  Government  bonds  in 
the  money  markets  of  our  country. 

Their  value  has  gone  down  and  down  until 
only  yesterday  some  of  them  were  selling  as 
low  as  88  cents  on  the  dollar. 

And  just  recently,  our  Government  offered 
$4  billion  at  the  highest  rate  in  the  past 
20  years.  And  it  should  bring  a  blush  of 
shame  to  the  face  of  every  American  that 
we  were  able  to  sell  only  about  75  per  cent 
of  them. 

Why?  Because  the  lenders  knew  that  if 
they  just  waited  a  little  while  longer,  they 
could  get  a  better  rate  for  their  money. 

For  the  past  6  months,  Treasury  issue 
after  Treasury  issue  has  been  sold  only  by 
increasing  the  bait.  That  means  increasing 
the  interest  rate — apparently  to  whatever 
the  traffic  will  bear. 

Our  Government  is  skating  on  thin  ice 
financially  and  unless  the  trend  is  halted 
there  can  be  no  end — other  than  the  legal 
limit  on  the  cost  of  financing  the  public  debt. 

This  is  the  issue  which  it  becomes  increas- 
ingly apparent  the  Democratic  Congress 
must  join.  Some  way  must  be  found  of 
halting  the  constantly  rising  price  of  money. 

We  cannot  exist  indefinitely  as  a  Nation 
In  which  the  most  profitable  activity  is 
lending. 

Neither  can  we  exist  as  a  Nation  unwilling 
to  face  up  to  the  realities  of  the  modern 
world. 

In  the  domestic  field,  our  greatest  issue  is 
the  constantly  rising  prices  of  everything — ■ 
including  money.  .  .  . 
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We  cannot  ignore  the  growing  problems  of 
small  business. 

Our  domestic  economy  is  not  strong 
enough,  so  long  as  our  farmers  are  caught  in 
a  Tight  economic  squeeze — so  long  as  there 
are  not  enough  jobs  for  people  wanting 
work — so  long  as  Tna1!  business  enterprises 
continue  to  fail  at  an  alarming  rate — so  long 
as  the  cost  of  living  keeps  going  up  and  the 
administration's  tight  money,  high  interest 
rate  policy  places  such  a  heavy  burden  on 
our  people. 

There  is  not  a  Senator  in  this  body.  Mr. 
President,  who  is  not  conscious  of  the  need 
for  capital  in  our  small  businesses.  There  is 
not  a  Senator  who  has  not  devoted  time  to 
the  study  of  the  problems  of  small  business; 
and  there  is  not  a  Senator  who  is  unaware 
that,  despite  the  efforts  of  private  enterprise, 
and  of  the  Small  Business  Administration, 
small  business  remains  in  great  need  of 
capital  with  which  to  grow,  to  compete,  and 
even  to  survive.  .  .  . 

Unless  we  cut  high  interest  rates,  loosen 
up  the  money  markets,  refuse  to  pay  high 
premiums  to  money  lenders,  and  pass  some 
legislation  needed  by  the  whole  Nation,  we 
shall  find  ourselves  in  a  situation  perhaps 
not  so  bad  as  in  1932,  but  better  only  be- 
cause of  some  of  the  cushions  we  have  pro- 
vided for  the  economy. 

Mr.  President,  those  wise  words  were 
spoken  by  the  then  Senator  Johnson, 
who  at  that  time  was  serving  as  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  the  same  man  Who 
is  now  in  the  White  House.  It  seems  to 
me  that  those  words  are  more  true  today 
than  they  were  at  that  time  because  in- 
terest rates  in  1957  were  2  percent  lower 
then  than  they  are  today. 

I  cannot  help  but  wonder  why  the 
Johnson  administration  insists  that  the 
only  people  they  can  borrow  money  from 
at  4.15  percent  are  the  schocl  children 
of  America  and  the  wage  earners,  and 
yet  they  gladly  pay  5.75  percent  to  the 
money  lenders. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  proposal 
should  be  accepted.  I  note  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
likewise  had  some  pertinent  remarks  in 
1957  when  interest  rates  reached  4.25 
percent.  Today  the  interest  rate  is  5.75 
percent,  yet  we  hear  very  little  being 
said.  I  now  read  from  a  statement  by 
the  present  chairman  of  tfc.3  Committee 
or.  Finance  as  delivered  in  the  Senate  on 
May  28.  1957.  at  a  time  when  interest 
rates  were  about  2  percent  lower  than 
tc:'-y's  high  level. 

I  quote  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana: 

Since  this  inflationary  argument  was 
raised,  I  think  it  is  weU  that  we  realize  that 
the  cost  of  interest  is  one  of  the  elements 
of  the  cost  of  living.  It  is  a  strange  thing, 
but  it  is  said  by  some  persons  that  they 
want  high  interest  rates  because  they  want 
to  reduce  the  high  cost  of  living.  Interest 
rates  are  part  of  the  cost  of  living. 

If  anyone  does  not  believe  that,  let  him 
look  at  the  Federal  budget.  Look  at  the 
Federal  Government's  cost  of  doing  business. 
It  is  the  second  largest  item  in  the  budget. 
It  is  bigger  than  the  cost  of  foreign  aid. 
It  is  the  second  largest  item,  second  only 
to  national  defense.  The  first  largest  cost  is 
national  defense.  No.  2  is  interest.  No.  3  is 
ftretgr.  aid.  They  ire  the  biggest  items  in 
the  budget. 

It  is  sinular  with  a  family.  One  of  the 
largest  items  in  the  cost  of  living  for  the 
average  family  is  housing.  What  is  the  larg- 
est item  in  the  cost  of  housing?  For  a  great 
number  of  families  it  is  not  the  cost  of 


labor  or  lumber  or  other  material;  it  is  in- 
terest. For  the  average  workingman,  the  cost 
of  housing  represents  25  percent  of  his  cost 
of  living.  When  a  house  is  purchased  over 
a  long  period  of  time,  the  cost  of  the  in- 
terest charges  sometimes  exceed  the  purchase 
price  in  principal. 

I:  interest  enters  so  much  into  the  cost 
of  living,  why  is  it  being  said  that  the  cost 
of  living  will  be  reduced  by  making  home 
buyers  pay  more  for  interest?  How  is  the 
cost  of  doing  business  going  to  be  reduced 
by  raising  the  interest  rates  a  businessman 
has  to  pay?  That  is  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
living  and  doing  business.  Everybody  should 
be  able  to  understand  that. 

Furthermore,  if  anybody  is  determined  to 
discourage  people  from  expanding  their  busi- 
ness, let  me  point  out  that  high  interest 
rates  will  prevent  only  the  small-business 
man  from  expanding;  it  will  not  prevent  the 
large-business  man  from  doing  it.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  some  of  the  large-business  men 
are  planning  expansions  by  using  the  money 
they  are  going  to  make  as  a  result  of  high- 
interest  rates. 

If  we  really  want  to  fight  the  rising  cost 
of  living  and  hold  it  down,  interest  rates 
should  be  controlled. 

Air.  President,  those  are  the  words  of 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Much  was  being  said  a  few  years  ago, 
8  to  10  5"ears  ago,  by  Members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  about  high  interest 
rates,  but  today  they  are  strangely  silent. 
If  there  are  to  be  high  interest  rates,  at 
least  let  the  man  who  is  busing  series  E 
bonds,  the  small  investory,  participate  in 
profits  from  the  Johnson  high  interest 
rate  policy. 

Mr.  LAUCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WLLLLAMS  of  Delaware.  I  Yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  ask  if  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  by  his  amendment,  to 
give  the  benefits  of  high  interest  rates 
to  the  buyers  of  series  E  bonds,  and 
other  such  instruments  of  Government, 
so  as  to  put  those  persons  in  some 
semblance  of  equality  with  buyers  of 
long-term  bonds. 

Mr.  WTLLTAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  Secretary,  under 
this  law,  has  ample  authority  to  limit  the 
amount  of  series  E  bonds  one  can  buy 
in  any  one  year.  I  think  it  is  $10.00*0 
today.  But  by  all  means  let  the  small 
investor  who  does  not  have  $1,000  or 
S10,000  available  at  one  time  receive  the 
same  interest  rate  as  we  pay  the  bankers 
and  other  large  investors. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  financial  institu- 
tions which  buy  bonds  make  substan- 
tially higher  interest  than  the  series  E 
bond  buyer  who  purchases  $500  or  $1,000 
in  bonds. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct.  Wiry  should  we  not  pay 
the  series  E  bond  purchaser  the  same 
rates  of  5.75  percent  interest? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  do  we  pay  them? 

Mr.  WLLLLAMS  of  Delaware.  We  pay 
them  4.15  percent. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  There  is  a  difference  of 
nearly  1.60  percent. 

Mr.  WLLLLAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct.  In  addition,  they  are 
locked  in  for  7  years  in  order  to  get  that 
4.15  percent. 

We  are  all  concerned  about  high  in- 
terest rates,  but  I  point  out  that  this 


amendment  will  not  increase  or  decrease 
interest  rates  because  the  amount  of 
these  series  E  bonds  to  be  sold  will  not 
affect  the  market  rates.  It  would  provide 
that  as  long  as  interest  rates  are  high 
those  persons  who  are  buying  series  E 
bonds — and  we  are  selling  them  in  the 
schools  and  through  payroll  deduction 
plans — would  earn  as  much  as  the  large 
banking  institutions. 

As  none  other  than  former  President 
Truman  so  ably  stated  several  years  ago 
when  speaking  on  this  same  subject: 

Generally  speaking,  it  has  jacked  up  most 
of  the  types  of  obligations  bought  or  held 
by  great  financial  institutions  or  wealthy  in- 
dividuals, and  raised  interest  rates  least  on 
the  obligations  bought  or  held  by  average 
American  families — for  example,  certain 
types  of  savings  bonds. 

This  would  be  far  more  true  today  than 
it  was  then.  I  think  this  amendment 
should  be  unanimously  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  5*eas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  res- 
cinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum 
and  ask  that  the  time  be  taken  out  of  the 
time  under  the  control  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

This  amendment  is  not  relevant  to  the 
bill  that  we  have  before  us.  It  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  public  welfare  or  social 
security. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am  against 
higher  interest  rates  on  any  basis  at  all. 
I  think  a  lot  of  others  feel  that  way.  In 
my  judgment,  it  would  tend  to  prolong 
the  period  in  which  we  could  hope  to 
bring  interest  rates  down.  It  would  create 
more  of  a  competitive  condition,  which 
might  not  at  all  be  welcomed,  between 
the  banks  and  the  Government, 

I  have  not  been  importuned  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  the  admin- 
istration to  propose  a  rise  in  interest 
rates  on  E-bonds.  If  that  were  to  be 
done,  it  would  seem  to  me  there  should 
be  hearings  and  there  should  be  a  study 
by  the  appropriate  committee. 

On  that  basis,  I  hope  this  amendment 
to  raise  interest  on  Government  E  bonds 
will  be  rejected.  It  may  well  be  that  an 
appropriate  committee  should  hold  hear- 
ings on  this  matter  but  I  see  no  reason 
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why  the  amendment  should  be  added  to 
this  bill.  This  is  a  social  security  bill.  It  is 
not  a  bill  to  raise  or  reduce  the  level  of 
interest  on  Government  bonds. 

I  very  much  regret  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  took  the  action  it  did  to 
raise  interest  rates.  I  would  hope  other 
methods  could  be  found  to  protect  the 
dollar  than  raising  interest  rates  and 
jeopardizing  the  unfortunate  and  the 
many  who  must  borrow  money,  to  the 
advantage  of  the  relatively  few  who  lend 
it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

I  am  just  as  concerned  about  high 
interest  rates  as  is  the  Senator-  from 
Louisiana.  However,  I  point  out  that 
adoption  or  rejection  of  this  amendment 
will  not  affect  interest  rates  one  iota,  but 
it  will  affect  the  amount  of  interest  to 
be  paid  to  those  small  investors  holding 
series  E  bonds.  The  Government  is  going 
to  have  to  finance  its  debt  and  pay  the 
going  rate  of  interest.  This  amendment 
is  applicable  only  to  series  E  bonds  or 
other  bonds  which  will  be  sold  after 
January  1,  1968.  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  outstanding  issues  of  either  E  bonds 
or  regular  long-term  Treasury  bonds. 
This  amendment  directs  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  pay  to  the  schoolchil- 
dren of  America,  the  wage  earners,  and 
the  workers  who  are  buying  series  E 
bonds  a  rate  of  interest  comparable  to 
the  rate  of  interest  which  is  paid  on  is- 
sues of  similar  maturity  to  banking  in- 
stitutions or  other  investors.  Any  Amer- 
ican citizen  who  has  several  thousand 
dollars  to  invest  can  buy  a  Government 
bond  yielding  5%  percent  interest  which 
will  mature  in  7  years  or  in  1974. 

Why  should  the  Federal  Government 
insist  that  it  pay  only  4.15  interest  rate 
on  savings  made  by  wage  earners  who 
are  purchasing  these  bonds  by  a  payroll 
deduction  plan  or  schoolchildren  who 
are  buying  them  under  the  stamp  plan? 

I  have  already  quoted  what  the  present 
President  said  in  1957  and  1958.  I  have 
quoted  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  when  in  1957  he  was  more  con- 
cerned over  interest  rates. 

I  will  repeat  what  President  Truman 
said  about  that  same  time  against  higher 
interest  rates: 

During  the  past  few  years  the  Treasury  has 
deliberately  jacked  up  interest  on  the  Gov- 
ernment's financing  and  refinancing  all  along 
the  line.  But  this  is  not  all.  Generally  speak- 
ing, it  has  jacked  up  most  of  the  types  of 
obligations  bought  or  held  by  great  financial 
institutions  or  wealthy  individuals,  and 
raised  interest  rates  least  on  the  obligations 
bought  or  held  by  average  American  fam- 
ilies— for  example,  certain  types  of  savings 
bonds.  Moreover,  the  Treasury  has  juggled 
around  its  short-term  and  long-term  issues, 
and  its  types  of  issues,  so  as  to  rob  the 
ordinary  citizen  to  pay  off  political  obliga- 
tions to  the  gigantic  financiers  .... 

This  statement  was  made  several  years 
ago,  but  how  much  more  appropriate 
those  remarks  are  today  when  we  have 
interest  rates  at  a  100-year  high. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  agreed 
to.  I  insist  that  not  only  is  it  germane 
but  that  it  is  appropriate  because  in  this 
bill  we  are  dealing  with  retired  people 
who  as  investors  are  buying  these  series 
E  bonds.  Savings  bonds  are  to  a  large 


extent  owned  by  that  type  of  individual. 

In  the  interest  of  fairplay,  if  there  are 
going  to  be  high  interest  rates — and  we 
have  them — let  the  small  investor — the 
smallest  investor  in  this  country — get  his 
share  of  the  high  interest  rates. 

When  the  interest  rates  get  lower  the 
Secretary  under  the  amendment  will  be 
able  to  lower  the  interest  rates  to  all 
lenders.  I  look  forward  to  the  time  when 
they  can  be  lowered,  but  as  long  as  inter- 
est rates  as  high  as  5.75  percent  and  6 
percent  are  being  paid  to  banks  and 
wealthy  individuals  who  can  afford  to 
buy  the  larger  bonds  let  us  give  some 
of  the  higher  interest  to  the  smallest 
investor  in  America. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no  further 
debate  to  be  had  on  the  amendment  I 
yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
my  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  ex- 
cerpts from  a  series  of  speeches  by  Vice 
President  Humphrey,  as  delivered  in  1956 
through  1959,  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

What  has  happened  to  these  great  ad- 
vocates of  lower  interest?  Today  interest 
rates  are  about  50  percent  higher  than 
they  were  under  the  Eisenhower  admin- 
istration, but  for  some  reason  they  are 
strangely  silent.  Why? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10381,  June  14, 
1956,  Humphrey) 

Mr.  President,  in  the  few  moments  I  have 
today  I  should  like  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  the  apparent  culmination  of 
months  of  confusion  and  discouraging  lack 
of  foresight  in  the  administration's  credit 
policy. 

One  gets  the  impression  that  the  Secretary 
with  his  gyrations  and  reversals  has  not  yet 
had  time  to  figure  out  just  what  a  tight 
money  policy  means  or  could  mean  for  many 
vital  segments  of  our  American  economy. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10383) 
At  the  same  time  let  us  never  forget  in 
these  days  of  increasingly  higher  interest 
rates,  that  the  cost  for  a  newly  married  cou- 
ple buying  a  small  house  and  carrying  a 
mortgage  on  it  is  increased  approximately 
$225  a  year  by  a  1  y2  -percent  increase  in  rates. 

Mr.  President,  even  a  casual  glance  at 
newspaper  headlines  would  show  what  the 
administration's  vacillating  credit  policy  has 
done  to  many  of  these  sections  of  our 
economy. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10384) 
This  rise  in  interest  rates  not  only  places 
an  increased  burden  upon  the  taxpayers,  as 
such,  but,  as  I  shall  indicate  in  my  conclud- 
ing comments  today,  it* is  acting  as  a  squeeze 
upon  independent  business  enterprises.  The 
smaller  firms  are  literally  being  choked  out 
of  existence. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10384,  June  14, 
1956,  Humphrey) 

Because  of  the  new  interest  rate  and  credit 
policy  of  the  administration,  independent 
small  business  enterprise  has  been  choked 
out  of  existence  and  strangled,  so  to  speak; 
it  has  been  unable  to  obtain  the  necessary 
credit  and  to  maintain  its  present  operations 
and  make  expansions. 

At  the  same  time  we  have  seen  an  in- 
crease in  mergers  and  a  stepping  up  in  the 
growth  of  large  economic  combines  and  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  new  small  busi- 


nesses that  are  coming  into  the  economic 
field. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10385,  June  14, 
1956) 

Attention  should  be  specially  directed  to 
these  definite  symptoms  and  signs  of  hard- 
ship caused  by  credit  policies  in  the  particu- 
lar areas  which  I  have  mentioned,  and  I 
shall  mention  them  again:  agriculture,  small 
business,  municipal  building  programs,  and 
the  mortgage  market  generally. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  express  my 
continuing  interest  and  deep  concern  over 
all  the  aspects  of  this  situation  and  next 
week  I  should  like  to  extend  today's  general, 
preliminary  remarks  into  a  more  specific 
discussion  of  the  situation  which  we  face 
in  the  State  of  Minnesota  as  a  consequence 
of  the  administration's  tight  money  and  tight 
credit  policy. 

I  submit  it  is  time  for  the  administration 
to  wake  up  and  to  take  a  frank  and  honest 
look  at  its  misguided  policies  in  the  field  of 
taxation  and  credit.  A  study  of  the  total 
fiscal  policy  is  long  overdue.  The  American 
public  is  being  compelled  to  pay  and  pay 
and  pay  because  of  these  policies.  Many  areas 
of  American  business  are  suffering  from 
either  merger  or  the  inability  to  expand; 
or  they  are  suffering  because  they  are  being 
forced  to  the  wall  by  the  Government's  fiscal 
and  credit  policies. 

It  is  not  good  enough  to  equate  American 
prosperity  with  big  business.  To  be  sure,  big 
business  is  big.  To  be  sure,  it  is  getting  big- 
ger. But  I  think  we  ought  to  ask  ourselves 
whether  or  not  this  is  the  kind  of  economic 
profile  we  want  for  America.  I  think  we  must 
ask  ourselves  whether  the  credit  policies  of 
this  administration  have  not  accelerated  the 
pace  of  merger  and  of  monopolistic  growth; 
whether  the  credit  policies  of  this  adminis- 
tration are  not  aggravating,  implementing, 
and  encouraging  the  concentration  of  eco- 
nomic power  at  the  expense  of  a  free  enter- 
prise economy.  A  free  enterprise  economy  re- 
quires that  the  Government's  fiscal,  tax,  and 
credit  policies  be  fair  and  equitable  and,  I 
may  say,  sound.  The  present  policies  are  not 
fair,  they  are  not  equitable,  and  they  are 
anything  but  sound  and  constructive. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10459,  June  27, 

1957,  Humphrey) 
Each  day  seems  to  bring  new  reports  of 
soaring  interest  rates.  This  past  Wednesday, 
it  was  announced  that  Southern  Bell  Tele- 
phone &  Telegraph  Co.  had  to  pay  4.91  per- 
cent for  the  $70  million  it  raised  on  29-year 
debentures.  This  is  the  costliest  rate  this 
company  has  had  to  pay  since  October  18, 
1929,  when  it  sold  $32  million  of  5-percent 
bonds  at  5.32  percent. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10460,  June  27, 
1957,  Humphrey) 

Mr.  President,  Monday  morning's  Wall 
Street  Journal  reports  that  interests  rates 
continue  to  soar.  The  Dow-Jones  municipal 
index  today  stands  at  3.48  percent.  This  com- 
pares with  3.46  percent  last  week.  It  is  the 
sixth  straight  week  in  which  municipal 
bonds  have  dropped  in  price  and  it  repre- 
sents the  highest  interest  yield  since  Octo- 
ber 11,  1935. 

Last  week  long-term  Treasury  bonds  hit 
new  lows.  At  Friday's  closing  prices,  the  vic- 
tory loans  yield  3.69  percent,  the  3 ',4s  pay 
3.70  percent  and  the  3s  give  up  3.66  percent. 
The  iy2s  of  April  1,  1962,  closed  Friday  priced 
to  yield  about  4  percent  which  is  reported  to 
be  probably  the  highest  return  on  any  Gov- 
ernment bond  since  the  1933  bank  holiday. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  10462,  June  27, 
1957,  Humphrey) 
Finally,  I  may  say,  Mr.  President,  there 
can  be  no  denial  that  we  are  seeing  the 
highest  interest  rates  in  a  quarter  of  a  cen- 
tury, and  most  disturbing  of  all  is  the  fact 
that  interest  rates  continue  to  soar,  with  no 
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evidence  that  this  increase  is  going  to  come 
to  a  halt. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  the  volun- 
tary type  of  action  President  Eisenhower 
asked  for  the  other  day  in  his  press  confer- 
ence is  nothing  more  than  a  reiteration  of 
what  he  previously  mentioned  in  the  state  of 
the  Union  address  at  the  beginning  of  the 
year.  I  think  my  colleagues  will  recall  that 
the  President  then  suggested  that  the  leaders 
of  industry  and  labor  should  try  to  hold 
down  inflation  and  should  try  to  hold  down 
prices  and  wages. 

Mr.  President,  these  pleas,  which  are  made 
about  once  every  6  months,  are  not  going  to 
do  the  job.  It  is  nothing  short  of  incredible 
that,  on  the  one  hand,  the  leading  officers 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  the  Presi- 
dent himself,  can  say  again  and  again  to  the 
American  people  that  inflation  is  a  great 
danger  to  the  Nation's  economy,  and  then, 
on  the  other  hand,  proceed  forthwith  to  do 
nothing  about  it  except  to  utter  unctuous, 
pious  statements  which  indicate  something 
ought  to  be  done  but  no  willingness  to  make 
a  decision  to  get  something  done. 

I  wish  to  point  out,  Mr.  President,  that 
prosperity  is  generally  not  equated  with  or 
identified  by  high  interest  rates.  High  in- 
terest rates  generally  mean  that  there  is 
something  wrong.  High  interest  rates  gen- 
erally mean  that  there  is  a  risk  involved 
which  is  over  and  beyond  what  is  a  normal 
business  venture  or  investment.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, on  the  one  hand  we  continue  to  hear 
about  the  dangers  of  inflation,  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  Governor  does  nothing 
about  it  except  to  discuss  it — to  discuss  it 
politely  and  quietly. 

Secondly,  we  hear  about  prosperity  at  the 
very  time,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Govern- 
ment's refinancing  of  debt  is  becoming  more 
difficult  and  burdensome  than  at  any  time 
in  recent  years. 

In  other  words,  the  situation  is  going  to 
get  worse.  Interest  rates  are  going  to  go  up. 

By  the  way,  one  of  the  major  factors  in 
inflation  today  is  the  increased  cost  of 
money.  This  administration  talks  about 
curbing  inflation,  yet  permits  policies  to  be 
designed,  developed,  and  forwarded  which 
add  fuel  to  the  inflationary  fires.  I  submit 
that  of  all  the  items  in  recent  months  which 
have  gone  up,  the  increase  in  the  cost  of 
the  use  of  money  has  been  the  greatest.  The 
rent  of  money  or  the  cost  of  the  use  of  money 
is  as  much  a  part  of  business  cost  and  the 
consumer's  price  cost  as  any  other  factor  in 
the  entire  economic  system. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  12979,  July  8, 
1959,  Humphrey) 
So  we  see  the  upward  spiral  of  inflated 
interest,  which  results  in  better  income  for 
the  ultimate  holders  of  debts — -the  great 
private  financial  institutions  of  the  country, 
taken  out  of  the  pockets  of  homeowners, 
consumers,  and  taxpayers. 

(Congressional  Record,  p.  9446,  June  1, 

1959,  Humphrey) 
This  increase  in  the  cost  of  money  means 
that  a  larger  and  larger  portion  of  the  con- 
sumers' dollars  will  be  spent  in  the  form 
of  interest.  No  single  item  has  increased  so 
much  in  cost  under  this  administration  as 
has  the  cost  of  borrowing  money.  And  yet 
this  administration,  which  makes  a  habit 
of  preaching  on  the  importance  of  holding 
down  costs,  says  not  a  word  against  ever 
higher  interest  rates.  In  fact,  this  admin- 
istration has  promoted  and  defended  the 
tight-money  policies  which  are  costing  the 
American  people  untold  billions  in  added 
costs  each  year. 

The  annual  interest  payments,  for  exam- 
ple, on  the  public  debt  have  soared  to  all- 
time  highs.  Interest  payments  alone  this 
fiscal  year  are  estimated  at  $7.6  billion  on 


the  public  debt;  and  next  year  they  are 
estimated  to  shoot  even  higher,  to  $8.1 
billion. 

High  interest  rates,  which  largely  benefit 
the  bankers  and  other  money  lenders,  are 
defended  by  the  GOP  on  the  grounds  that 
the  tight-money  policy  is  necessary  to  hold 
down  inflation.  This  argument  was  punched 
full  of  holes  back  in  the  tight-money  period 
of  1955  to  1957,  when  prices  rose  at  the  fast- 
est rate  in  the  peacetime  history  of  our 
country. 

When  one  sifts  through  all  the  arguments 
of  the  administration  as  to  the  virtues  of 
tight  money  and  soaring  interest  rates,  he 
really  gets  down  to  the  fundamental  fact 
that  the  administration  simply  believes  it 
is  all  right  for  the  bankers  to  boost  their 
prices  and  reap  a  harvest,  but  that  somehow 
it  is  not  quite  proper  for  wage  earners  to 
ask  to  share  in  the  increased  productivity 
of  the  economy.  What  the  administration 
actually  believes  in  is  the  old  trickle-down 
system,  whereby  the  main  course  goes  to 
the  high  and  the  mighty,  and  the  leftovers 
to  John  Q.  Public. 

If  the  administration  really  wants  to  do 
something  about  the  cost  of  living,  I  suggest 
that  it  stop  and  reexamine  its  position  on 
monetary  policy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nel- 
son], the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Talmadge],  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Young]  are  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  is  paired  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon].  If  pres- 
ent and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
would  vote  "nay,"  and  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  would  vote  "yea." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfield], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Mur- 
phy], and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  and  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  would  each  vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  54, 
nays  23,  as  follows: 


[No.  333  Leg.] 
YEAS — 54 


Aiken 

Fulbright 

Pastore 

Allott 

Hart 

Pearson 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Pell 

Bartlett 

Hollings 

Percy 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Bible 

Inouye 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Brewster 

Javits 

Ribicoff 

Brooke 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Russell 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Smith 

rsyra,  w.  va. 

Kuchel 

Spong 

Case 

Lausche 

Stennis 

Church 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Cotton 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Mclntyre 

Tydings 

Dirksen 

Miller 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dominick 

Montoya 

Williams,'  Del. 

Fannin 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak 

NAYS — 23 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Metcalf 

Bayh 

Hayden 

Mondale 

Clark 

Hill 

Monroney 

Eastland 

Kennedy.N.Y. 

Morse 

Ellender 

Long,  Mo. 

Moss 

Ervin 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Griffin 

Magnuson 

Yarborough 

Harris 

McGovern 

NOT  VOTING— 

-23 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hansen 

Muskie 

Cannon 

Hatfield 

Nelson 

Carlson 

Holland 

Scott 

Cooper 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McGee 

Tower 

Gore 

Mundt 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruening 

Murphy 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  it  clear  that  my  vote  on  the 
Williams  amendment  was  registered  as 
a  procedural  protest,  rather  than  as  a 
judgment  on  the  merits. 

In  my  view,  a  bill  dealing  with  interest 
rates  on  Government  bonds  should  not 
be  considered  as  a  rider  to  social  secu- 
rity legislation. 

The  bill  before  us,  H.R.  12080,  as  re- 
ported from  the  Finance  Committee,  is 
423  pages  long,  and  surely  it  is  com- 
plicated enough. 

I  will  concede  that,  on  the  surface  at 
least,  there  appears  to  be  merit  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams].  However,  his 
proposal  should  be  the  subject  of  hear- 
ings before  it  is  put  to  a  vote  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that 
precipitate  action  on  matters  of  this  sort 
should  be  avoided,  particularly  in  light 
of  the  uneasy  and  uncertain  mood  which 
prevails  in  the  wake  of  Britain's  devalua- 
tion of  the  pound  sterling. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  442 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  have  at 
the  desk  an  amendment  which  is  now  the 
order  of  business  under  a  previous  unani- 
mous-consent agreement.  That  amend- 
ment has  previously  been  modified 
slightly. 

I  send  to  the  desk  the  same  amend- 
ment with  further  modifications  which  I 
wish  to  have  considered  as  the  amend- 
ment now  pending  before  the  Senate. 
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The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.  The 
amendment,  as  modified,  will  be  stated. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 
At  the  end  of  page  132,  insert  the  following: 

"  'METHOD    OF   DETERMINING   REASONABLE  COST 
FOR  PROVIDERS  OF  SERVICES 

"'Sec.  142.  (a)(1)  Strike  out  the  third 
sentence  of  section  1861(v)(l)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  insert  in'  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  "Such  regulations  (A)  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  determination  of  costs  of  serv- 
ices on  a  per  diem  basis,  at  the  option  of  the 
provider  of  services,  in  all  cases  where  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  services  pro- 
vided so  permit,  and,  otherwise,  shall  provide 
for  the  determination  of  costs  of  services  on 
a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis,  insur- 
ing the  provider  of  services  reasonable  cost 
reimbursement,  (B)  may  provide  for  the  use 
of  estimates  of  costs  of  particular  items  or 
services,  and  (C)  may  provide  for  the  use  of 
charges  or  a  percentage  of  charges  where 
this  method  reasonably  reflects  the  costs. 
With  a  view  to  not  encouraging  inefficiency, 
in  determining  a  per  diem  basis  for  cost  of 
services  there  shall  be  taken  into  account 
the  per  diem  costs  prevailing  in  a  commu- 
nity for  comparable  quality  and  levels  of 
services. 

"  '(2)  The  fourth  sentence  of  such  section 
1861(v)(l)  is  amended  by  inserting  "(ex- 
cept as  might  happen  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
visions of  clause  (A)  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tence)" immediately  after  "will  not". 

"'(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  be  applicable  to  services  pro- 
vided under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  on  and  after  July  1,  1968.'  " 

On  page  321,  strike  out  lines  20  through 
23,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost 
under  section  1861  (v)  (1)  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services,  and,  effective  July  1,  1970,  ex- 
tended care  (skilled  nursing  home  and  in- 
termediate care  facility)  services,  and  home 
health  care  services  provided  under  the 
plan; ". 

On  page  384,  strike  out  lines  4  through  6, 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"under  section  1861(v)  (1) )  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  effective  July  1,  1970,  extended 
care  (skilled  nursing  home  and  interme- 
diate care  facility)  services,  and  home  health 
care  services,  provided  under  the  plan;". 

"(c)  Renumber  the  remaining  paragraphs 
of  the  bill  accordingly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  accordingly  modified. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  7  minutes  on  the  pending  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  7 
minutes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  pend- 
ing amendment  has  been  modified  in 
these  main  respects. 

The  first  point  is  that  at  the  very  be- 
ginning, the  amendment,  as  originally 
printed,  would  have  struck  out  pages  133 
through  139.  As  now  modified,  these 
pages  are  left  in  the  bill  and,  instead, 
my  amendment  is  inserted  at  the  bottom 
of  page  132. 

I  point  out  that  the  pages  that  origi- 
nally would  have  been  struck  out  relate 
to  State  planning  agencies  and  the  co- 
ordination required  with  those  agencies. 
I  know  that  some  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  spent  a  lot  of  time 
drafting  those  pages,  and  the  feeling  was 
that  while  the  House  did  not  have  such 
language  in  its  bill,  those  pages  should 
be  taken  to  conference  with  the  House. 
Therefore,  I  am  not  striking  out  those 
pages.  They  will  be  left  intact. 

At  the  same  time,  I  point  out  that  if 
those  pages  remain  in  the  bill  and  my 
amendment  is  agreed  to  and  stays  in  the 
bill,  there  will  be  no  inconsistency  in  the 
conference  between  either  my  amend- 
ment or  those  pages  relating  to  State 
planning  agencies. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  House  will  do. 
Nobody  knows  what  the  conferees  will  do. 

The  conferees  conceivably  could  leave 
my  amendment  in  or  out  of  the  bill.  They 
could  conceivably  leave  the  pages  relat- 
ing to  State  planning  agencies  in  or  out 
of  the  bill.  In  any  event,  there  would  be 
no  difficulty  with  inconsistent  language. 

The  second  thing  done  in  modifying 
my  amendment  was,  on  page  2,  starting 


with  the  sentence  on  line  12  and  running 
through  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  23, 
to  strike  out  that  language.  That  lan- 
guage related  to  the  use  of  the  fair  mar- 
ket value  in  determining  a  reasonable 
cost  basis. 

I  discussed  this  matter  at  some  length 
with  the  manager  of  the  bill,  and  it  was 
determined  that  they  could  not  accept 
this  language.  In  my  judgment,  deleting 
the  language  would  not  seriously  inter- 
fere with  the  main  purport  of  the  bill 
anyhow. 

The  main  purport  of  the  bill  is  to  allow 
at  the  option  of  the  provider  of  the  serv- 
ices, be  it  a  hospital  or  a  nursing  home, 
the  use  of  a  per  diem  basis.  Or,  if  the 
provider  of  services  does  not  wish  to  use 
the  per  diem  approach,  then  some  other 
basis  for  reimbursement  can  be  used, 
such  as  a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  "other 
basis." 

I  point  out  that  when  we  use  the  lan- 
guage "other  basis"  on  page  2,  line  5  of 
the  pending  amendment,  our  intention 
is  that  the  Secretary  be  given  flexibility 
in  issuing  regulations  and  establishing 
cost  reimbursement  methods;  that  he  not 
arbitrarily  stick  to  any  particular  one. 
In  individual  cases  one  method  may 
work,  and  if  it  is  working  well,  that  would 
be  continued. 

There  might  be  individual  problems  in 
a  particular  State  which  would  indicate 
one  of  these  approaches.  Another  State 
might  develop  regulations  indicating  a 
different  approach.  The  idea  behind  the 
amendment  is  to  give  flexibility  so  that 
a  proper  cost  reimbursement  will  be 
made. 

Another  thing  we  have  done  is  to  de- 
lete lines  3  and  4  on  page  3  of  the  bill, 
and  that  was  so  that  the  present  formula 
for  reimbursing  nursing  homes  will  be 
left  intact. 

That  present  formula,  which  was  de- 
veloped in  conference  last  year,  is  the 
"net  equity"  plus  reimbursement  for  de- 
preciation plus  reimbursement  for  inter- 
est plus  a  2-percent  variable  factor 
formula.  That  stays  as  it  is. 

Then,  further,  we  have  on  page  3  of 
the  bill  provided  for  payment  of  the 
reasonable  cost  of  in-patient  hospitals, 
and,  effective  July  1,  1970,  extended  care 
facilities  such  as  care  in  skilled  nursing 
homes,  intermediate  care  facilities,  and 
home  health  care  service,  according  to 
the  flexible  formulas  itemized  under  sec- 
tion 1861  (v)  (1) ,  which  is  what  is  covered 
by  the  first  part  of  the  amendment. 

Here  again,  I  want  to  make  clear  that 
when  July  1,  1970,  comes  along,  it  is 
intended  that  there  be  flexibility  for  the 
States  and  the  department  to  issue  their 
regulations  to  provide  for  adequate  cost 
reimbursement. 

I  believe  that  this  flexible  approach  is 
going  to  be  very  helpful,  not  only  to  hos- 
pitals, but  also  to  extended-care  facil- 
ities. I  think  it  will  be  helpful  to  them 
because  there  is  no  question  that  one 
of  the  most  controversial  problems  of 
the  medicare  and  medicaid  programs  to- 
day concerns  the  cost-reimbursement 
methods  that  have  been  worked  out  with 
respect  to  many  hospitals  and  many  ex- 
tended-care facilities.  It  is  very  impor- 
tant that  we  do  something  about  this. 
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If  we  do  not  do  something  about  it,  we 
will  find  that  many  of  these  facilities  are 
not  going  to  wish  to  qualify  to  serve 
medicare  and  medicaid  patients. 

I  said  the  other  day  that  we  could  well 
find  literally  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  who  are  entitled  to  service  but 
will  not  receive  service  because  these 
facilities  will  not  wish  to  qualify  since 
they  will  not  be  properly  reimbursed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  an  addi- 
tional 2  minutes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  by  deleting  the  mat- 
ter relating  to  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  facility,  lines  12  through  23  on  page 
2,  we  have  removed  an  item  which  was 
estimated  to  cost  from  $200  million  to 
$350  million. 

I  personally  question  those  estimates, 
but  for  the  interest  of  the  Senators  who 
are  present,  they  should  understand  that 
that  much  of  the  cost  estimate  has  been 
eliminated  because  of  the  modification  of 
my  amendment. 

With  respect  to  the  first  part  of  my 
amendment  relating  to  the  per  diem  and 
to  the  flexible  approaches,  I  understand 
that  the  estimate  has  been  that  this 
would  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of  $200 
million.  However,  I  would  point  out  that 
this  would  result  in  an  additional  cost 
factor  of  .07;  and,  according  to  the  com- 
mittee report,  on  page  117,  there  is  an 
actuarial  balance  of  0.11.  So  that  assum- 
ing the  accuracy  of  these  estimates — 
and  I  question  that  somewhat — there  is 
no  need  to  concern  ourselves  with  the 
financing  of  this  amendment. 

I  also  point  out  that  in  the  cost  esti- 
mates no  account  was  taken  of  the  fact 
that  action  by  the  committee  on  one  of 
my  early  amendments,  which  they  con- 
sidered during  the  markup  of  the  bill, 
will  save  considerable  money.  That  was 
the  amendment  to  provide  for  a  second 
level  of  care  in  extended-care  facilities. 
I  wish  that  the  costing  out  of  the  savings 
to  the  Federal  Government  had  been  fur- 
nished us.  I  am  certain  they  will  be  sub- 
stantial. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
able  manager  of  the  bill,  and  I  am  hope- 
ful that,  now  that  we  have  worked  this 
matter  out — we  have  spent  a  great  deal 
of  time  with  the  staff,  trying  to  work  this 
into  an  acceptable  amendment — he  will 
see  fit  to  approve  it. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Iowa,  and  I  am  happy  to 
join  with  him  in  the  amendment  he 
offers. 

I  have  pending  at  the  desk  amendment 
No.  443,  which  deals  in  part  with  the 
same  subject.  I  have  conferred  with  the 
Senator  from  Iowa,  and  I  believe  that 
with  the  modifications  that  have  now 
been  made  in  his  amendment,  the  pur- 
pose I  had  in  my  amendment  has  largely 
been  satisfied. 

In  particular,  my  amendment  dealt 
with  the  reimbursement  of  the  reason- 
able cost  of  services  for  nursing  homes, 
and  it  so  provided.  I  believe  that  the  lan- 


guage presently  used  in  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  on  page  3 
covers  nursing  homes  as  well  as  inter- 
mediate-care facilities  and  home  health 
care  services,  and  by  referring  back  to 
the  formula  that  is  set  forth  on  page  2 
of  his  amendment,  it  does  provide  a  flex- 
ible and  reasonable  method  of  determin- 
ing what  those  costs  are. 

At  the  present  time,  under  title  19,  the 
States  are  charged  with  working  out  a 
reimbursement  formula.  This,  as  I 
understand  it,  would  still  permit  the 
States  to  work  out  the  formula,  under 
the  flexibility  that  he  spoke  of,  for  reim- 
bursement to  nursing  homes  for  care  of 
patients  who  are  receiving  State  or  Fed- 
eral aid.  I  ask  the  Senator  whether  my 
understanding  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  Sena- 
tor's asking  that  question. 

As  a  matter  of  legislative  history,  I  be- 
lieve we  should  make  it  clear,  with  re- 
spect to  the  flexibility,  that  we  under- 
stand we  have  two  situations  at  present. 
One  situation  involves  States  which  have 
developed  regulations  which  provide  for 
adequate  reimbursement.  We  do  not  have 
any  problem  with  them.  Other  States 
have  not  yet  so  developed  their  regula- 
tions, and  there  is  a  great  deal  of  concern 
on  the  part  of  the  providers  of  services  in 
those  States. 

I  believe  that  the  flexible  approach  as 
given  here  will  enable  the  Secretary  to 
make  sure  that  in  the  case  of  those  States 
which  are  not  doing  a  job  of  providing 
for  adequate  reimbursement,  they  will 
have  to  do  a  job.  But  in  the  cases  of  those 
States  which  are  already  doing  the  job, 
there  is  no  need  for  the  Secretary  to 
disturb  them;  and  so  long  as  they  come 
within  the  concepts  and  the  flexible  ap- 
proaches set  forth  here,  we  would  intend 
that  their  methods  be  continued.  The 
goal  here  is  adequate  and  fair  reimburse- 
ment, not  overreaching  and  not  under- 
reaching — adequate  and  fair  reimburse- 
ment. 

In  one  State,  for  example,  certain 
special  problems  may  indicate  one  ap- 
proach. In  another  State,  certain  special 
problems  may  indicate  another  ap- 
proach. That  is  why  we  have  these  var- 
ious formulas  set  forth  in  this  amend- 
ment— to  provide  that  flexibility. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Does  the  Senator  under- 
stand that  a  formula  for  reimbursement 
of  reasonable  cost  worked  out  by  the 
State  might  well  include — in  fact,  it  is 
expected  that  it  would  include — the  cost 
of  capital  in  providing  for  the  services? 

One  of  the  matters  under  consideration 
for  some  time  in  the  Subcommittee  on 
Long-Time  Care  of  the  Special  Commit- 
tee on  Aging  is  that  most  nursing  homes 
are  proprietary  institutions.  They  require 
the  use  of  capital  in  order  to  operate,  and 
capital  costs  them  money.  Many  States — 
some  States,  at  least — have  excluded  any 
figure  for  the  cost  of  capital.  Yet,  such 
an  institution  cannot  stay  in  business  un- 
less it  can  pay  for  its  capital.  Therefore, 
that  item  should  be  a  cost  factor  in  figur- 
ing a  reasonable  reimbursement.  Would 
the  Senator's  formula  include  that  item? 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  flexibility  in  my 
amendment  would  cover  that. 

Let  us  consider  an  extended-care  fa- 
cility which  might  decide,  at  its  option, 


to  use  a  per  diem  basis.  The  per  diem 
basis  would  probably  originally  be  costed 
out  to  reflect  an  adequate  return  of  capi- 
tal, but  I  do  not  imagine  that  the  per 
diem  basis  would  be  supported  by  de- 
tailed accounting  schedules  showing  so 
much  return  of  capital  and  so  on. 

They  might  use  it  in  arriving  at  the 
per  diem  basis,  but  I  do  not  believe  they 
would  be  required  to  itemize  it.  I  believe 
the  provider  of  services  would  submit  a 
per  diem  cost;  and  if  it  was  a  fair  per 
diem  cost,  that  would  be  it. 

However,  I  invite  the  Senator's  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  we  go  on  to  say  that, 
if  the  provider  of  services  does  not  wish 
to  use  the  per  diem  basis,  the  regulations 
shall  provide  for  the  determination  of 
costs  of  services  on  a  per  unit,  per  capita, 
or  "other  basis."  Now,  that  "other  basis" 
certainly  would  include  something  re- 
flecting an  adequate  return  on  capital, 
and  very  properly  so. 

As  I  have  pointed  out,  by  deleting  lines 
3  and  4  on  page  3  of  my  amendment,  we 
leave  intact  the  present  provisions  for 
cost  reimbursement,  using  the  net  equity 
plus  depreciation  reimbursement,  plus 
interest  reimbursement,  plus  2-percent 
variable  factor  formula.  Net  equity  does 
reflect  a  certain  amount  of  capital.  Per- 
sonally, I  do  not  believe  that  net  equity 
is  the  fairest  approach,  although  perhaps 
a  net  equity  approach,  with  a  deprecia- 
tion reimbursement  and  an  interest  re- 
imbursement, and  a  variable  factor,  will 
achieve  approximately  the  same  result 
as  a  return  on  a  total  fair  market  value 
of  a  facility  without  the  other  reimburse- 
ments. 

I  believe  that  the  Senator  has  made 
a  very  important  point — that  is,  if  one 
of  these  other  approaches  is  not  used, 
when  we  talk  about  "other  basis,"  such 
"other  basis"  could  well  include  a  fair 
return  on  capital. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  wonder  whether  the  Senator  would 
state  whether,  under  the  pending  amend- 
ment, a  State  wo~uld  be  required  to  apply 
the  principles  of  reimbursement  issued 
for  medicare. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Let  me  answer  the  ques- 
tion this  way :  On  page  3  of  my  amend- 
ment, in  the  case  of  outpatient  hospitals 
and  extended-care  facilities,  which  in- 
clude skilled  nursing  home  and  inter- 
mediate care  facility  services,  and  home 
health  care  services,  there  is  incorporated 
by  reference  the  flexible  approaches  con- 
tained in  section  1861  (v)  1,  which  I  have 
been  discussing. 

As  I  have  said,  if  a  State  has  developed 
an  adequate,  decent  reimbursement  for- 
mula, it  might  not  fit  under  a  per  diem 
basis  or  a  per  unit  basis  or  a  per  capita 
basis — it  could  be  some  other  basis. 

And  I  have  pointed  out  that  some  other 
basis  can  be  used.  It  would  be  expected, 
if  this  is  providing  for  a  reasonable  re- 
turn— not  overreaching  and  not  under- 
reaching — that  the  Secretary  would  rec- 
ognize this  and  let  is  be  continued. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  formula  would  have 
to  be  equal  to  or  better  than  the  stand- 
ards laid  down  federally.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  would  say  this.  What 
is  fair  and  decent  is  fair  and  decent.  If 
it  is  underfair  and  decent  it  is  wrong;  if 
it  is  overfair  and  decent  it  is  overreach- 
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ing  and  it  is  wrong,  too.  We  are  shoot- 
ing for  fair  and  decent  reimbursement. 

If  these  various  providers  of  services 
throughout  the  United  States  were  uni- 
formly receiving  a  fair  and  decent  re- 
turn, this  amendment  would  not  be  of- 
fered. There  is  not  a  Senator  here  who 
does  not  know  that  there  are  providers 
of  services  in  his  State  which  are  threat- 
ening to  seek  not  to  qualify  or  to  come 
under  medicare  and  medicaid  because 
they  feel  they  are  not  going  to  be  re- 
imbursed properly. 

If  not,  they  are  going  to  have  to  go  out 
of  business,  or  say  "No  medicare  busi- 
ness." I  think  that  either  case  would  be 
tragic. 

Nothing  in  this  proposal  is  intended 
to  overreach.  I  mention  the  estimated 
cost  as  $200  million  that  might  result 
from  this  particular  amendment.  I  point 
out  that  it  is  covered  by  financing  under 
the  bill.  However,  where  is  that  $200  mil- 
lion coming  from  now?  If  it  takes  $200 
million  to  be  fair  and  decent,  reimburse- 
ment is  coming  out  of  the  hides  of  the 
hospitals  and  the  nursing  homes,  and 
that  is  wrong.  We  should  face  up  to  what 
is  fair  and  decent  and  legislate  accord- 
ingly. The  flexible  approach  here  would 
do  that. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
concur  with  his  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  illustrate 
what  I  said  about  the  amendment  I  pro- 
posed, and  my  belief  that  it  is  covered, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  amendment  No.  443,  a 
summary  I  had  prepared  to  use  in  con- 
nection with  that  amendment,  and  a 
statement  prepared  by  me.  I  shall  not 
offer  my  amendment.  I  support  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon- 
dale  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection,  It 
is  so  ordered. 

Amendment  No.  443,  the  summary 
thereof,  and  the  statement,  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  are  as  follows: 
Amendment  No.  443 

On  page  350,  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

"PAYMENT  OF  REASONABLE  COST  FOR  NURSING 
HOME  CARE  PROVIDED  UNDER  PROGRAMS  ESTAB- 
LISHED PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  XIX  OF  THE  SOCIAL 
SECURITY  ACT 

"Sec.  234d.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the  pre- 
ceding sections  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out  'and'  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (27),  (2)  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (28)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semicolon 
followed  by  the  word  'and',  and  (3)  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  of  such  section  1902(a)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"'(29)  if  care  and  services  of  the  type 
specified  in  section  1905(a)(4)  are  included 
in  the  plan,  provide  methods  and  procedures 
for  determining  reimbursement  and  making 
payments  to  nursing  homes  for  care  of  pa- 
tients under  the  plan  which  the  Secretary 
finds  give  reasonable  assurance  that  pay- 
ments for  such  care  are  equal  to  the  reason- 
able costs  of  the  services  actually  rendered 
such  patients.' 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  calen- 
dar quarters  commencing  after  June  30, 
1970." 

Amendment  No.  443  to  H.R.  12080 
(By  Mr.  Moss) 
The  amendment  would  require  States  which 
Include  nursing  home  care  in  their  Medicaid 


(Title  XIX)  programs  to  develop  methods 
and  procedures  for  determining  the  costs  of 
nursing  home  care  rendered  welfare  patients 
in  their  States,  set  forth  these  methods  and 
procedures  in  their  State  plans,  reimburse 
nursing  homes  on  the  basis  of  reasonable 
costs  beginning  with  the  first  quarter  of 
fiscal  year  1971. 

The  amendment  would  make  the  basis  of 
reimbursement  to  nursing  homes  under 
Title  XIX  consistent  with  that  used  in  Title 
XVIII  and  with  the  basis  now  used  for 
hospitals  in  Title  XIX. 

The  amendment  also  would  help  to  assure 
that  States  develop  systematic  methods  of 
determining  reimbursement,  and  the  neces- 
sary administrative  and  fiscul  controls  over 
reimbursement,  nursing  homes  receive  a  fair 
price  for  services  rendered,  payment  meth- 
ods do  not  tend  to  promote  poor  care  as  is 
now  often  the  case,  payments  are  not  made 
for  goods  and  services  not  actually  delivered 
to  patients. 

The  shortcomings  of  nursing  home  re- 
imbursement systems  now  in  use  in  most 
States,  particularly  with  reference  to  laxity 
in  controls,  have  been  reported  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office.  These  reports  also 
have  expressed  the  view  of  the  Comptroller 
General  that  payments  should  be  related  di- 
rectly to  the  costs  of  rendering  services. 
Statement  by  Senator  Moss 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  we  have  before  us, 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Finance  is  a 
good  and  well  thought  out  measure.  It  con- 
tains many  important  provisions  which  will 
contribute  significantly  to  the  health  and 
well-being  of  our  retired  citizens  as  well  as 
others  whose  difficult  circumstances  can  be 
alleviated  through  programs  under  the  Social 
Security  Act.  I  am  especially  pleased  that  the 
Committee  has  adopted  amendments  to  help 
assure  the  proper  care  of  public  assistance 
nursing  home  patients  offered  by  myself  and 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Mass- 
achusetts (Mr.  Kennedy). 

These  amendments  are  the  outgrowth  of 
hearings  and  studies  conducted  by  the  Sub- 
committee on  Long-Term  Care,  of  which  I 
am  Chairman,  of  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging.  These  studies  showed  that  deplorable 
conditions  exist  in  some  nursing  homes.  In 
many  cases  patients  who  are  presumably 
getting  skilled  nursing  home  care  under  our 
medical  assistance  programs  are  actually  re- 
ceiving no  more  than  custodial  care.  Our 
public  assistance  programs  are  maintaining 
many  patients  in  homes  that  are  unsafe  and 
endanger  their  very  lives.  State  licensing  and 
inspection  are  not  as  effective  as  they  should 
be  in  assuring  safety  and  adequate  care. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
who  is  a  member  of  my  Subcommittee  and 
who  has  been  very  active  in  this  work,  joined 
with  me,  as  did  a  number  of  other  Senators, 
In  introducing  a  bill  designed  to  correct 
many  of  these  deficiencies.  He  also  intro- 
duced his  own  bill  which  will  go  far  toward 
upgrading  and  professionalizing  the  whole 
field  of  nursing  home  administration.  It  is 
these  measures,  reintroduced  as  amendments 
to  HR 12080,  which  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance  has  adopted  and  included  in  the  bill 
before  us. 

However,  the  Committee  has  omitted  from 
the  bill  which  it  has  reported  one  feature  of 
my  amendment  which  I  consider  to  be  highly 
important;  sufficiently  so  that  I  now  offer  it 
as  an  amendment  and  ask  that  the  Senate 
add  it  to  this  bill.  That  feature  is  the  provi- 
sion that  nursing  home  serving  Title  XIX 
patients  be  paid  the  reasonable  cost  of  serv- 
ices provided. 

This  is  not  a  novel  idea.  Under  Title  XVIII, 
the  Medicare  program,  both  hospitals  and 
nursing  homes  which  serve  as  extended  care 
facilities  are  reimbursed  on  the  basis  of  rea- 
sonable costs.  In  Title  XEX  States  are  re- 
quired to  reimburse  hospitals  on  the  basis  of 
reasonable  cost,  but  only  hospitals.  The  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 


has  recognized  the  validity  of  this  approach 
to  reimbursement  of  nursing  homes.  The  sup- 
plement to  the  Handbook  of  Public  Assist- 
ance Administration  issued  in  June  1966,  re- 
lating to  the  medical  care  programs  under 
Title  XIX,  includes  the  statement  that  fee 
structures  for  institutions  such  as  nursing 
homes  should  "focus  on  payment  on  a  reason- 
able cost  basis  determined  according  to 
commonly  used  accounting  methods  on  a  per 
diem  or  relationship  of  costs  to  charges 
basis." 

It  is  my  understanding  that  reasonable 
cost  reimbursement  to  nursing  homes  was 
considered  when  Title  XTX  was  enacted  in 
1965  and  rejected  because  of  apprehension 
that  it  would  add  too  much  to  the  cost  of 
the  program.  There  is  a  widespread  belief 
that  nursing  homes  are  almost  universally 
underpaid  and  that  to  pay  them  properly 
would  be  inordinately  expensive.  Thus,  we 
have  in  the  law  today  a  payment  provision 
which  discriminates  between  the  two  types 
of  providers  of  service. 

My  amendment  No.  294  which  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  has  largely  adopted  con- 
tained among  its  provisions  a  requirement 
that  States  also  reimburse  nursing  homes  on 
the  basis  of  reasonable  costs.  When  my 
amendment  was  before  the  Committee  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare again  came  forward  with  one  of  its 
spine  chilling  cost  estimates.  Mr.  President,  I 
certainly  do  not  criticize  the  Committee  for 
its  concern  over  the  cost  factors  in  the  vari- 
ous proposals  it  considered.  It  was  the  Com- 
mittee's desire  to  report  to  the  Senate  a 
prudent  and  fiscally  responsible  bill.  I  be- 
lieve they  have  done  that  and  I  commend 
them  for  their  long  hours  of  effort  and  for 
the  results  of  their  work. 

I  differ  with  the  Committee,  however,  on 
the  matter  of  omitting  reasonable  cost  reim- 
bursement to  nursing  homes  on  two  grounds. 
First,  I  do  not  believe  the  Department's  cost 
estimate  and,  second,  I  believe  that  payment 
on  the  basis  of  reasonable  costs' represents 
one  of  the  best  methods  of  controlling  nurs- 
ing home  costs. 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  today  would 
simply  call  upon  States  to  develop  methods 
and  procedures  for  determining  the  reason- 
able cost  of  nursing  home  care,  to  set  these 
methods  and  procedures  forth  in  their  State 
plans,  and  after  June  30,  1970  to  pay  nursing 
homes  the  reasonable  costs  of  caring  for  Title 
XIX  patients.  Not  only  does  this  provide 
a  fair  and  equitable  way  of  paying  nursing 
homes,  but  it  will  provide  methods  of  cost 
control  now  sorely  lacking  in  our  public 
assistance  programs. 

Mr.  President,  my  Subcommittee  has  given 
major  attention  in  its  studies  to  the  methods 
now  used  by  the  States  to  determine  nursing 
home  reimbursement  because  of  the  impor- 
tant relationship  of  these  methods  to  quality 
of  care.  Let  me  describe  our  findings. 

Ten  States  now  pay  for  nursing  home  care 
on  the  basis  of  reasonable  costs  or  reasonable 
charges.  Most  of  the  remaining  States  estab- 
lish through  "negotiation  or  through  legisla- 
tive of  administrative  action  a  single  rate  of 
reimbursement  for  the  care  of  public  assist- 
ance nursing  home  patients.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  single  rate  system  is  inherently  in- 
capable of  producing  good  results  despite  the 
best  intentions  of  its  administrators.  If  an 
effort  is  made  to  relate  the  rate  determination 
to  cost  of  care,  it  is  likely  to  be  predicated 
upon  a  median  level  of  care  among  the  homes 
in  the  State,  and  for  some  the  rate  will  be 
inadequate  and  for  others  it  will  be  too  high. 
Furthermore,  incentives  to  poor  care  are  built 
into  this  system  since  the  home  which  cuts 
corners  thereby  increases  its  monetary  re- 
wards, while  the  home  which  gives  full  meas- 
ure may  just  barely  get  by  or  may  even  lose 
money  on  publicly  assisted  patients. 

Some  States  have  attempted  to  refine  their 
systems  with  some  type  of  classification.  Sys- 
tems of  classifying  homes  according  to  the 
level  of  care  provided  give  a  scale  of  rates 
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which  may  roughly  approximate  the  relative 
differences  in  costs  involved  in  these  levels 
of  care,  but  at  each  level  of  the  classification 
system  we  again  have  a  single  rate  applied 
and  the  same  disincentives  to  giving  full 
measure  are  found  among  homes  in  each 
classification.  Then  we  have  the  added  prob- 
lem of  assuring  that  patients  are  placed  in 
homes  having  the  appropriate  level  of  care, 
and  of  what  to  do  with  the  resident  of  an 
intermediate  care  home,  for  example,  who 
develops  intensive  care  needs. 

Some  States  classify  patients  according  to 
the  care  they  require  and  establish  different 
rates  for  patients  needing  maximum  care,  in- 
termediate care,  and  minimum  care.  Again 
we  have  not  gotten  away  from  the  basic 
problem  associated  with  a  fixed  rate  and  we 
have  created  a  still  worse  problem.  We  have 
established  a  monetary  inventive  to  keeping 
patients  in  a  maximum  care  state.  The  home 
with  an  active  program  of  rehabilitation  and 
training  in  self -care  may  actually  be  working 
against  its  own  financial  interest.  If  a  nurs- 
ing home  gets  a  bed  bound  patient  back  on 
his  feet  the  reimbursement  rate  goes  down. 

In  short,  our  present  approaches  to  pay- 
ment for  care  tend  to  discourage  initiative 
and  promote  passivity  in  patient  care,  to  pe- 
nalize excellence,  and  to  assure  the  continu- 
ance of  marginal  and  even  substandard 
homes  by  giving  them  a  relative  financial  ad- 
vantage. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that  we  are 
paying  more  than  we  should  for  some  nurs- 
ing home  care.  By  paying  a  fixed  rate  to  all, 
or  to  all  of  a  certain  classification,  we  are 
paying  some  for  levels  of  care  or  for  services 
not  actually  delivered.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
am  equally  sure  we  are  paying  some 
nursing  homes  inadequately.  If  we  paid  all 
the  reasonable  cost  of  services  actually  ren- 
dered, how  would  it  balance  out?  How  much 
impact  would  it  actually  have  on  the  budgets 
of  the  States  and  the  Federal  government? 
The  Department  reported  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance  that  requiring  States  to  pay  on 
the  basis  of  reasonable  costs  would  increase 
the  cost  of  the  program  by  at  least  $200  mil- 
lion per  year  in  Federal  funds  and  a  like 
amount  in  State  funds.  I  regard  that  esti- 
mate with  the  greatest  skepticism. 

Public  assistance  payments  are  the  eco- 
nomic backbone  of  the  nursing  home  in- 
dustry. Sixty  percent  of  all  patients  in  nurs- 
ing homes  are  paid  for  by  public  assistance, 
and  many  homes  have  virtually  all  public 
assistance  patients.  We  are  currently  paying 
a  total  of  about  $600  million  per  year  for  the 
care  of  these  patients.  Now  the  Department 
tells  us  that  if  we  pay  the  actual  cost  of  care 
we  will  be  paying  $400  million  more.  In  other 
words,  the  Department  is  telling  us  that  we 
are  meeting  only  60  percent  of  the  cost  in- 
volved in  taking  care  of  these  patients.  Mr. 
President,  this  seems  incredible. 

If  it  is  true  that  we  are  falling  this  far 
short  of  meeting  our  obligations  under  laws 
we  have  enacted;  if  it  is  true  that  we  are  im- 
posing on  providers  of  service  and  imposing 
on  private  paying  patients  to  absorb  40 
percent  of  the  burden  of  a  public  program; 
then  I  say  it  is  a  shame  and  we  should  put 
a  stop  to  it  forthwith.  But  I  don't  believe  it  is 
true.  We  have  only  to  look  about  us  at  a 
thriving  industry  to  see  that  it  is  not. 
No  business  would  survive  if  it  discounted 
the  price  of  its  product  to  40  percent  below 
cost  for  a  majority  of  its  customers.  Yet 
nursing  homes  are  surviving.  The  many 
homes  which  have  80  and  90  percent  of 
their  patients  on  welfare  rates  are  not  going 
out  of  business;  indeed,  they  are  expanding 
and  building  new  facilities.  I  do  not  offer  an 
alternative  figure  to  the  Department's  esti- 
mate because  the  information  necessary  to 
derive  such  a  figure  has  never  been  assembled 
by  the  Department  or  anyone  else.  But  this 
estimate  is  outlandish. 

Mr.  President,  the  second  and  major  point 
I  would  make  about  the  effect  of  my  amend- 


ment on  costs  is  that,  tar  from  turning  loose 
the  flood  gates  of  the  treasury,  this  approach 
to  nursing  home  reimbursement  provides 
important  and  heretofore  almost  nonexist- 
ent methods  of  cost  control.  The  Depart- 
ment's estimate  takes  no  account  of  the 
savings  to  be  made  from  a  reimbursement 
system  based  on  reasonable  costs.  While  the 
conscientious  nursing  home  administrator 
may  be  underpaid  for  his  services,  there  is 
ample  evidence  that  we  are  overpaying  oth- 
ers in  terms  of  value  actually  received  and 
in  some  cases  paying  for  goods  and  services 
not  delivered  at  all. 

The  findings  of  my  Subcommittee  suggest 
that  in  some  cases  nursing  home  profits,  for 
example,  are  extraordinary.  At  our  hearing 
in  Boston,  a  witness  who  had  directed  a 
sUidy  by  the  State  legislature  in  Massachu- 
setts told  us  ".  .  .  we  were  satisfied  that  the 
nursing  homes  figured  at  least  $1,000  a  year 
profit  per  bed  and  that  was  on  the  basis  of 
(welfare  rates) " 

pThis  statement  was  disputed,  of  course, 
but  its  credibility  is  supported  by  reports 
from  other  States.  A  survey  in  another  State 
reported  an  annual  profit  of  over  $1,000  per 
bed  in  a  home  where  blind  patients  were 
sometimes  served  scrapings  from  the  plates 
of  others.  From  another  State  we  heard  from 
an  authoritative  source  of  a  28  bed  home 
which  realized  a  profit  of  $32,000  and  an- 
other of  similar  size  which  realized  $44,000. 
In  still  another  State  in  another  region  of 
the  country,  a  local  investigator  was  shown 
plans  for  a  new  home  and  was  told  by  the 
owner  that  he  expected  to  recover  the  entire 
construction  cost  in  three  years. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  these  homes  have  wel- 
fare patients.  Our  public  assistance  programs 
are  paying  a  considerable  part  of  these  out- 
rageous and  unwarranted  profits.  Of  course, 
a  nursing  home  owner  expects  to  realize  a 
return  on  his  investment.  This  is  entirely 
proper,  but  we  cannot  continue  to  counte- 
nance these  kinds  of  profits  squeezed  out  of 
public  funds  at  the  expense  of  helpless 
patients. 

Nursing  home  financing  provides  in  some 
cases  another  rat  hole  into  which  we  are 
pouring  public  money.  My  Subcommittee 
learned  of  a  case  in  which  a  nursing  home 
owner  borrowed  $1,300,000.  That  is,  he  ex- 
ecuted a  note  for  that  amount  but  actually 
received  $700,000.  Thus  it  cost  him  $600,000 
to  obtain  his  capital  and  public  assistance 
funds  paid  a  large  share.  The  same  situation 
was  found  in  the  case  of  smaller  loans  for 
operating  capital.  In  the  State  of  Maine  a 
nursing  home  owner  borrowed  $8,000,  she 
thought,  and  later  discovered  she  had  signed 
a  note  for  $15,000.  In  another  case  we  were 
told  by  a  former  nursing  home  owner  that  his 
interest  costs  alone  had  amounted  to  one 
dollar  per  patient  day;  and  he,  as  well  as 
others,  told  us  it  was  not  unusual  for  nurs- 
ing homes  to  pay  interest  rates  aggregating 
40  percent  per  annum. 

Mr.  President,  public  funds  are  paying  these 
exhorbitant  financing  costs  while  the  care 
we  are  supposed  to  be  reimbursing  must  be 
curtailed  in  order  for  the  owner  to  meet  his 
payments. 

Are  we  paying  for  goods  and  services  not 
delivered?  We  almost  surely  are.  The  Welfare 
Federation  of  Cleveland  testifying  before  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  on  the  re- 
sults of  its  study  of  nursing  homes  reported: 

"One  nursing  home  administrator  has 
claimed  that  his  particular  home,  as  well  as 
others,  normally  obtains  household  supplies 
under  the  guise  of  drugs  for  patients,  paid 
for  as  drugs  by  old  age  assistance." 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  point  out 
at  this  time  that  the  statement  of  the  Cleve- 
land Welfare  Federation  before  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  is  reprinted  in  vol- 
ume two  of  the  hearings  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, which  is  on  each  of  our  desks,  at 
page  973.  I  think  Senators  will  find  this 
statement,  as  well  as  the  further  testimony 


of  the  Federation  before  our  Committee  on 
Finance  beginning  at  page  964,  worthwhile 
reading  in  connection  with  the  amendment 
I  am  offering. 

Do  the  improper  payments  reported  hero 
represent  an  isolated  situation?  We  believe 
not.  A  survey  was  made  of  all  the  nursing 
homes  in  another  large  metropolitan  area  by 
a  well-known  and  reputable  hospital  con- 
sultant. My  Subcommittee  staff  has  had  ac- 
cess to  his  report  which  shows  that  in  many 
cases  drugs  and  medicines  for  which  homes 
had  been  reimbursed  were  being  recorded  as 
operating  expense.  Here  are  some  of  his  other 
findings : 

More  than  half  of  the  homes  were  padding 
billings  to  welfare  agencies. 

Several  carried  fictitious  persons  on  their 
payrolls. 

Inflating  of  food  cost  several  times  over 
by  the  device  of  the  owner  buying  food 
wholesale  and  reselling  to  his  own  home  was 
common. 

Some  owners  had  set  up  dummy  real  estate 
corporations  to  own  the  facilities  and  charge 
high  rents  to  the  nursing  home  corporations. 

Mr.  President,  public  assistance  funds, 
both  State  and  Federal,  are  pouring  through 
these  cracks  in  the  system.  Total  public 
assistance  expenditures  for  nursing  home 
care  exceed  $600  million  annually.  How  much 
of  these  funds  is  lost  through  unwarranted 
payments  or  even  fraudulent  payments? 
How  much  could  be  saved  by  a  system  of  re- 
imbursement based  on  the  reasonable  costs 
of  services  actually  rendered;  a  system  under 
which  claims  for  payment  are  supported  by 
appropriate  records  and  accounting  informa- 
tion which  can  be  verified  and  audited?  I  do 
not  know  the  answers  to  these  questions  and 
neither  does  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  but  I  suspect  the 
amounts  are  substantial. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  reporting  in 
August  1966  on  its  study  of  the  provision  of 
nursing  home  care  and  prescribed  drugs  in 
California  noted  the  possible  existence  of 
abuses  in  several  areas  and  emphasized  the 
inadequacy  of  the  controls  exercised  both  by 
the  State  and  at  the  Federal  level.  At  my 
request  the  General  Accounting  Office  con- 
ducted a  study  in  Ohio  also.  One  of  the  areas 
of  inquiry  was  to  determine  whether  pay- 
ments were  being  made  for  services  or  goods 
not  actually  needed  by  recipients  or  not 
actually  provided  to  them.  The  GAO  con- 
cluded in  its  report:  "because  of  inadequa- 
cies in  pertinent  policies,  procedures  and 
controls,  practices  ...  of  the  types  de- 
scribed .  .  .  could  exist  without  detection  by 
appropriate  authorities  .  .  ." 

In  the  same  report  GAO  also  made  the 
following  observation  which  I  think  is  perti- 
nent: 

"The  amounts  allowed  by  the  State  do  not 
vary  on  the  basis  of  the  actual  costs  incurred 
by  individual  nursing  homes  in  providing  the 
required  care. 

"It  appears  to  us  that  allowing  a  nursing 
home  a  fixed  amount  of  compensation  which 
does  not  consider  the  actual  costs  of  the 
nursing  home  may  generate  economic  pres- 
sure on  the  nursing  home  to  reduce  costs  at 
the  sacrifice  of  the  quality  or  level  of  care 
provided  or  to  avoid  incurring  increased  costs 
necessary  to  improve  the  level  or  quality  of 
care." 

A  report  just  issued  by  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  on  its  study  of  reimburse- 
ment methods  in  Massachusetts  details  in  a 
most  convincing  way  the  shortcomings  of  re- 
imbursement methods  which  are  not  related 
directly  to  the  costs  of  services  provided. 
The  GAO  was  critical  of  the  Department  for 
not  having  exerted  leadership  in  encouraging 
the  States  to  develop  sound  reimbursement 
methods,  although  the  Department's  au- 
thority to  do  so  is  not  explicit  in  the  present 
law,  and  recommended  that  the  Depart- 
ment 
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(1)  Expedite  the  formulation  and  issuance 
of  appropriate  criteria  and  requirements  to 
guide  the  States  in  establishing  payment 
rates  for  nursing  home  care  under  public 
assistance  programs; 

(2)  Require  that  State  plans  include  a  de- 
scription of  the  methods  and  procedures  to 
be  used  in  establishing  payment  rates;  and 

(3)  Institute  effective  policies  and  proce- 
dures for  the  review  and  evaluation  of 
methods  and  procedures  actually  being  used 
by  the  States  in  determining  payment  rates. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  terms  of  my 
amendment  these  recommendations  would 
be  carried  out  by  July  1,  1970,  and  I  concur 
with  the  Comptroller  General's  view  that 
they  would  help  ensure  that  Federal  financial 
participation  in  the  costs  of  nursing  home 
care  is  as  effective  and  economical  as  pos- 
sible. But  one  more  element  is  needed,  and 
that  is  the  establishment  of  the  principle 
that  reimbursement  must  be  related  to  the 
reasonable  costs  of  services  actually  provided. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  make  absolutely 
clear  that  in  citing  these  abuses  I  am  not 
attacking  nursing  homes  in  general.  I  will 
not  recite  the  usual  caveat  that  these  con- 
ditions are  true  only  of  a  small  minority  be- 
cause it  is  my  impression  that  they  are  far 
more  prevalent  than  this  kind  of  statement 
implies.  But  it  is  clear  to  me  that  the  present 
leadership  of  the  industry  reflects  a  solid 
constituency  of  reputable  businessmen  who 
deplore  this  exploitation  of  people  and  of 
the  public  purse  as  much  as  anyone. 

During  the  preparation  and  consideration 
of  this  legislation  the  American  Nursing 
Home  Association  has  played  a  constructive 
role.  AN  HA  president  Ed  Walker  of  Okla- 
homa, regional  vice  presidents  Harold  Smith 
of  Louisiana  and  David  Mosher  of  Florida, 
and  others  in  the  leadership  of  the  Associa- 
tion made  a  number  of  worthwhile  contri- 
butions to  the  development  of  the  legislation 
and  supported  it  before  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. The  ANHA  also  supports  the  require- 
ment that  States  pay  for  care  on  the  basis  of 
reasonable  costs.  They  support  this  method 
of  reimbursement  both  because  it  is  fair  to 
the  reputable  nursing  home  which  gives  its 
patients  full  measure  and  because  it  will  help 
put  an  end  to  subsidizing  the  inept  and  the 
unscrupulous  out  of  public  funds. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Utah 
very  much.  There  is  no  Senator  who  has 
worked  more  industriously  to  handle 
these  problems  I  have  been  discussing 
than  my  colleague  from  Utah.  We  are 
joining  hand  in  hand  to  get  a  decent  and 
fair  job  done.  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
support  he  has  given. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  shall  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator but  first  I  wish  to  inquire  of  the 
Chair  how  much  time  I  have  remaining. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  5  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  MTLLER.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  If  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  were  agreed  to  and  if  it  became 
law,  what  factors  could  be  taken  into 
account  in  determining  the  hospital 
costs  that  cannot  be  taken  into  account 
now? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Actually,  Mr.  President, 
I  think  that  the  answer  is  none.  I  think 
the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  the 
power  to  take  them  all  into  account.  The 
fact  is  that  he  has  not  done  so. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  shall  rephrase  my  ques- 
tion. What  additional  factors  would  he 
have  to  take  into  account  that  he  is  not 
taking  into  account  now? 


Mr.  MILLER.  He  would  have  to  pro- 
vide or  permit  hospitals  to  use  a  per  diem 
cost  for  medicare  and  medicare  patients, 
if  they  wish  to  do  so. 

I  invite  the  Senator's  attention  to  line 
8  on  page  2  where  we  provide: 

With  a  view  to  not  encouraging  ineffi- 
ciency, in  determining  a  per  diem  basis  for 
cost  of  services,  there  shall  be  taken  into 
account  the  per  diem  costs  prevailing  in  a 
community  for  comparable  quality  and  levels 
of  service. 

If  this  amendment  is  agreed  to  this 
would  be  the  first  time  that  Congress  has 
put  into  the  law  what  everybody  knows 
should  be  in  it;  namely,  some  protective 
feature  to  prevent  administrative  ineffi- 
ciency from  paying  off. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  per  diem  cost  a  de- 
fined cost? 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  per  diem  cost  ap- 
proach has  been  used  for  years,  I  am 
told,  by  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  is  the  difference 
between  per  diem  cost  and  per  diem 
charge? 

Mr.  MILLER.  My  offhand  reaction 
would  be  that  there  would  be  no  differ- 
ence. There  should  be  no  difference.  Col- 
loquially speaking,  there  may  be  some 
difference  in  per  diem  cost  and  per  diem 
charge,  but  I  would  say  that  it  would  be 
a  distinction  without  a  difference. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  There  is  a  vast  differ- 
ence between  reasonable  cost  and  rea- 
sonable charge.  An  inefficient  institution 
might  have  a  reasonable  cost  that  would 
be  a  most  unreasonable  charge. 

Mr.  MILLER.  For  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing clear  what  we  mean  by  this,  if  it  has 
unreasonable  administrative  costs,  it  is 
not  going  to  get  away  with  it  because  it 
will  not  "be  able  to  meet  the  per  diem 
basis  prevailing  in  a  community  for  com- 
parable quality  and  level  of  services. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  Senator  under- 
stands I  look  kindly  toward  an  amend- 
ment that  would  better  enable  full  re- 
imbursement for  the  actual  costs  that 
these  hospitals  are  out. 

Would  the  Senator's  amendment,  as 
rewritten,  grant  any  relief  from  the 
standpoint  of  depreciation  allowance? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  would  say  that  insofar 
as  a  hospital  is  concerned,  if  the  hospital 
uses  a  per  diem  approach  and  it  is  not 
out  of  line  with  the  per  diem  prevailing 
in  a  community,  it  is  going  to  be  well 
covered  on  any  depreciation  that  would 
be  taken  into  account  in  computing  its 
per  diem  cost  or  charge. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Does  the  Senator  have 
an  estimate  of  cost  of  his  revised  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes.  As  I  read  the  esti- 
mate I  received,  it  shows  a  cost  of  $200 
million.  I  point  out  that  that  is  a  0.07  per- 
cent additional  cost.  The  committee  re- 
port, at  page  117,  shows  an  actuarial  bal- 
ance of  0.11  percent,  so  that  as  I  said 
earlier  this  is  an  amendment  covered  by 
the  financing  provisions  of  the  bill. 

I  question  very  much  the  estimate  of 
$200  million.  The  Senator  knows  how 
difficult  it  is  to  come  out  and  disprove 
that,  which  is  about  as  difficult  as  it 
would  be  to  prove  it.  The  committee  re- 
port shows  that  it  is  covered  on  the  actu- 
arial balance. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield  further,  the  Senator  from 


Nebraska  does  not  want  the  hospitals  to 
have  to  subsidize  medicare  patients.  Nei- 
ther do  I  want  a  part  of  the  costs  of  care 
for  medicare  patients  paid  by  other  pa- 
tients. I  do  not  regard  a  just  reimburse- 
ment to  the  hospitals  as  an  enlargement 
of  the  program  or  the  benefits.  The  Con- 
gress has  already  acted  upon  that.  This 
bill  provides  for  a  certain  number  of  days 
in  the  hospital.  I  think  we  have  a  duty 
and  responsibility  to  pay  the  just  charge 
for  that. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  that  his  amendment  will  bring  this 
about. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thoroughly  subscribe 
to  the  policy  statement  which  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  just  made.  My 
amendment  was  designed  to  achieve  that 
policy.  I  deliberately  put  in  this  provi- 
sion to  prevent  overreaching: 

With  a  view  to  not  encouraging  ineffi- 
ciency, in  determining  a  per  diem  basis  for 
cost  cf  services  there  shall  be  taken  into 
account  the  per  diem  costs  prevailing  in  the 
community  for  comparable  quality  and  level 
of  services. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  is  a  community? 
I  am  talking  about  the  rural  areas  where 
there  might  be  one  hospital,  but  not  an- 
other one  within  50  miles. 

Mr.  MILLER.  In  a  case  like  that,  a 
reasonable  interpretation  would  em- 
brace a  county.  It  might  also  embrace 
counties  in  the  western  part  of  the  Sen- 
ator's State.  There  is  no  intention  that 
"community"  be  limited  to  a  geographi- 
cal area  of  a  fixed  size.  For  instance, 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  would,  I  am  sure,  be  con- 
sidered a  community.  I  can  see,  out  in 
the  Sandhills  country,  that  it  might  be 
three  or  four  counties.  The  idea  is  flexi- 
bility to  permit  reasonable  reimburse- 
ment and  to  prevent  overreaching.  I 
think  we  can  trust  the  department  to  be 
reasonable  in  what  it  is  going  to  con- 
sider a  community. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  There  is  one  more  factor 
which  I  believe  to  be  strongly  in  the  pol- 
icy of  reimbursement.  Not  only  should 
we  not  pay  hospitals  to  subsidize  medi- 
care patients,  I  would  say  that  no  pa- 
tients should  have  to  pay  the  deficiency 
of  a  medicare  patient.  I  certainly  do  not 
believe  that  money  should  be  spent  either 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  or  on  the 
part  of  the  hospitals  with  detailed  and 
costly  recordkeeping  and  accounting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes  under  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  3 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Let  me  just  say  that  the 
Senator  echoes  my  sentiments  entirely. 

During  the  brief  explanation  I  gave 
of  my  amendment  on  last  Friday,  I 
voiced  the  very  same  sentiments.  I  am 
sure  that  hospital  administrators  have 
contacted  him,  and  my  guess  is  they  have 
contacted  many  other  of  our  colleagues, 
telling  us  of  the  great  difficulties  they 
have  encountered  in  cost  accounting  and 
bookkeeping  in  order  to  try  to  comply 
with  the  regulations.  If  they  are  able  to 
switch  to  a  reasonable  per  diem  basis, 
a  great  amount  of  the  accounting  and 
bookkeeping  cost  will  be  avoided. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Would  the  Senator  go 
so  far  as  to  say  that  the  intent  in  writing 
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a  reasonable  per  diem  cost  would  include 
applying  a  yardstick  to  similar  or  com- 
parable communities,  even  though  they 
were  not  contiguous? 

Let  me  illustrate  what  I  mean.  Sup- 
pose a  hospital  bill  is  rendered  at  a  cer- 
tain level,  would  it  be  the  Senator's  in- 
tention that  in  deterrmning  the  reason- 
ableness of  that  bill,  they  could  look  at 
another  community  even  though  it  be 
a  bit  removed,  if  its  size  and  kind  of 
operation  were  similar? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  have  already  answered 
that  question,  I  think,  when  I  pointed 
out  the  flexibility  of  what  constitutes  a 
community.  Suppose  we  have  a  county 
in  the  western  part  of  the  Senator's 
State  which  may  have  practically  no 
providers  of  services. 

We  might  say,  "Well  now,  let  us  go  to 
the  next  county  and  see  what  they  have 
there  and  we  will  take  that  adjacent 
community."  That  would  be  one  way  of 
doing  it.  My  thought  would  be  that  the 
Department  would  say  those  two  coun- 
tries constitute  a  "community,"  and  pos- 
sibly there  is  not  enough  in  those  two 
counties  constituting  a  community  to 
give  much  of  a  guidance;  therefore,  they 
might  have  to  go  to  three  or  four  counties 
to  determine  what  is  a  "community"  for 
purposes  of  enabling  them  adequately  to 
determine  the  prevailing  rate. 

The  concept  behind  this  is  that  the 
administrative  agency  has  very  good 
flexibility  in  determining  what  is  a  com- 
munity. I  can  see  where  a  community  in 
western  Nebraska  might  be  a  much 
larger  geographical  area  than  a  commu- 
nity in,  say,  New  Jersey.  There  is  no  in- 
tention that  the  word  "community"  be 
restricted  to  a  limited  geographical  area, 
but  that  it  be  consistent  with  the  idea 
of  enabling  the  administrative  agency  to 
determine  what  is  the  per  diem  cost  pre- 
vailing in  an  area.  I  could  just  as  well 
have  said  "area"  as  "community."  I 
think,  either  way,  the  same  result  would 
be  achieved. 

I  hope  that  answers  the  questions  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  My  point  is  that  near- 
ness should  not  be  the  test,  but  a  similar 
situation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER,  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  2  minutes  under 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER,  I  yield. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  Idaho.  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Iowa  for  his  instructive  program  and 
explanation  of  this  matter.  The  Senator 
is  offering  to  provide  flexibility  in  the 
administration  of  this  problem.  It  will 
certainly  give  some  major  equity  to  our 
hospitals  and  nursing  homes. 

The  Senator's  amendment  is  a  con- 
structive amendment  and  I  shall  sup- 
port it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  my  colleague 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  one  additional  com- 
ment. In  my  colloquy  with  the  Senator 


from  Nebraska,  we  were  talking  about 
the  prevailing  rate.  There  is  no  inten- 
tion by  my  amendment  that  the  prevail- 
ing rate  in  a  community  for  a  compara- 
ble quality  and  level  of  services  be  the 
rate  to  which  some  hospital  or  extended 
care  facility  could  increase  an  other- 
wise reasonable  cost;  rather,  it  would 
provide  a  guidepost  to  prevent  excessive 
charges. 

Mr.  President,  my  time  has  now  ex- 
pired on  both  my  amendment  and  the 
bill  and  I  would  appreciate  it  very  much 
if  my  good  friend  from  Louisiana  could 
accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  a  subject  we  discussed  last  week. 
I  believe  the  Record  will  reflect  my  views 
on  the  matter. 

The  Senator  has  offered  some  sugges- 
tions which  the  committee  did  incorpo- 
rate into  the  bill,  as  did  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss].  The  proposal  has 
merit  to  it.  It  also  entails  a  very  con- 
siderable amount  of  cost.  I  think  the 
Senator  has  modified  the  amendment, 
thus  greatly  reducing  the  cost  of  the 
proposal.  It  is  something  that  hospital 
administrators  and  those  handling  the 
administration  of  nursing  homes  have 
requested. 

As  the  amendment  has  been  modified, 
I  believe  it  is  entirely  new  language 
which  will  go  to  conference  between  Sen- 
ate and  House.  It  is  an  amendment  which 
has  a  great  deal  of  support  among  hos- 
pital administrators  and  those  managing 
nursing  homes.  It  has  merit  to  it.  I  would 
be  willing  to  vote  for  the  amendment  and 
take  it  to  conference  to  see  what  the 
House  would  be  willing  to  agree  to,  in 
regard  to  the  subject.  The  Senator  has 
been  cooperative  in  trying  to  hold  down 
the  cost.  It  is  deserving  of  consideration 
by  the  Senate.  Personally,  I  expect  to 
vote  for  it. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Let  me  express  my  ap- 
preciation to  the  distinguished  Senator 
for  accepting  the  amendment.  A  number 
of  small  hospitals  in  my  State,  par- 
ticularly in  the  mountain  areas,  have 
called  to  my  attention  the  difficulties 
they  have  encountered  in  the  bookkeep- 
ing and  accounting  procedures  now 
required. 

I  think  that  the  needs  of  these  small 
institutions  will  be  accommodated  by  the 
amendment,  and  I  intend  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
knows,  this  was  a  matter  of  great  concern 
to  me  in  committee. 

I  am  glad  to  know  that  he  feels  he  can 
take  this  amendment  to  conference  and 
perhaps  work  out  what  we  did  say  In 
the  report  is  a  matter  of  great  concern 
to  the  committee.  Thus,  I  appreciate 
what  he  is  doing  here.  I  want  to  join  in 
support  of  what  he  has  just  said. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  the  Sen- 
ator knows,  in  the  committee  we  went 
beyond  what  the  House  was  able  to  do 
in  providing  more  liberal  treatment  with 
regard  to  hospitals  and  nursing  homes. 
But  there  is  no  doubt  that  even  with  this 
amendment  we  will  not  do  what  the  hos- 
pitals and  nursing  homes  feel  should  be 
done.  At  least,  we  will  be  taking  a  step 
in  that  direction.  Then  we  will  proceed 
next  year  to  study  what  additional  prob- 
lems may  remain. 

With  that  understanding,  I  would  be 
willing  to  take  this  amendment  and  vote 
for  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  cer- 
tainly appreciate  the  Senator's  state- 
ment. He  has  been  most  fair  in  this  kind 
of  problem.  Last  year  he  did  his  best  with 
respect  to  extended  facilities  care.  This 
year  he  has  certainly  shown  the  same 
disposition. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  has  no  time  rernaining 
on  his  amendment.  It  would  take  unan- 
imous consent  for  him  to  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum  before  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  used  his  time,  un- 
less the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yields 
back  his  time,  or  yields  time  for  that 
that  purpose. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield 
for  the  purpose  of  a  quorum  call? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  the  Sena- 
tor from  Iowa  wants  me  to  do  it,  I  will 
yield  time  for  that  purpose. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  would  agree 
to  have  a  voice  vote,  because  I  detect  no 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  A  number  of  my  col- 
leagues wanted  to  be  on  record  in  sup- 
port of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  acquiesce  in  the 
leader's  request,  and  let  the  Record  show 
that  there  has  been  no  objection  to  the 
amendment, 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  would  be  happy  to  see  that  the  Senator 
had  a  rollcall  vote  in  the  event  there  was 
any  doubt  about  the  outcome,  but  he  is 
going  to  prevail  almost  unanimously.  In 
the  interest  of  expediting  the  business  of 
the  Senate,  I  think  it  would  be  well  to 
have  a  voice  vote.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  expired  or  has 
been  yielded  back.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  the  Record  to  note  that  the  vote 
was  a  unanimous  vote  for  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Record  will  so  note,  without  any  equivo- 
cation. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

If  there  are  no  further  amendments, 
we  will  have  to  try  to  go  to  a  third  read- 
ing. We  are  trying  to  get  through  by 
Wednesday,  so  Senators  can  go  home 
for  Thanksgiving. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  state  out  of  whose  time  the 
quorum  call  will  come? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  On  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with,  and  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  274,  line  2,  strike  out  "435"  and 
all  that  follows  in  such  line  and  insert  in  lieu 
of  the  matter  stricken  "435." 

On  page  274,  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

"agreements  with  other  agencies  providing 
assistance  to  families  of  unemployed  par- 
ENTS 

"Sec.  444.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  (in  accordance 
with  the  succeeding  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion) with  any  qualified  State  agency  (as  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b) )  under  which  the 
program  established  by  the  preceding  sec- 
tions of  this  part  C  will  (except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  section)  be  applicable  to  in- 
dividuals referred  by  such  State  agency  in  the 
same  manner,  to  the  same  extent,  and  under 
the  same  conditions  as  such  program  is  ap- 
plicable with  respect  to  individuals  referred 
to  the  Secretary  by  a  State  agency  adminis- 
tering or  supervising  the  administration  of  a 
State  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  part  A 
of  this  title. 

"(b)  A  qualified  State  agency  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  is  a  State  agency  which  is 
charged  with  the  administration  of  a 
program — 

"  ( 1 )  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  provide  aid 
or  assistance  to  the  families  of  unemployed 
parents, 

"(2)  which  is  not  established  pursuant  to 
part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

"  (3)  which  is  financed  entirely  from  funds 
appropriated  by  the  Congress,  and 

"(4)  none  of  the  financing  of  which  is 
made  available  under  any  program  estab- 
lished pursxiant  to  title  V  of  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act. 

"(c)  (1)  Any  agreement  under  this  section 
with  a  qualified  State  agency  shall  provide 
that  such  agency  will,  with  respeot  to  all 
individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under 
the  program  of  aid  or  assistance  to  families 
of  unemployed  parents  administered  by  such 
agency,  comply  with  the  requirements  im- 
posed by  section  402(a)  (15)  and  section  402 
(a)  (19)  (F)  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  (A)  such  qualified  agency 
were  the  agency  in  such  State  administering 
or  supervising  the  administration  of  a  State 
plan  approved  under  part  A  of  this  title,  and 
(B)  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance 
under  the  program  administered  by  such 
qualified  agency  were  recipients  of  aid  under 
a  State  plan  which  is  so  approved. 


"(2)  Any  agreement  entered  into  under 
this  section  shall  remain  in  effect  for  such 
period  as  may  be  specified  in  the  agreement 
by  the  Secretary  and  the  qualified  State 
agency,  except  that,  whenever  the  Secretary 
determines,  after  reasonable  notice  and  op- 
portunity for  hearing  to  the  qualified  State 
agency,  that  such  agency  has  failed  substan- 
tially to  comply  with  its  obligations  under 
such  agreement,  the  Secretary  may  suspend 
operation  of  the  agreement  until  such  time 
as  he  is  satisfied  that  the  State  agency  will  no 
longer  fail  substantially  to  comply  with  its 
obligations  under  such  agreement. 

"(3)  Any  such  agreement  shall  further 
provide  that  the  agreement  will  be  inopera- 
tive for  any  calendar  quarter  if,  for  the  pre- 
ceding calendar  quarter,  the  maximum 
amount  of  benefits  payable  under  the  pro- 
gram of  aid  or  assistance  to  families  of  un- 
employed parents  administered  by  the  quali- 
fied State  agency  which  is  a  party  to  such 
agreement  is  lower  than  the  maximium 
amount  of  benefits  payable  under  such  pro- 
gram for  the  quarter  which  ended  Septem- 
ber 30,  1967. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of 
any  qualified  State  agency  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  and  upon  receipt 
from  it  of  a  list  of  the  names  of  individuals 
re-referred  to  the  Secretary,  furnish  to  such 
agency  the  names  of  each  individual  on  such 
list  participating  in  a  special  work  project, 
under  section  433(a)  (3)  whom  the  Secretary 
determines  should  continue  to  participate  in 
such  project.  The  Secretary  shall  not  com- 
ply with  any  such  request  with  respect  to  an 
individual  on  such  list  unless  such  indi- 
vidual has  been  referred  to  the  Secretary  by 
such  agency  under  such  section  402(a)  (15) 
for  a  period  of  at  least  six  months." 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Department  of  Public  Welfare  was 
given  approval  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  con- 
duct a  demonstration  project  for  work 
experience  and  training  commencing  in 
fiscal  year  1966.  This  project,  entitled 
the  Work  Training  and  Opportunity 
Center — WTOC — is  financed  totally 
from  Federal  funds  under  title  V  of  the 
Economic  Opportunity  Act  and  expires 
in  fiscal  year  1968,  being  limited  to  a  3- 
year  term.  This  program  did  not  have 
as  its  primary  goal  the  reduction  of  the 
ever-increasing  aid  to  the  families  of  de- 
pendent children — AFDC — category  of 
public  assistance.  This  program  had  no 
provision  for  taking  care  of  the  families 
of  unemployed  parents  living  with  their 
children  while  they  were  awaiting  train- 
ing or  who  were  temporarily  unemployed 
but  employable. 

I  proposed  to  the  Senate,  therefore, 
in  my  presentation  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1966  that  a  "temporary  assistance 
program  for  families  of  unemployed 
parents"  be  established  to  cover  this 
need. 

The  Senate  and  Congress  approved  my 
plan  and  the  temporary  assistance  pro- 
gram for  families  of  unemployed  parents 
was  established  under  District  funds. 

This  program  usually  referred  to  under 
its  initials — TAFTJP — provides  for  the 
needs  of  children  when  the  parents  or 
parent,  or  other  recognized  heads  of 
households,  are  employable  but  unem- 
ployed and  are  actively  seeking  employ- 
ment, or  are  waiting  for  acceptance  in 
training  under  title  V  of  the  Economic 


Opportunity  Act  or  other  governmental 
job  training  program.  Thus  there  is  a 
close  link  with  the  Department  of  Pub- 
lic Welfare's  Work  Training  and  Oppor- 
tunity Center  program — title  V.  This 
program — TAFUP — did  not  overlap  the 
center  program  in  that  financial  assist- 
ance, social,  and  job  placement  services 
are  provided  for  families  not  receiving 
public  assistance  and  not  reached  im- 
mediately under  the  Department's  Work 
Training  and  Opportunity  Center  pro- 
gram. Under  this  temporary  assistance 
program,  social  workers  and  job  develop- 
ment and  placement  specialists  worked 
intensively  with  families  and  parents  to 
provide  positive  rehabilitative  services. 

The  major  conditions  of  the  TAFUP 
program  are — 

First.  Temporary  assistance  provided 
to  a  family  does  not  exceed  6  months — 26 
weeks. 

Second.  Assistance  is  not  available  to 
families  receiving  unemployment  com- 
pensation, public  assistance  payments, 
or  families  participating  in  the  Depart- 
ment's Work  Training  and  Opportunity 
Center  program. 

Third.  The  maximum  assistance  pay- 
ment is  $200  per  month,  based  on  the  size 
of  the  family,  and  no  family  receives  a 
higher  payment  than  would  be  received 
by  a  comparable  size  family  under  the 
AFDC  program.  Resources  and  earnings 
are  deducted  as  is  done  under  current  as- 
sistance programs. 

Fourth.  Assistance  payments  are  made 
on  a  weekly  basis,  substantiated  by  a  con- 
tinuing certification  of  eligibility. 

Fifth.  Payments  cease  when  full-time 
employment  is  secured  or  the  head  of 
the  household  is  participating  in  the  De- 
partment's Work  Training  and  Opportu- 
nity Center  program. 

Sixth.  Failure  of  the  head  of  the 
household  to  participate  in  training  of- 
fered or  to  accept  bona  fide  employment 
makes  the  family  ineligible  for  this  pro- 
gram. 

Since  the  District  of  Columbia  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Welfare's  WTOC  pro- 
gram expires  in  fiscal  year  1968,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1968  approved  an  expanded  TAFUP 
program  with  emphasis  on  job  rinding 
and  placement  and  included  funds  to 
contract  for  training.  The  Senate  and 
House  approved  this  plan.  A  new  com- 
ponent of  this  comprehensive  program  is 
to  be  the  temporary  employment  of  re- 
cipients at  prevailing  wage  rates.  The 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  on  page 
153  of  Report  No.  744  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967 — H.R.  12080, 
stated: 

Finally,  it  is  the  understanding  of  the 
committee  that  the  administration  is  going 
to  phase  out  the  work  experience  and  train- 
ing program  under  title  V  of  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act.  Such  action  appears  high- 
ly desirable  inasmuch  as  there  is  much  dup- 
lication between  that  temporary  program  and 
the  permanent  work  training  program  pro- 
vided by  this  committee,  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means,  under  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

In  the  same  Report  No.  744,  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  approved  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  work  incentive  program 
for  individuals  in  families  drawing  AFDC 
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to  be  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Labor  upon  referral  by  the  State  welfare 
agency— see  pages  26,  27,  147  through 
157. 

The  amendment  I  have  offered  pro- 
vides that  the  temporary  assistance  for 
families  of  unemployed  parents  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Pub- 
lic Welfare  will  be  included  in  the  work 
incentive  program  approved  by  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Finance.  I  offer  this 
amendment  because  I  believe  in  training 
and  in  welfare  recipients  returning  to  or 
becoming  a  part  of  the  productive  seg- 
ment of  America. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  amendment 
which  I  am  introducing  fills  a  small  but 
Important  gap  in  the  work  incentive 
program  which  would  be  established  un- 
der the  bill.  The  work  incentive  program 
Is,  in  my  opinion,  one  of  the  most  sig- 
nificant features  of  the  bill  before  us. 
It  has  been  very  carefully  worked  out 
under  the  leadership  and  guidance  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee.  I  believe  the  program 
has  high  chances  of  succeeding  in  reduc- 
ing Federal  expenditures  in  the  pro- 
gram over  the  years  ahead.  Under  the 
work  incentive  program  those  adults  on 
the  AFDC  rolls  would  be  referred  to  the 
Labor  Department  and  placed  in  the 
work  incentive  program.  Under  priority 
one  of  the  program,  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment would  provide  testing  and  counsel- 
ing and  attempt  to  place  the  person  in 
a  regular  job  in  the  regular  economy. 
Under  priority  two  in  the  program  each 
person  who  could  benefit  from  training 
or  work  experience  would  be  furnished 
training  for  jobs  available  in  the  area. 
Under  the  third  priority  those  who  are 
found  not  suitable  for  further  training 
or  who  cannot  be  placed  in  regular  em- 
ployment at  the  time  would  be  placed  in 
special  work  projects.  Under  these  spe- 
cial work  projects  the  Labor  Department 
would  use  the  assistance  payments  which 
would  otherwise  be  paid  to  the  people  in 
the  project  to  subsidize  public  service 
type  work  for  a  public  agency  or  a  non- 
profit agency  organized  for  a  public  pur- 
pose. 

As  I  indicated,  Mr.  President,  the  em- 
phasis on  restoring  people  to  work  in 
the  committee  bill  is  to  be  lauded.  More- 
over, the  committee  has  wisely  estab- 
lished an  earnings  exemption  in  the  pro- 
gram so  that  those  who  do  work  will 
have  some  benefit  for  their  labor.  More- 
over, the  committee  recognized  the  im- 
portance of  furnishing  adequate  day- 
care services  to  the  AFDC  mothers  who 
will  be  referred  to  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  the  work  incentive 
program  in  the  bill  applies  to  the  AFDC 
programs  established  under  title  rv  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  and  is  financed 
in  large  part  by  Federal  funds.  The 
amendment  which  I  have  introduced 
would  also  include  assistance  programs 
which  are  financed  through  Federal  ap- 
propriations but  not  through  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

For  example,  the  District  of  Columbia 
has  a  program  for  temporary  assistance 
to  the  families  of  unemployed  parents 
which  is  not  funded  through  the  Social 
Security  Act  but  which  is,  of  course,  fi- 
nanced by  funds  appropriated  by  the 


Congress.  My  amendment  would  assure 
that  the  recipients  of  this  program  will 
have  the  advantages  which  would  flow 
from  participation  in  all  phases  of  the 
work  incentive  program.  Moreover,  my 
amendment  would  assure  that  this  pro- 
gram, and  the  recipients  under  it,  would 
be  treated  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  a 
regular  AFDC  program  financed  through 
the  Social  Security  Act.  My  amendment 
would  provide  that  the  recipients  under 
the  programs  covered  by  my  amendment 
would  have  the  advantage  of  the  earn- 
ings exemption  provisions  under  the 
committee  bill.  Under  those  provisions 
an  AFDC  recipient  who  takes  a  regular 
job  would  be  able  to  keep  the  first  $50 
of  his  monthly  earnings  plus  50  percent 
of  the  remainder.  Moreover,  the  provi- 
sions requiring  the  Labor  Department, 
rather  than  the  Welfare  Department,  to 
determine  when  an  individual  has  good 
cause  for  not  participating  in  a  program 
would  apply  as  would  the  provisions 
which  would  cut  off  aid  to  an  individual 
who  refused  work  or  training  without 
good  cause  but  not  to  his  children. 

In  addition,  those  recipients  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  program  which 
were  found  suitable  would  participate  in 
the  special  work  projects.  The  assistance 
money  which  would  ordinarily  have  been 
paid  to  these  individuals  would  be  turned 
over  to  the  Labor  Department  just  as  in 
the  case  of  a  regular  AFDC  recipient. 
When  the  assistance  under  the  tempo- 
rary of  District  of  Columbia  program 
would  ordinarily  be  cut  off,  an  individ- 
ual in  a  special  work  project  would  be 
dropped  from  the  project  unless  the  La- 
bor Department  certied  that  it  was  ap- 
propriate for  him  to  continue  in  the  pro- 
gram and  unless  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Welfare  Department  waived  the 
TAFUP  time  limitation  cutting  off  the 
assistance  in  a  particular  case  so  affected 
by  that  limitation.  In  that  event  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  program  would  con- 
tinue to  turn  over  the  assistance  pay- 
ment to  the  Labor  Department  for  use 
in  subsidizing  the  project. 

Mr.  President,  in  summary,  my  amend- 
ment would  allow  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia program  to  participate  in  the  work 
program  under  exactly  the  same  condi- 
tions as  though  it  were  a  regular  AFDC 
program,  and  it  is  designed  to  further 
the  purposes  of  the  work  incentive  pro- 
grams in  the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, [Mr.  Long]  and  Senators  Curtis 
and  Williams  of  Delaware,  are  in  agree- 
ment with  this  amendment — I  having 
previously  discussed  it  with  them — and 
will  interpose  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  he  carries  the 
heavy  burden  of  the  appropriations  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  is  always  very  dili- 
gent in  analyzing  each  bill  as  to  the 
effect  it  would  have,  if  passed,  on  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

The  Senator  has  discussed  this  matter 
with  members  of  the  committee  staff,  and 
also  with  some  of  us  on  the  committee. 
I  am  convinced  that  he  has  a  meritorious 
amendment.  We  certainly  would  want 


the  District  of  Columbia  to  participate 
fully  in  the  work  program  that  the  bill 
provides,  because  we  believe  it  is  desir- 
able to  see  that,  insofar  as  possible,  any- 
one who  has  a  potential  for  work  be 
encouraged  to  accept  constructive  em- 
ployment, and  we  believe  he  would  be 
better  off  because  he  did  so. 

The  Senator,  in  suggesting  that  the 
program  could  be  more  effective  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  has  made  a  worth- 
while suggestion,  and  I  propose  to  sup- 
port his  amendment. 

If  any  Senator  wishes  to  speak  in  op- 
position, I  shall  be  happy  to  yield  him 
time. 

Mi-.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield 
back  any  time  I  may  have  remaining. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re- 
maining time  having  been  yielded  back, 
the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment,  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke!  proposes  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  237,  line  19,  insert  the  words  "or 
part-time"  after  the  words  "full-time". 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  that 
should  be  modified  to  read  "or  part-time 
student  who  is  not  a  full-time  employee." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  modified  accordingly. 

The  amendment  of  Mr.  Brooke,  as 
modified,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  237,  line  19,  after  the  word  "stu- 
dent" insert  "or  part-time  student  who  is  not 
a  full-time  employee". 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  are  all  agreed  that  the  goal  of  welfare 
assistance  is  to  make  as  many  Americans 
as  possible  independent  of  its  benefits. 

Welfare,  as  it  was  originally  conceived, 
was  designed  to  help  those  who,  for  one 
reason  or  another,  could  not  help  them- 
selves. The  first  recipients  of  welfare  were 
those  for  whom  the  community  accepted 
a  legitimate  responsibility:  the  aged,  the 
disabled,  the  unemployed,  and  the  chil- 
dren of  the  unemployed. 

But  in  the  course  of  the  last  decade, 
we  have  seen  the  welfare  roles  increase 
at  an  alarming  rate.  The  number  of  fam- 
ilies receiving  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  has  doubled  in  10  years. 
The  number  of  children  receiving  AFDC 
now  stands  at  close  to  5  million.  The 
unemployment  rate,  while  only  4.3  per- 
cent on  a  national  average,  reaches  30 
percent,  40  percent,  even  50  percent  in 
many  of  our  urban  slums.  Our  city 
schools,  which  should  serve  as  the  key  to 
progress,  have  all  too  often  stood  as  bar- 
riers to  achievement  and  initiative. 

Welfare,  in  and  of  itself,  is  not  desir- 
able, as  those  who  are  its  recipients  are 
generally  the  first  to  acknowledge.  For 
those  who  can  work  or  who  could  work, 
given  the  proper  training  and  opportu- 
nities, there  is  something  about  relief 
which  cripples  the  spirit  and  violates  the 
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recipient's  sense  of  honor  and  self-re- 
spect. Relief  has  not  "work,"  if  by  "work- 
ing" we  mean  offering  some  promise  for 
permanent,  constructive  solutions.  It  has 
relieved  the  desperate  pressures,  but  it 
has  accomplished  little  toward  helping 
those  who  receive  it  to  escape  from  their 
unfortunate  condition. 

Those  Members  of  Congress  who  have 
worked  most  intimately  with  the  legisla- 
tion now  before  us  are  well  aware  of  these 
limitations  of  our  welfare  system.  The 
emphasis  of  the  present  bill  upon  job 
training,  earnings  incentives,  day-care 
and  medical-care  facilities,  and  similar 
self-help  programs,  shows  an  enlightened 
and  essential  awareness  that  welfare 
must  cease  to  be  a  dead  end.  It  must  be- 
come an  avenue  to  a  better  life. 

In  keeping  with  this  goal,  I  am  con- 
vinced that  there  is  one  area  in  the  pres- 
ent legislation  where  one  more  step  in 
the  right  direction  would  reap  returns 
far  in  excess  of  any  potential  costs.  This 
is  in  the  area  of  earnings  exemptions 
under  the  present  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children. 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  versions 
of  the  bill  contain  the  provision  that  all 
earnings  of  children  under  16,  and  all 
earnings  of  children  between  the  ages 
of  16  and  21  who  are  full-time  students, 
can  be  excluded  in  determining  a  family's 
need  for  assistance.  This  is  a  good  pro- 
vision, as  far  as  it  goes.  But  it  does  not 
go  far  enough.  Full  earnings  exemptions 
should  be  allowed  for  part-time  students 
a?  well. 

We  are  not  dealing  with  an  ordinary 
question  of  incentives  when  we  talk  about 
the  children  of  the  slums.  We  are  talking 
about  children  who  have  been  deprived 
from  birth  of  the  necessary  exposure  to 
vocabulary  and  sentence  structure,  who 
have  never  been  encouraged  to  hold  a 
respect  for  learning,  who  have  had  little 
incentive  to  exercise  their  imagination 
and  ambition.  We  are  talking  about  chil- 
dren who  attend  school  for  years  in  run- 
down, overcrowded  buildings,  who  use 
textbooks  and  materials  which  do  not 
deal  with  the  world  as  they  know  it,  and 
therefore  seem  irrelevant.  We  are  deal- 
ing with  children  who  may  never  have 
a  place  to  study,  or  even  to  read  or  to 
think.  These  children  see,  in  the  defeat 
of  their  parents  and  neighbors,  little  in- 
centive to  try  to  improve  their  own  lives. 
Thirty-one  percent  of  the  children  who 
complete  ninth  grade  in  the  schools  of 
our  major  cities  fail  to  receive  their  high 
school  diplomas.  And  the  dropout  rate 
for  the  slum  areas  of  these  cities  is  of 
course  even  higher  than  the  citywide 
average 

Those  city  students  who  do  finish  high 
school  find  themselves  at  an  immediate 
disadvantage  when  they  apply  for  jobs 
or  attempt  to  further  their  education. 
The  instruction  which  they  have  received 
has  not  prepared  them  to  compete  with 
the  graduates  of  advanced  suburban 
schools.  Even  those  who  have  kept  up  all 
through  high  school  may  still  find  that 
they  lack  certain  basic  skills.  Youngsters 
with  a  high  school  diploma  all  too  often 
find  themselves  washing  dishes  or  driv- 
ing cabs  or  working  at  the  variety  of 
part-time  jobs  which  the  large  urban 
centers  offer. 


Many  of  these  youngsters  might  want 
to  take  job  training  or  further  their  edu- 
cation. But  the  odds  are  against  them. 
Vocational  and  technical  schools,  and 
even  secretarial  schools,  are  rarely  lo- 
cated in  the  slums.  Going  to  school  may 
mean  giving  up  an  opportunity  for  a 
part-time  job.  It  may  mean  hours  of 
travel  in  addition  to  hours  of  classwork. 
It  will  certainly  mean  expenses:  tuition, 
books,  transportation,  and  clothes,  often 
amounting  to  several  hundred  dollars  a 
year.  And  it  will  inevitably  mean  being 
placed  in  competition  with  children  from 
more  advantaged  backgrounds. 

Given  all  of  the  environmental  handi- 
caps, it  is  a  rare  young  man  or  woman 
who  will  venture  forth  from  the  slums 
for  further  education.  I  seriously  doubt 
if  many  of  our  most  disadvantaged  young 
people  will  be  tempted  by  a  full  earnings 
exemption  for  full-time  students.  They 
cannot  afford  to  be  full-time  students. 
In  some  cases  their  families  are  depen- 
dent upon  the  extra  wages  they  can  bring 
in,  and  will  not  let  them  be  full-time 
students.  And  in  all  too  many  cases  they 
could  not  keep  up  academically  with  a 
full-time  educational  program. 

But  a  full  earnings  exemption  for 
part-time  students  might  very  well  be 
the  program  for  which  we  are  searching. 
Many  youngsters  who  would  not  go  back 
to  school  full  time  might  be  encouraged 
to  enroll  for  one  or  two  courses  in  a 
vocational  school  or  community  college 
if  they  could  be  assured  that  this  would 
not  adversely  affect  the  family's  income. 
Students  whose  jobs  might  not  enable 
them  to  attend  school  full  time  might 
find  that  they  could  afford  the  time  and 
expense  of  a  part-time  education.  The 
education  which  they  thus  received 
might  easily  be  sufficient  to  enable  them 
to  find  a  steady  job,  to  improve  their 
earning  power,  and  to  at  last  begin  the 
long  trek  out  of  the  slums. 

I  believe  this  program  is  worth  trying. 
I  urge  that  my  amendment,  to  provide  a 
full  earnings  exemption  for  part-time  as 
well  as  full-time  students,  be  adopted. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKE.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKE.  I  yield  the  Senator  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  for  presenting  what  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  a  needed  perfection  of 
the  committee  language  and  intent. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
listed  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  accept  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
as  the  bill  passed  the  House,  it  provided 
that  earnings  of  a  student  during  the 
time  he  was  in  school  would  not  be 


counted.  If  a  young  person  attended 
school  for  9  months  and  was  out  of 
school  during  the  summer  recess,  his 
earnings  during  the  3 -month  period  he 
was  not  attending  school  would  be 
counted  against  the  eligibility  of  the 
family  to  receive  public  welfare  assist- 
ance. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
felt  that  if  a  young  man  or  young  woman 
were  a  full-time  student,  9  months  out 
of  the  year,  that  his  earnings  should  not 
be  counted  for  eligibility  to  receive  aid 
to  dependent  children  merely  because 
the  child  was  working  during  the  sum- 
mer recess.  Therefore,  we  liberalized  the 
House  position  to  exclude  from  consid- 
eration such  earnings  if  the  person  in- 
volved were  a  full-time  student. 

The  Senator  very  properly  raises  this 
question  about  a  person  going  to  school 
who  is  unable  to  attend  school  full  time, 
but  who  does  attend  school  part  time. 

We  would  not  want  to  let  someone 
abuse  the  aid-for-dependent-children 
program  by  means  of  being  a  full-time 
employee  and  holding  a  job,  which  would 
probably  disqualify  the  family  from  re- 
ceiving public  welfare  assistance. 

We  do  believe  the  Senator's  position 
has  merit  insofar  as  it  has  to  do  with  a 
person  who  is  a  part-time  employee  and, 
by  virtue  of  that,  is,  of  course,  able  to 
attend  school  on  a  part-time  basis.  For 
that  reason,  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendment  as  modified.  I  will  be  glad  to 
take  it  to  conference. 

I  believe  that  it  would  add  to  the  area 
of  compromise  that  would  exist  between 
the  House  and  the  Senate  on  this  issue. 
During  the  time  that  intervenes  between 
now  and  the  time  the  conference  is  con- 
cluded, we  could  have  the  advice  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  and  those  who  studied  the  prob- 
lem to  see  what  abuse  they  might  see 
that  we  should  deal  with,  if  we  felt  it 
necessary  to  do  so. 

I  believe  the  amendment  deserves  con- 
sideration, and  I  will  be  glad  to  take  it 
to  conference. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  names  of  the  senior  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Baker]  be  added  as  cosponsors  of  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
if  there  is  no  further  request  for  time, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  456 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  submit  an  amendment  and  ask  that  It 
be  printed  and  lie  on  the  table. 
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The  amendment  has  to  do  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  Government  would 
pay  for  drugs  under  the  medicaid  and 
public  assistance  programs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  is  at  least  one  other  major 
amendment  that  will  be  offered  to  the 
bill  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams].  I  do  not  believe  he  cares  to 
have  a  vote  on  the  amendment  at  the 
present  time.  I  believe  he  prefers  to  offer 
the  amendment  tomorrow.  I  have  not 
had  occasion  to  see  the  amendment. 
However,  I  have  some  idea  of  what  he 
plans  to  offer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  was  planning  to  offer  my 
amendment  tonight  so  that  it  would  be 
the  pending  business  on  tomorow  or,  in 
the  event  I  was  not  here  when  we  ad- 
journed, I  thought  we  could  have  an 
understanding  that  my  amendment 
would  be  offered  at  that  time. 

There  may  be  two  other  amendments 
that  I  know  of,  but  I  hope  they  can  be 
disposed  of  tomorrow. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  hope  that  all  Senators  will  be 
ready  to  offer  their  amendments  and 
have  votes  on  them. 

The  amendment  I  am  submitting  is  a 
major  amendment,  and  the  same  thing 
would  be  true  with  respect  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

I  believe  it  would  be  well  to  have 
these  amendments  printed  so  that  Sen- 
ators can  look  at  them. 

I  am  willing  to  proceed  now  with  my 
drug  amendment,  if  the  Senator  cares  to 
do  business  that  way.  He  probably  pre- 
fers that  his  amendment  be  printed  and 
considered  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  There  is  no  reason 
why  we  cannot  dispose  of  the  amend- 
ments one  after  another. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  many  more  amendments  than  seems 
to  be  the  case  at  the  moment. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris]  will  offer  an  amendment  first. 
Then  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Mil- 
ler] has  another  amendment. 

I  understand  from  the  desk  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott] 
has  two  amendments. 

My  colleague,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  has  another 
amendment. 

The  junior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  has  seven  amendments. 

I  hope  that  we  will  not  take  things 
for  granted  too  soon  and  that,  instead 
of  having  all  these  amendments  printed 
tonight,  as  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
suggested,  he  might  offer  his  amendment 
so  that  it  may  be  disposed  of  and  we  may 
get  out  for  Thanksgiving. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
in  line  with  what  the  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader  has  said,  if  Senators  have 
amendments,  I  want  them  to  keep  In 
mind  that  if  they  are  not  submitted  until 
Wednesday,  there  will  then  be  a  time 


limitation  of  one-half  hour  on  each  side, 
and  the  time  will  be  very  short  on 
Wednesday. 

If  we  think  an  amendment  is  meri- 
torious, we  will  be  glad  to  accept  it.  If  we 
do  not  think  an  amendment  is  meri- 
torious, we  will  oppose  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  if  we  keep  the  amendments 
rolling  this  afternoon,  I  see  no  reason 
why  we  cannot  dispose  of  the  amend- 
ments this  afternoon.  I  have  another 
amendment  which  I  would  like  to  call  up, 
at  least  one,  which  can  be  disposed  of 
without  printing.  But  I  think  there  are 
several  other  amendments. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil- 
liams] has  two  amendments.  I  hope  he 
will  present  them  so  that  the  Senate  can 
keep  moving. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  now  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  25  between  lines  10  and  11  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  following:  "effective 
July  1,  1969,  provide  for  assistance  to  chil- 
dren in  need  because  of  the  unemployment 
of  their  father  as  provided  in  section  407." 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  amend  the  present 
law  in  regard  to  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  so  as  to  make  manda- 
tory what  is  now  permissive  for  the  States 
in  regard  to  aid  to  children  of  unem- 
ployed fathers. 

Present  law  provides  for  Federal 
matching  funds  if  a  State  adopts  such 
a  program  on  a  purely  permissive  basis. 
The  amendment  would  make  the  adop- 
tion of  such  a  program  mandatory  in 
each  of  the  States. 

The  amendment  provides  an  effective 
date  of  July  1,  1969,  but  I  wish  to  make 
it  clear  that  it  is  the  intent  of  myself 
and  the  cosponsors  of  the  amendment, 
who  are  listed  in  the  amendment,  that 
it  should  become  effective  as  rapidly'  as 
possible,  and  that  this  legislative  intent 
is  to  be  governing  upon  both  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
and  the  States. 

The  only  reason  why  the  delayed  effec- 
tive date  is  necessary  is  to  give  States 
an  opportunity  to  change  their  State 
plans  without  taking  away  from  them  in 
the  meantime  the  Federal  matching 
funds  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children,  particularly  States  in  which  the 
legislature  does  not  meet  every  year. 
They,  especially,  will  need  the  additional 
time  in  order  to  change  their  State  plans 
so  as  to  be  in  compliance  with  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  seeks  to  correct  a 
present  serious  defect  in  the  law.  The 
effect  of  the  present  law,  which  in  most 


States  denies  aid  to  dependent  children 
whose  fathers  are  unemployed,  is  to  en- 
courage further  the  breakdown  of  fam- 
ilies, a.ad  illegitimacy. 

As  I  have  traveled  the  United  States 
recently,  visiting  in  the  slums  and  ghet- 
tos of  many  of  America's  cities,  I  have 
found  that  the  welfare  system,  itself,  in 
many  States  encourages  the  breakdown 
of  families,  because  it  requires  that  a 
father  in  a  family,  otherwise  entitled  to 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children, 
but  who  is  unemployed,  leave  his  chil- 
dren and  his  home  so  that  they  may  be 
able  to  receive  assistance.  I  believe  that 
is  a  terribly  detrimental  effect  of  the 
welfare  system  which  must  be  corrected 
immediately. 

There  is  even  more  reason  why  the 
amendment  should  be  adopted  now,  in 
light  of  the  work-training  provisions  in 
the  bill  reported  by  the  committee. 

I  might  say,  Mr.  President,  that  I  of- 
fered the  same  amendment  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  and  it  was  rejected  by 
voice  vote. 

In  the  bill,  we  presently  provide  in- 
centives in  connection  with  new  work- 
training  programs  for  those  receiving  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children. 
Since  an  unemployed  father,  under  the 
mandatory  program  provided  in  the 
amendment,  would  immediately  become 
eligible  for  those  work-training  pro- 
grams— as  a  matter  of  fact,  under  other 
provisions  of  this  bill,  he  would  be  re- 
quired to  go  into  one  of  those  work- 
training  programs  within  30  days  after 
he  begins  to  receive  assistance — there  is 
no  reason  now  why  we  should  not  make 
this  program  for  unemployed  fathers 
mandatory,  uniformly  throughout  the 
States. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  today  estimates  that  the 
cost  of  this  program  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  be  $60  million,  and  to  the 
States  the  cost  would  be  between  $30  mil- 
lion and  $35  million.  However,  my  own 
judgment  is  that  those  figures  are  prob- 
ably high,  by  reason  of  the  work-training 
provisions  which  are  otherwise  in  this 
bill  and  for  which  such  an  unemployed 
father  would  immediately  become  eligi- 
ble. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield  myself  2  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  the  ter- 
rible effects  of  the  present  welfare  sys- 
tems upon  the  family  in  most  of  the 
States — and  I  might  say  that  only  22 
States  to  date  have  adopted  some  kind  of 
program  for  unemployed  fathers  under 
present  permissive  provisions  of  the 
law — there  is  another  effect,  the  fact  that 
the  lack  of  uniformity  in  welfare  laws 
among  the  various  States  is  a  contribut- 
ing factor  to  the  rural-to-urban  migra- 
tion of  our  population  which  has  oc- 
curred so  rapidly  within  recent  years 
and  which  has  exacerbated  the  prob- 
lems of  our  cities. 

In  the  decade  between  1950  and  1960, 
11  million  Americans  moved  from  rural 
areas  and  small  towns  to  the  cities,  and 
that  movement  is  still  going  on  at  the 
rate  of  500.000  to  600,000  per  year.  Since 
1950,  5,300,000  poor,  largely  Southern 
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Negroes  have  moved  from  rural  areas  and 
small  towns  to  the  large  cities,  and  this 
fact  is  a  part  of  the  present  problems  we 
face,  of  a  very  deep  crisis  nature,  in  most 
of  the  cities  of  America. 

While  the  effect  of  the  welfare  system 
and  the  lack  of  uniformity  among  the 
various  States,  particularly  with  regard 
to  unemployed  fathers,  may  not  be  a 
major  factor,  it  is  nevertheless  a  con- 
tributing factor  in  the  migration  of  pop- 
ulation; and  the  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment would  tend  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion. 

Therefore,  for  those  reasons — first,  in 
order  to  help  strengthen  families  rather 
than  tear  them  down,  as  present  welfare 
systems  do  in  most  States;  second,  to 
tend  toward  slowing  down  the  rural-to- 
urban  migration  of  population,  and, 
third,  to  allow  these  men,  under  this 
mandatory  system  in  each  State,  to 
thereby  become  eligible  for  the  new  work 
training  provisions  of  this  bill — I  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
lent,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
require. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  directs  his 
amendment  at  a  point  in  the  law  that 
does  not  appear  logical  with  regard  to 
a  great  many  States. 

In  the  case  of  a  family  with  children, 
where  the  father  is  unemployed,  the 
family  is  not  eligible  for  welfare  assis- 
tance if  the  father  is  less  than  65  years 
of  age  and  able  bodied.  If  the  father 
abandons  his  family,  the  mother  could 
seek  aid  for  the  dependent  children 
and  obtain  welfare  assistance.  It  is 
argued  that  the  welfare  law  tends  to 
work  out,  in  that  regard,  as  an  incentive 
to  break  up  families  and  to  break  up 
homes. 

In  1962  Congress  passed  a  law  that 
provided  that  families  could  be  eligible 
for  welfare  assistance  for  aid  to  depen- 
dent children  where  there  was  an  un- 
employed parent  in  the  home,  and  22 
States  have  taken  advantage  of  the  law 
in  the  5  years  it  has  been  on  the  stat- 
ute books.  That  means  that  28  States 
have  not  elected  to  take  advantage  of  it. 

Personally,  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  the  22  States  which  took  advantage 
of  the  law  did  the  right  thing.  I  believe 
that  it  is  logical  to  support  the  Senator's 
argument  in  that  regard,  on  the  merits. 

It  is  fair  to  ask  whether  we  want  to  tell 
the  28  States — a  majority  of  the  States 
of  the  Union — which  did  not  elect  to  take 
advantage  of  the  law  that  as  a  condition 
of  having  a  program  of  this  type,  they 
must  do  what  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa believes  they  would  be  wise  to  do, 
and  what  I  agree  would  be  a  wise  course 
for  the  States  to  follow,  if  they  were  so 
disposed. 

This  matter  was  considered  in  the 
committee.  The  committee  was  im- 
pressed by  the  fact  that  the  cost  esti- 
mate was  $60  million,  as  the  Senator  has 
correctly  stated.  The  vote  was  by  a  voice 
vote  or  by  a  show  of  hands,  and  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  commit- 
tee did  not  believe  that  this  proposal 
should  be  added  to  the  bill. 

It  Is  fair  to  ask  whether  we  want  to 
require  a  majority  of  the  States  to  do 


something  they  have  a  right  to  do  and 
have  elected  not  to  do  over  a  period  of  5 
years.  Upon  that  basis,  I  would  be  re- 
luctant to  vote  for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  perhaps  some  Senators 
feel  more  strongly  about  this  matter  than 
I  do.  If  any  Senator  cares  to  express 
himself  with  regard  to  the  matter  I  would 
be  happy  to  yield  to  him  at  this  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  is  the  position  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  would  per- 
sonally expect  to  support  the  view  of 
the  majority  of  the  committee  that  in- 
asmuch as  28  States  have  not  elected  to 
avail  themselves  of  this  right  to  make 
aid  to  dependent  children  available 
where  there  is  an  unemployed  parent  in 
the  family,  that  then,  in  view  of  the  cost, 
we  should  not  require  States  to  do  it; 
it  would  be  voluntary  with  the  States. 
They  could  do  it  in  their  programs.  That 
was  the  view  of  the  majority  of  the 
committee. 

I  have  considerable  sympathy  for  the 
position  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
on  the  merits  of  his  argument.  I  do  think 
that  there  is  a  fair  question  whether  we 
would  want  to  make  the  majority  of  the 
States  do  something  they  had  a  right 
to  do  and  which  they  have  elected  not 
to  do. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  if  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  committee 
will  yield  further,  it  would  be  my  opinion 
that  we  should  reject  the  amendment, 
for  this  reason.  The  program  is  available. 
The  Federal  funds  are  there.  The  Federal 
Government  has  done  its  part.  Now,  with 
fewer  than  one-half  of  the  States  avail- 
ing themselves  I  doubt  that  we  should 
make  it  mandatory  on  all  of  the  States. 
If  we  were  dealing  with  a  recalcitrant 
few  and  the  predominant  and  sizable 
majority  of  the  States  supported  this 
proposal,  then  we  might  consider  com- 
pelling States  to  comply.  However,  to  do 
it  at  this  point  certainly  would  be  com- 
pelling the  majority  to  do  that  which 
only  the  minority  has  elected  to  do. 

I  would  support  the  position  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, another  argument  that  was  made 
in  our  committee  to  reject  the  amend- 
ment at  that  time  was  that  28  States 
which  do  not  have  similar  programs 
would  be  automatically  disqualified  until 
their  legislatures  were  back  in  session  to 
get  the  matter  worked  out.  If  this  pro- 
posal were  going  to  be  considered,  it 
should  be  considered  separately  so  that 
States  could  come  in  and  present  plans. 
If  the  Senate  were  to  agree  to  the  pro- 
posal, it  should  be  with  adequate  time  for 
States  to  bring  themselves  into  compli- 
ance. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  names  of 
the  following  Senators  who  assisted  in 
the  preparation  and  presentation  of  this 
amendment  be  added  as  cosponsors  of 


the  amendment:  Senators  Clark,  Hart, 
Hartke,  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts, 
Kennedy  of  New  York,  Pell,  Javits, 
Mondale,  Morse,  Williams  of  New  Jer- 
sey, and  Yarborotjgh. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

I  think  that  of  all  the  amendments  be- 
ing considered,  and  I  include  the  amend- 
ments I  am  recommending,  there  is  not 
a  more  important  measure  than  this 
amendment. 

We  are  all  concerned  that  over  the 
period  of  the  last  few  years  there  has 
been  a  breakdown  of  the  family  unit,  the 
fact  that  the  family  unit  has  meant  less 
and  less,  that  there  have  been  fewer 
family  ties,  and  fewer  ties  to  the  father. 
The  father  means  less  today  in  the 
household  than  he  did  20  years  ago  and 
this  is  particularly  true  insofar  as  the 
impoverished  and  the  poor  are  con- 
cerned. 

One  of  the  basic  problems  of  the  poor 
has  been  our  welfare  program  over  the 
last  30  years.  We  have  handed  out  wel- 
fare payments  to  those  who  are  poor. 
We  thought  that  would  satisfy  the  prob- 
lem and  that  was  all  we  needed  to  do. 

However,  a  basic  part  of  the  problem 
has  been  the  breakup  of  the  family  unit. 
They  were  unable  to  receive  the  welfare 
payment  unless  the  father  left  the  house. 
There  were  no  jobs  for  the  father,  so 
that  to  receive  payments  in  order  that 
the  children  might  eat  and  the  young 
members  of  the  family  might  survive,  the 
father  had  to  leave  the  house.  There  was 
the  question  of  the  natural  inclinations 
of  the  man  and  woman.  Children  con- 
tinue to  be  born,  and  it  has  turned  out 
that  a  high  percentage  of  the  children 
born  in  these  areas  of  the  United  States 
are  illegitimate. 

First,  the  father  was  unable  to  get  a 
job  because  we  would  not  provide  suffi- 
cient jobs  for  them  in  those  areas  of  our 
urban  cities.  Second,  we  made  it  impos- 
sible for  the  wife  and  the  children  to 
receive  money  from  the  welfare  program 
unless  the  father  had  left  the  house.  This 
has  been  one  of  the  basic  reasons  that 
this  program  has  not  been  as  effective 
and  as  successful  in  the  past  as  it  should 
have  been. 

I  think  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  goes  to  the  heart  of  the 
problem  by  providing  the  strength  of  the 
family  unit  and  by  providing  the  family 
will  be  paid  if  the  father  stays  with  the 
family,  and  the  children  will  receive 
money  not  only  when  the  father  leaves 
the  house. 

I  do  not  agree  with  the  argument  that 
is  sometimes  made  that  we  are  going  to 
pay  only  in  the  case  of  children  who  are 
hungry  if  they  are  illegitimate.  In  the 
present  situation  we  make  it  a  premium 
for  the  father  to  leave  the  house.  Under 
our  present  system  in  the  United  States, 
in  the  case  of  the  family  that  is  poor,  if 
the  children  are  illegitimate  and  the 
father  has  left  the  house,  the  family  will 
do  much  better.  I  think  that  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  has  recognized  that.  His 
amendment  goes  to  the  heart  of  this 
problem.  It  would  make  programs  much 
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more  effective  in  the  future  and  it  would 
make  the  family  unit  mean  something. 
The  father  would  stand  for  something. 

We  can  all  be  appalled  at  statistics 
which  show  that  last  year  50  percent  of 
all  children  who  were  born  in  Harlem 
Hospital,  which  has  a  high  rate  of  wel- 
fare patients,  were  illegitimate.  In  the 
Baltimore  City  Hospital,  which  also 
serves  the  poor  primarily,  72  percent  of 
the  children  born  last  year  were 
illegitimate. 

One  of  the  basic  reasons,  and  the 
argument  that  one  hears  over  and  over 
again,  is  that  the  father  cannot  find  a 
job  and  the  children  cannot  get  help 
from  the  welfare  department  unless  the 
father  leaves  the  home.  So  the  child  goes 
out  and  protects  the  door  to  see  whether 
the  guard  is  going  to  come  in  so  that  his 
father  can  come  home  occasionally  to 
see  the  wife,  and  then,  there  are  more 
illegitimate  children. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  make  the  father  responsible  and 
receive  the  training  which  is  outlined 
in  the  program.  That  is  extremely  im- 
portant. Also  we  should  make  it  pos- 
sible for  the  father  to  stay  in  the  house, 
to  try  to  find  a  job,  and  for  the  children 
to  receive  aid  and  assistance  during  that 
period  of  time.  This  proposal  goes  to  the 
heart  of  the  problem. 

In  my  judgment,  one  of  the  basic  rea- 
sons we  have  had  crime,  lawlessness,  and 
disorder  in  the  United  States  has  been 
the  breakdown  of  the  family  unit.  The 
only  way  to  deal  with  that  problem  is  to 
deal  with  the  problem  of  welfare  and  the 
basic  problem  of  permitting  the  father 
to  stay  in  the  house  and  look  out  for  his 
children.  If  he  is  having  difficulty  receiv- 
ing employment  or  training,  the  children 
should  receive  subsistence  during  that 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  Who  yields 
time? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  York  if  the  State  of 
New  York  has  this  program. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  is  one 
of  the  first  States  to  do  so.  Approxi- 
mately 28  States  do  not. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  Senator  cited  in- 
stances of  births  in  hospitals  in  New 
York.  The  adoption  of  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  would  have 
no  bearing  on  this  problem. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  would. 
It  is  not  understood  among  the  welfare 
recipients  and  potential  recipients  in  the 
country.  Mitchell  Ginsberg,  who  is  the 
commissioner  of  welfare  in  New  York, 
has  pointed  out  that  only  one-half  of 
the  people  eligible  for  welfare  in  New 
York  apply  for  it.  There  is  a  lack  of 
understanding  and  a  lack  of  comprehen- 
sion. Thus,  it  is  generally  accepted  that 
if  the  father  lives  in  the  house  the  fam- 
ily cannot  receive  welfare  payments. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  That  is  not  true  in  New 
York. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  is  not 
true,  but  there  is  a  lack  of  understand- 


ing. If  we  agree  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  there  will  be 
understanding,  not  only  in  New  York 
but  across  the  country,  to  the  effect  that 
the  family  unit  means  something  and 
that  we  expect  the  father  to  remain  In 
the  house  and  to  support  and  take  care 
of  the  children  and  give  the  family  di- 
rection. Those  things  do  not  exist  under 
our  program  at  the  present  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  recognized  for  3 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  As  the  Senator  from  New 
York  has  just  said,  I  think  this  is  an  ex- 
tremely serious  defect  in  the  present  wel- 
fare system.  We  affluent  Americans  can- 
not have  it  both  ways.  We  cannot  say 
that  people  are  to  be  condemned  for  the 
breakdown  of  their  families  on  the  one 
hand  and  then,  by  our  vote,  continue  a 
system  in  most  of  the  States  which  en- 
courages the  breakdown  of  families. 

I  was  in  a  midwestern  city  recently, 
walking  through  the  slums  and  talking 
to  the  inhabitants  there,  and  I  came  upon 
a  group  of  young  men  between  the  ages 
of  18  and  25,  about  15  in  number,  out 
of  work,  unemployed,  but  looking  for 
jobs. 

I  talked  to  them  personally.  Their 
greatest  cry  was  for  jobs,  and  the  ability 
to  make  a  living  for  themselves  and  their 
families.  Most  of  them  were  fathers.  One 
young  man  was  the  father  of  five,  an- 
other the  father  of  three.  They  kept  say- 
ing to  me,  "I  need  a  job.  Can't  you  help 
us  get  jobs?" 

I  talked  to  a  young  social  worker  there, 
as  we  walked  away,  and  asked  him,  "How 
are  the  families  of  these  young  men  liv- 
ing?" He  told  me  that  they  did  not  live 
in  that  area  of  town,  that  they  came  from 
another  area,  but  that  they  must  stay 
away  from  their  families  and  their  homes 
in  order  for  their  families  to  eat,  so  that 
their  families  would  not  starve. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  something  des- 
perately wrong  with  an  American  sys- 
tem which  encourages  fathers  to  leave 
their  homes. 

I  beg  of  Senators,  with  this  opportu- 
nity now  at  hand,  to  reform  this  terrible 
defect  in  our  welfare  laws. 

Now  is  the  time  to  do  it. 

I  can  understand  the  arguments  used 
in  the  past  against  making  this  manda- 
tory on  the  States,  but  those  arguments 
no  longer  have  the  validity  they  had,  if 
they  ever  had  much  validity — and  I 
think  they  had  very  little.  Because,  hav- 
ing written  into  this  law  the  work-train- 
ing provisions,  we  can  now,  with  this 
amendment,  let  the  unemployed  fathers 
take  advantage  of  the  work-training  pro- 
visions in  the  bill.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
under  other  provisions  of  the  bill,  as  I 
said  earlier,  within  30  days  after  they 
go  on  the  assistance  rolls,  as  a  result  of 
this  amendment,  they  will  have  to  be- 
come a  part  of  the  work-training  pro- 
grams of  the  bill,  either  on  jobs,  or  train- 
ing, or  other  work-training  provisions 
in  the  bill. 

This  is  a  highly  important  provision 
that  needs  to  be  adopted  and  needs  to 


be  adopted  now.  In  my  judgment,  the 
costs  will  be  negligible  against  the  ter- 
rible, deleterious  effects  the  present 
system  has  on  the  family. 

I  hope,  therefore,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  1  addi- 
tional minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized 
for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Jobs  are  the  most  des- 
perate need  of  the  poor  in  this  coun- 
try, as  well  as  training  for  the  poor — 
training  and  jobs  where  the  poor  peo- 
ple are  located.  There  are  simply  not 
enough  jobs  to  go  around.  That  is  why 
we  have  to  have  the  work-training  pro- 
visions of  the  bill,  and  the  additional 
provisions  are  needed  in  the  law  for  the 
use  of  sub-professionals  in  almost  all 
areas  of  our  public  life  and  also  the  sub- 
sidization of  private  industry  for  em- 
ployment and  training  of  the  poor. 

I  give  one  Dlustration.  Out  in  Watts, 
where,  a  short  time  ago,  that  terribly 
tragic  riot  occurred,  Aerojet  General,  a 
private  company,  in  doing  what  other 
private  industries  must  do  and,  hope- 
fully, will  do,  started  a  plant  to  build 
military  tents. 

The  company  now  hires  425  persons. 
The  initial  employment  was  for  75.  They 
advertised  to  fill  75  jobs.  They  received 
applications  totaling  not  75,  but  5,500 — 
from  people  who  wanted  to  go  to  work 
and  needed  to  go  to  work. 

Mr.  President,  for  all  these  reasons,  I 
think  it  is  imperative  that  America  face 
this  problem  squarely  today  and  elim- 
inate this  terrible  deficiency  in  the  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  HollingsI, 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Nelson],  the  Senator  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  are  neces- 
sarily absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  is  paired  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee].  If  pres- 
sent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Flor- 
ida would  vote  "nay"  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  would  vote  "yea." 


S 16820 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  November  20,  1967 


On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  SmathersL  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfiel'd], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Mur- 
phy], and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  "yea"  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  39, 
nays  36,  as  follows: 

[No.  334  Leg.] 
YEAS — 39 


Javits 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Kuchel 

Long,  Mo. 

Magnuson 

Mansfield 

McGovern 

Mclntyre 

Metcalf 

Mondale 

Monroney 

Morse 

NAYS — 36 

Eastland 

Ellender 

Ervin 

Fannin 

Fulbright 

Griffin 

Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hruska 
Jordan,  Idaho 
Lausche 
Long,  La. 


Moss 

Muskie 

Pastore 

Pell 

Percy 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Randolph 

Ribicoff 

Symington 

Ty  dings 

Williams,  N.J. 

Yarborough 


McClellan 

Miller 

Montoya 

Morton 

Pearson 

Russell 

Smith 

Spong 

Stennis 

Thurmond 

Williams,  Del. 

Young,  N.  Dak. 


NOT  VOTING— 25 


Aiken 

Baker 

Bayh 

Brewster 

Brooke 

Burdick 

Case 

Clark 

Harris 

Hart 

Hartke 

Inouye 

Jackson 


Allott 

Anderson 

Bartlett 

Bennett 

Bible 

Boggs 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Church 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Dominick 


Byrd,  Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Fong 
Gore 

Gruening 
Hansen 

So  Mr.  Harris'  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
asked  for  this  time  to  make  an  an- 
nouncement that  I  believe  will  be  of  in- 
terest to  the  Senate. 

Tomorrow  there  will  be  offered  an 
amendment  that  will  give  Senators  an 
opportunity  to  vote  for  the  House  bill 
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as  it  relates  to  the  benefit  increase,  the 
tax  rate,  and  the  wage  base  to  which  it 
is  applied. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
reported  a  bill  that  would  give  everyone 
affected  a  12y2-percent  increase.  After 
a  great  deal  of  work  under  the  direction 
of  their  chairman,  Mr.  Mills,  they  found 
that  that  increase  could  be  financed  with 
an  ultimate  maximum  tax  per  employee 
of  $448.40. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  not 
only  recommended  a  higher  level  of 
benefits,  but  financing  so  arranged  that 
Senators  who  vote  for  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  bill  will  be  voting  for 
an  ultimate  maximum  employee  tax  of 
$626.40,  and  that  maximum  will  be 
reached  in  1980,  while,  under  the  House 
bill,  it  will  be  reached  7  years  later. 

The  House  increase  in  benefits  amounts 
to  a  substantial  raise.  On  all  other  mat- 
ters, such  as  corrective  amendments  here 
and  there  in  the  medicare  provisions,  I 
do  not  disturb  the  provisions  of  the  Sen- 
ate bill;  but  I  shall  give  the  Senate  an 
opportunity  to  vote  on  the  level  of  bene- 
fits and  the  wage  base  and  tax  rate  pro- 
vided in  the  Mills  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  449 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  449,  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  449)  of  Mr. 
Allott  is  as  follows: 

On  page  82,  between  lines  10  and  11,  in- 
sert the  following: 

"BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  ADOPTED  CHILDREN 

"Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  202(d)(9)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended — 

"(1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  subparagraph  (D),  and  inserting  in  lieu 
of  such  period  ';  or',  and 

"(2)  by  adding  after  and  below  subpara- 
graph (D)  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"'(E)  was  legally  adopted  by  such 
individual — 

"'(i)  in  an  adoption  which  took  place 
under  the  supervision  of  a  public  or  private 
child-placement  agency, 

"'(ii)  in  an  adoption  decreed  by  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  within  the  United 
States, 

"  '(iii)  on  a  date  immediately  preceding 
which  such  individual  had  continuously  re- 
sided for  not  less  than  one  year  within  the 
United  States; 

"'(iv)  at  a  time  prior  to  the  attainment 
of  age  18  by  such  child.' 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  bene- 
fits payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  months  after  February  1968, 
but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act." 

On  page  213,  line  15,  insert  "114,"  immedi- 
ately after  "113,". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield 
himself? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  might  say,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, ?t  is  not  my  intention  to  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  this  amendment. 
The  manager  of  the  bill  has  indicated 


some  favorable  attitude  toward  it,  and  I 
shall  make  only  a  very  short  statement. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  Senate  is  aware, 
the  natural  children  of  disabled  persons 
are  eligible  to  receive  social  security 
benefits.  These  children  are  eligible  to 
receive  benefits  without  regard  to  the 
date  upon  which  the  disabled  person  be- 
came eligible  to  receive  disability  bene- 
fits from  social  security.  The  law  is  much 
more  restrictive,  however,  with  regard  to 
the  ability  of  adopted  children  of  dis- 
abled persons  to  receive  benefits.  At  the 
present  time,  the  Social  Security  Act 
prohibits  the  payment  of  benefits  to  a 
child  adopted  by  a  disabled  person  if 
the  child  was  adopted  more  than  2 
years  after  the  person  became  eligible  to 
receive  disability  benefits  from  social  se- 
curity. As  I  understand  it,  the  present 
provision  of  the  law  was  originally 
drafted  in  this  rather  unyielding  and  ar- 
bitrary fashion  because  of  a  concern  that 
there  might  otherwise  be  an  effort  by 
disabled  persons  to  abuse  the  benefit 
provisions  of  the  law  if  they  were  able 
to  adopt  children  at  any  time  after  they 
became  entitled  to  benefits.  Thus,  the 
dependency  concept  with  regard  to  adop- 
tive children  has  always  been  much  more 
limited  than  it  has  with  regard  to  natu- 
ral children  of  disabled  persons.  Experi- 
ence has  shown,  however,  that  this  con- 
cern over  the  possible  abuse  of  the  law 
with  regard  to  adopted  children  was 
never  justified,  and  that  this  limitation 
has  created  undue  hardships  and  diffi- 
cult circumstances  for  the  bona  fide  ef- 
forts of  disabled  persons  to  find  some 
financial  assistance  from  social  security 
after  they  have  adopted  children.  Ar- 
bitrary laws  can  lead  to  inequitable  and 
oftentimes  absurd  results.  This  has  cer- 
tainly been  the  experience  with  this  par- 
ticular provision  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

This  situation  seems  most  unfortunate 
to  me  and  contrary  to  good  public  policy. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  have  offered 
the  amendment  which  is  now  pending 
before  the  Senate.  This  amendment 
would  provide  an  exception  to  the  present 
rule  regarding  adoption  of  a  child  by  a 
person  who  gets  social  security  disability 
benefits.  Under  my  amendment,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  provisions  of  the  present  law, 
a  child  who  is  adopted  by  a  person  re- 
ceiving disability  benefits  could  qualify 
for  child's  benefits  if  first,  the  adoption 
took  place  under  the  supervision  of  a 
public  or  private  child  placement  agency ; 
second,  the  adoption  was  decreed  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  within 
the  United  States;  third,  the  adopting 
parent  had  continuously  resided  within 
the  United  States  for  not  less  than  1 
year;  and,  fourth,  the  child  was  adopted 
prior  to  the  time  he  reached  the  age  of  18. 

Mr.  President,  under  date  of  Novem- 
ber 20,  1967, 1  have  received  a  memoran- 
dum from  Mr.  Robert  J.  Myers,  chief 
actuary  of  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration, which  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  Myers  assures  me 
that  the  estimated  cost  factor  for  the 
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adoption  of  this  amendment  is  negligible. 
There  are  two  reasons  why  this  is  true. 
At  present,  the  average  monthly  benefit 
of  a  child  of  a  disabled  social  security 
beneficiary  is  $32.29.  Thus  it  is  clear  that 
the  eligibility  of  certain  adopted  children 
to  receive  social  security  benefits  under 
the  provisions  of  my  amendment  will  not 
require  the  institution  of  a  massive  pro- 
gram of  extensive  increases  in  social  se- 
curity benefits.  We  are  here  concerned 
with  a  small,  definable  group  of  disabled 
individuals  who  need  our  help.  A  benefit 
of  $32.29  per  month  to  help  support  a 
child  is  not  going  to  tempt  one  to  abuse 
the  law  in  order  to  adopt  a  child.  Surely 
the  cost  of  raising  a  child  is  more  than 
this,  particularry  for  those  disabled  per- 
sons who  sustain  so  much  more  in  the 
way  of  hardship  and  expense. 

The  second  reason  why  this  amend- 
ment has  a  negligible  cost  factor  is  due 
to  the  limitations  which  have  been  im- 
posed by  the  language  of  the  amend- 
ment itself.  The  amendment  would  pro- 
vide assistance  only  for  good  faith  adop- 
tions by  residents  of  the  United  States. 
The  amendment  is  offered  with  the  in- 
tent to  create  a  more  equitable  limita- 
tion to  the  present  law  with  regard  to 
the  ability  of  disabled  persons  to  adopt 
children  after  they  have  become  entitled 
to  receive  social  security  benefits.  The 
adoption  of  this  amendment  will  only 
help  assure,  as  all  Americans  have  the 
right  to  be  assured,  that  Congress  is  con- 
tinuously striving  to  enact  reasonable  and 
equitable  social  security  legislation. 

I  believe  that  acceptance  of  this 
amendment  will  permit  a  small  number 
of  children  to  secure  the  love  and  affec- 
tion that  goes  with  the  life  of  a  family 
unit.  I  ask  this  body  to  pause  a  moment 
to  consider  the  negligible  cost  that  would 
be  required  to  provide  a  certain  amount 
of  help  and  happiness  for  those  children 
who  might  otherwise  miss  this  oppor- 
tunity. 

In  his  letter  to  me,  Mr.  President,  Mr. 
Myers  makes  this  statement : 

The  estimated  level-cost  would  be  negligi- 
ble [i.e.,  less  than  .005  To  of  taxable  payroll.] 

I  hope,  Mr.  President — and  I  see  the 
distinguished  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill  are  both  present  on  the  floor — 
that  the  amendment  will  be  accepted. 
Exhibit  1 

November  20,  1967. 
Memorandum  from:  Robert  J.  Myers,  chief 
actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 

Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  amendment  No. 
449,  submitted  by  Senator  Allott. 

This  memorandum  will  give  a  cost  estimate 
for  Amendment  No.  449  (which  would  amend 
H.R.  12080),  submitted  by  Senator  Allott. 
This  amendment  would  modify  the  Old-Age, 
Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance  system 
by  making  eligible  for  child's  benefits  a"  child 
adopted  by  a  disability  insurance  beneficiary 
(i.e.,  a  disabled  worker)  under  several  re- 
strictive provisions  as  to  the  adoption. 

This  amendment  would  result  in  only  rela- 
tively small  additional  cost  to  the  system. 
The  estimated  level-cost  would  be  negligible 
(i.e.,  less  than  .005%  of  taxable  payroll) .  The 
annual  cost  in  the  early  years  of*  operation 
would  be  less  than  $5  million. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Colorado. 


Mr.  DOMTNICK.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  consponsor  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Colorado. 

I  think  It  would  correct  inequities 
which  have  been  in  the  section  up  to 
date.  I  can  foresee  and  as  a  matter  of 
fact  know,  of  certain  cases  where  fami- 
lies with  both  adopted  and  natural  chil- 
dren under  these  types  of  circumstances 
find  that  they  can  get  benefits  for  their 
natural  children  and  cannot  get  them 
for  adopted  children.  Ji  does  not  seem 
to  me  that  that  is  .equitable    or  fair. 

For  that  reason,  and  because  the  cost 
is  a  negligible  amount,  I  am  happy  to 
support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  shield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  from  -Colorado  for 
offering  the  amendment. 

It  so  happens  that  I  know  of  at  least 
two  occasions  on  which,  in  all  good  faith, 
small  children  have  been  adopted  and  a 
hardship  has  been  worked. 

I  join  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Ham- 
shire  may  be  fisted  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska, 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  examine  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  have  discussed  it  with  Mr. 
Robert  Myers,  whose  cost  estimate  has 
heretofore  been  placed  in  the  Record  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment  will  not 
invite  abuses.  I  believe,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  it  will  take  care  of  some  very  worthy 
cases,  although  they  are  not  very  many 
in  number. 

I  think  that  Congress  can  rely  on  the 
fact  that  the  adoption  of  children  is  not 
taken  lightly  by  the  courts.  Neither  is  the 
adoption  of  children  taken  lightly  by 
public  and  private  child  placement  agen- 
cies. I  think  those  two  conditions  can 
only  be  met  when  there  are  other  sub- 
stantial reasons  for  the  adoption. 

I  do  not  believe,  therefore,  that  agree- 
ment to  this  amendment  would  invite 
abuses  in  that  people  would  use  the 
adoption  route  in  order  to  increase  their 
benefits  under  the  program. 

It  is  my  hope  that  we  can  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  appre- 
ciate very,  much  the  remarks  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  may  have  the  atten- 
tion of  the  manager  of  the  bill  for  a 
moment,  I  ask  if  he  has  any  disposition 
with  respect  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  had  occasion  to  look  at  the 


amendment  and  the  members  of  my  staff 
have  undertaken  to  study  it. 

The  amendment  does  have  merit.  It 
would  be  worthy  of  the  consideration  by 
the  Senate.  I  personally  would  have  no 
objection  to  taking  the  amendment  to 
conference. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  very  much. 
I  am  trying  to  facilitate  and  speed  up  the 
consideration  of  the  pending  bill. 

I  would  not  want  the  fact  that  a  roll- 
call  is  not  had  on  the  amendment — and 
I  indicated  to  several  of  my  colleagues 
that  I  would  not  ask  for  one — to  indicate 
that  the  Senate  treated  the  matter 
lightly. 

Frankly,  this  was  brought  to  my  atten- 
tion by  the  very  unfortunate  case  of  a 
veteran  who  became  disabled  in  1957  and 
was  a  quadriplegic,  meaning  that  he  has 
no  use  of  either  arms  or  legs. 

He  was  married  in  1964.  More  than  2 
years  after  that,  his  adopted  child  is  un- 
able to  receive  these  benefits  that  nat- 
ural children  receive. 

I  think  that  the  limitation  which  I 
have  placed  on  the  amendment  will  keep 
the  amendment  from  ever  being  abused. 
If  it  were  abused,  I  would  be  the  first  to 
ask  for  a  modification  of  the  amend- 
ment, 

I  appreciate  the  support  of  the  Sena- 
tor. If  the  Senator  is  ready  to  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  his  time,  I  am  willing 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  know  of  no  reason  why  the 
amendment  should  not  be  agreed  to. 

As  far  as  I  know,  of  the  Senators  who 
are  present,  I  know  of  no  one  who  is 
opposed  to  the  amendment.  I  think  the 
Record  should  indicate  that  a  substan- 
tial number  of  Senators  were  present 
at  the  time  of  the  consideration  of  the 
amendment  and  the  general  view  was 
that  the  amendment  has  merit. 

We  will  be  happy  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment. If  the  House  has  some  reason  to 
object,  we  will  find  out  about  that  when 
we  meet  with  their  conferees,  and  we 
will  have  a  further  chance  to  consider 
it  at  that  time. 

I  think  the  amendment  is  meritorious. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  state 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  385,  line  19,  strike  out  "and". 

On  page  386,  line  4,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and". 

On  page  386,  between  lines  4  and  5,  insert 
the  following: 

"(14)  provides  that  acceptance  of  family 
planning  services  provided  under  the  plan 
shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  indi- 
vidual to  whom  such  services  are  offered  and 
shall  not  be  a  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for 
or  the  receipt  of  any  service  under  the  plan." 

On  page  390,  strike  out  line  21  and  insert 
the  following:  "other  reasons  beyond  his 
control.  Acceptance  of  family  planning  serv- 
ices provided  under  a  project  under  this  sec- 
tion (and  section  512)  shall  be  voluntary  on 
the  part  of  the  individual  to  whom  such 
services  are  offered  and  shall  not  be  a  prereq- 
uisite to  the  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of 
any  service  under  such  project." 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  technical  amendment  to  the  social 
security  bill  regarding  the  voluntary 
character  of  family  planning  programs. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee,  in 
adopting  a  number  of  amendments  to 
the  social  security  bill  for  voluntary 
family  planning  programs,  intended  to 
include  statutory  language  to  insure 
that  family  planning  services  provided 
under  the  act  would  be  wholly  voluntary 
and  would  not  be  made  a  prerequisite 
to  receipt  of  any  other  services  or  finan- 
cial assistance.  Due  to  a  drafting  error, 
this  statutory  language  was  included 
only  in  the  public  welfare  amendments, 
but  was  not  repeated  in  the  maternal 
and  child  health  provisions  in  title  V 
of  the  Social  Security  Act.  Since  it  was 
clearly  the  intent  of  the  committee  that 
all  family  planning  services  made  avail- 
able under  the  act — whether  under  pub- 
lic welfare  or  maternal  and  child  health 
programs — would  be  wholly  voluntary, 
it  is  necessary  to  repeat  this  statutory 
language  in  two  additional  places  in  the 
present  bill.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  being  offered  today. 

I  ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  whether  he  will  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  purpose  of  the  committee  was  that 
family  planning  should  be  offered  on  a 
voluntary  basis.  On  page  227  of  the  com- 
mittee bill,  with  regard  to  the  public  wel- 
fare program,  we  do  include  that  affirma- 
tive statement. 

The  Senator  feels  this  should  also  be 
included  in  the  part  of  the  bill  that  deals 
with  maternal  and  child  health  care.  We 
do  so  state  in  the  committee  report.  If 
the  Senator  thinks  it  should  also  be  in 
the  bill,  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Maryland. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Maryland. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  is  recognized. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  the  so- 
cial security  bill  now  before  the  Senate 
contains  provisions  which,  in  my  judg- 
ment, are  among  the  most  important 
measures  which  this  Congress  can  enact 
for  waging  the  war  against  poverty. 
These  provisions  will,  when  enacted  by 
the  Congress,  mark  the  first  significant 
involvement  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  provision  of  voluntary  family  plan- 
ning services  to  poor  persons  who  want, 
but  cannot  now  afford  to  obtain,  such 
services. 

This  historic  step  is  due,  in  great 
measure,  to  the  foresight  of  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee,  Senator  Russell  Long,  who 
took  the  leadership  in  his  committee  for 
the  adoption  of  these  provisions  which  I 
proposed  as  amendments  to  the  bill.  The 
f  amily  planning  services  made  possible  by 
these  provisions  will  bring  incalculably 
great  benefits  both  to  the  families  who 
participate  in  the  programs  and  to  our 
society  generally,  and  the  expense  of  the 
program  will  be  many  times  less  than  the 
tax  dollars  we  will  save  in  welfare  costs 
and  the  other  vast  social  costs  of  un- 
wanted children  of  poverty. 

Let  me  briefly  summarize  the  amend- 
ments which  the  committee  adopted. 
First,  the  bill  now  provides  that  family 
planning  services  must  be  wholly  volun- 
tary, and  may  not  be  a  prerequisite  to 
eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  any  other  serv- 
ice or  financial  assistance.  This  principle 
is  of  vital  importance  and  accordingly  it 
is  proper  that  it  be  spelled  out  specifically 
in  the  statute.  Second,  the  bill  now  ear- 
marks funds  for  family  planning  serv- 
ices, so  that  these  funds  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred to  other  programs  but  must  be 
spent  on  these  services  alone.  This  will 
insure  that  the  mandate  of  Congress  to 
establish  family  planning  programs  will 
be  carried  out.  Third,  the  bill  substan- 
tially expands  the  funds  which  will  be 
available  for  family  planning  services.  In 
fiscal  year  1969,  $15  million  will  be  ear- 
marked for  this  program.  This  sum  will 
rise  in  fiscal  1970  to  $46.5  million,  in 
fiscal  1971  to  $72  million,  in  fiscal  1972 
to  $77  million,  and  in  fiscal  1973  to  $22 
million. 

This  substantial  expansion  of  funds 
means  that  money  will  be  available,  for 
trie  first  time,  to  meet  the  needs  for  fam- 
ily planning  services  among  those  who 
now  want  but  cannot  afford  them.  Ac- 
cording to  estimates  which  have  been 
endorsed  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  there  are  pres- 
ently approximately  5-million  women  of 
child-bearing  age  who  want,  but  cannot 
afford,  family  planning  services.  To  pro- 
vide a  woman  with  family  planning  serv- 
ices costs  approximately  $20  each  year, 
both  for  provision  of  information,  medi- 
cal supervision  and  medical  supplies. 
Thus,  it  will  cost  about  $100  million  each 
year  to  reach  those  who  need  the  serv- 
ices. With  contributions  from  State  and 
local  governments  and  from  private 
sources,  the  funds  which  these  amend- 
ments to  the  social  security  bill  makes 
available  should  be  able,  in  a  relatively 


brief  time,  to  reach  virtually  all  those  in 
need. 

It  is  vitally  important  that  this  job  be 
done.  It  is  now  indisputably  clear  that  a 
major  factor  among  the  causes  of  poverty 
is  family  size  beyond  that  which  the  fam- 
ily desires  or  can  afford.  The  importance 
of  this  factor  was  recognized  by  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  in  establishing  a 
family  planning  program  as  one  of  the 
special  national  emphasis  programs  con- 
ducted by  the  Office  of  Economic  Oppor- 
tunity. Thus  the  problem  has  been  recog- 
nized. Now  we  must  provide  the  funds  to 
meet  this  problem. 

By  the  action  we  are  about  to  take  un- 
der the  social  security  bill,  the  challenge 
now  clearly  falls  primarily  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare.  Under  this  bill,  he 
will  have  the  funds  to  make  a  significant 
advance  against  poverty  in  this  country. 
This  challenge  must  be  met. 

In  the  past,  I  have  been  critical  of 
HEW  for  failing  to  give  this  program  the 
priority  which  it  requires.  Just  2  weeks 
ago,  a  report  by  an  HEW  consultant,  Dr. 
Oscar  Harkavy  of  the  Ford  Foundation, 
was  made  public.  Dr.  Harkavy's  report 
concluded  that  HEW  had  failed  to  give 
clear  or  strong  leadership  to  the  family 
planning  program,  and  that  the  program 
suffered  from  lack  of  funds  nad  person- 
nel. Publication  of  this  report,  and  the 
approval  of  my  family  planning  amend- 
ments by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
came  at  virtually  the  same  time.  In  effect, 
an  executive  agency  acknowledgment  of 
the  problem  and  the  solution  to  that 
problem  have  now  coincided.  Dr.  Har- 
kavy's report  gives  a  blueprint  for  action, 
and  action  will  now  be  possible  when  the 
Congress  approves  my  amendments  as 
adopted  by  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee. 

Officials  of  HEW  have  informed  me 
that  the  Department  supported  approval 
of  my  amendments  in  the  executive  ses- 
sions of  the  Finance  Committee,  and  I 
am  delighted  to  learn  of  this.  Their  sup- 
port demonstrates,  I  believe,  that  the 
mandate  of  Congress  to  expand  family 
planning  services  to  reach  all  those  in 
need  will  be  fully  and  sympathetically 
met.  We  shall  expect  nothing  less. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Utah,  I  wish  to 
point  out  that  we  will  never  make  a  dent 
in  the  welfare  program  of  this  country 
until  we  provide  family  planning  services 
and  medical  supplies  to  the  poor  people 
in  this  country  who  want  to  plan  and 
have  a  reasonably  planned  family  and 
cannot.  With  illegitimacy  on  the  rise 
throughout  the  country,  I  believe  that 
the  action  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  the 
Committee  on  Finance  came  not  a  mo- 
ment too  soon.  Perhaps  in  years  to  come 
we  will  note  that  the  amendments  which 
were  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance may  be  more  important  to  curb 
the  spiraling  costs  of  welfare  than  the 
hundreds  of  millions  and  literally  billions 
of  dollars  voted  and  appropriated  under 
welfare  costs  for  the  last  5  years,  since 
aid  to  dependent  children  was  originally 
established. 

I  congratulate  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  for  his  leadership  in 
this  field. 
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Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  join  with 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  in  hailing  the 
adoption  by  the  Committee  on  Finance 
of  his  amendment  requiring  States  to 
offer  family  planning  services  to  welfare 
recipients,  and  making  matching  Fed- 
eral funds  available  to  finance  this  work. 

This  is  an  enlightened  and  far  reach- 
ing move.  Family  planning  is  one  of 
the  most  pressing  needs  of  our  times. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  about 
the  desirability  of  making  family  plan- 
ning information  available  to  all  persons 
who  wish  to  have  it.  People  at  all  finan- 
cial levels  of  our  society  should  have  the 
right  to  plan  the  size  of  their  family. 

Family  planning  information  is  avail- 
able to  people  in  the  middle  and  higher 
income  brackets,  but  all  too  often  people 
in  the  lower  income  brackets  do  not 
have  it  and  do  not  know  where  to  get  it, 
or  if  they  do,  planning  aid  is  priced  be- 
yond their  means.  Unwanted  children 
result  in  poverty,  delinquency,  and  other 
deplorable  moral  and  social  conse- 
quences. 

The  language  of  the  amendment  has 
been  carefully  drawn — no  one  would  be 
coerced  in  any  way  to  plan  family  size — 
no  one  would  be  given  birth  control  in- 
formation which  was  at  variance  to  per- 
sonal moral  convictions.  The  individual 
would  have  to  seek  the  information. 

We  talk  a  great  deal  about  the  popu- 
lation explosion  all  around  the  world, 
and  the  dangers  it  heralds  for  civiliza- 
tion. By  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Maryland, 
which  embraces  the  language  of  his  bill 
which  I  was  happy  to  cosponsor,  we  take 
a  giant  step  forward  toward  meeting 
the  population  explosion  in  our  own 
country.  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  most 
significant  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Finance  Committee,  and  I  commend 
them  and  ask  that  the  Senate  accept  it. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
for  his  leadership  in  this  matter,  and  I 
also  commend  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  for  accepting  the 
amendment  and  steering  It  through 
the  committee  and  bringing  it  to  us 
In  the  bill.  I  agree  that  this  is  a  great 
step  forward. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Senator  from  Maryland  was 
very  kind  in  commenting  on  the  part 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  played 
in  pressing  for  the  favorable  considera- 
tion of  the  amendments  to  which  the 
Senator  has  referred. 

Of  course,  my  action  in  the  commit- 
tee largely  resulted  from  hearing  the 
speeches  delivered  by  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  and  hearing  his  testimony 
belore  the  committee.  He  made  a  com- 
pelling case  with  respect  to  poor,  igno- 
rant people  who  have  many  children  but 
are  in  no  position  to  care  for  them.  The 
situation  requires  that  those  people  be 
given  family  planning  servicei  and  ap- 
propriate attention. 


I  believe  the  Senator  has  met  every 
reasonable  and  logical  argument  that  has 
been  made  against  his  position,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  that  in  the  future  the  wel- 
fare rolls  will  be  tremendously  reduced 
as  a  result  of  responsible  parenthood 
and  appropriate  family  planning  services 
for  poor  and,  in  many  instances,  illiter- 
ate people  who  never  have  had  available 
the  type  of  advice  and  help  that  is  avail- 
able to  people  who  are  in  a  better  finan- 
cial position. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  and  commend  the  distin- 
guished Junior  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Tydings]  for  his  leadership  in  pro- 
viding a  strong  program  for  family  plan- 
ning for  recipients  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children.  This  bill,  S.  1503, 
of  which  I  was  a  cosponsor  has  been  in- 
corporated into  the  Finance  Committee's 
recommendations  for  amendments  to  the 
public  assistance  programs. 

Family  planning  is  an  area  where  our 
State,  Federal  and  local  governments 
have  been  remiss.  I  know  of  instances 
where  social  workers  were  prohibited 
from  informing  welfare  recipients  of 
family  planning  services,  even  when  the 
recipient  asked  for  this  information. 
Family  planning  is  a  necessary  comple- 
ment to  the  war  on  poverty  effort;  it  is 
a  program  which  provides  the  individual 
with  the  information  necessary  for  her 
to  make  a  choice  as  to  whether  she 
wishes  to  have  more  children  and  when 
she  wishes  to  have  them. 

Social  workers  have  told  me  the  sad 
tales  of  women  who  have  come  to  them 
in  despair  because  they  have  just  discov- 
ered they  are  about  to  have  another 
child.  The  mother  does  not  want  this 
child  and  it  will  merely  act  as  a  burden 
on  her  and  the  rest  of  her  family.  Mr. 
President,  there  must  be  some  program 
made  available  to  these  women  to  give 
them  access  to  information  regarding 
family  planning  and  let  them  make  up 
their  own  mind  as  to  whether  they  want 
more  children. 

While  I  never  would  advocate  a  pro- 
gram of  forced  or  even  "suggested" 
planned  parenthood,  I  certainly  feel 
every  person  has  a  right  to  know  what 
services  are  available,  and  what  family 
planning  is.  This  bill  provides  a  maxi- 
mum amount  of  protection  to  the  indi- 
vidual woman  who  is  a  welfare  recipient. 
There  is  statutory  language  protecting 
the  woman  from  any  coercion  on  the 
part  of  the  welfare  agency. 

Mr.  President,  again  I  wish  to  con- 
gratulate the  Senator  from  Maryland 
and  the  Finance  Committee  for  their 
concern  about  this  problem  and  the  leg- 
islation that  they  included  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  unfin- 
ished business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  Chair  lays  before  the 
Senate  the  unfunished  business,  which 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in 
benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  as- 
sistance program  and  programs  relating 
to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  453 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  amendment  No.  453. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  state  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  73,  beginning  on  line  21  with 
"and",  strike  out  all  through  "1971,"  on  page 

74,  line  1,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "and  be- 
fore January  1,  1972". 

On  page  74,  line  5,  strike  "1970"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "1971",  and  on  lines  4  and  8, 
renumber  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  as  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3),  respectively. 

On  page  74,  strike  out  lines  18  and  19,  and 
on  line  20,  strike  out  "1969  and  1970"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1968,  1969,  1970,  and 
1971". 

On  page  74,  line  23,  strike  out  "years  1971 
and  1972"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "year 
1972". 

On  page  74,  on  lines  22  and  25,  and  on  page 

75,  on  line  3.  renumber  paragraphs  (3),  (4), 
and  (5)  as  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4), 
respectively. 

On  page  75,  strike  out  lines  11  and  12,  and 
on  line  13  insert  in  lieu  of  the  words  "1969 
and  1970"  the  words  "1968,  1969,  1970,  and 
1971". 

On  page  75,  line  15,  strike  out  "years  1971 
and  1972"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "year 
1972". 

On  page  75,  on  lines  14,  16,  and  19  renum- 
ber paragraphs  (3),  (4),  and  (5)  as  para- 
graphs (2),  (3),  and  (4),  respectively. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  yeas  and 
nays,  Mr.  President. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, this  amendment  is  very  simple. 
Under  the  bill  there  will  be  paid  out  in 
the  calendar  year  1968  some  $3.5  billion 
in  benefits.  The  bill  would  raise  $1.6  bil- 
lion in  taxes  with  the  effective  date  of 
the  major  part  of  the  tax  increase  de- 
ferred until  1969,  or  60  days  after  the 
election. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is 
merely  to  advance  the  date  so  that  the 
effective  date  for  increased  taxes  would 
be  the  same  as  the  date  of  the  increased 
benefits  under  the  pending  bill. 

The  Senate  bill  delays  those  benefits 
until  March  while  the  House  bill  pro- 
vided for  an  effective  date  in  January. 
This  proposal  would  make  the  date  for 
both  the  benefits  and  the  taxes  January 
1,  1968. 

Under  this  proposal,  instead  of  having 
a  bill  that  would  be  described  as  a  fly- 
now-and-pay-later  plan,  it  would  pro- 
vide that  we  pay  as  we  go.  This  is  in  line 
with  what  the  President  said  he  wanted; 
namely,  fiscal  responsibility. 

Here  is  a  chance  for  the  Senate  and 
the  administration  to  approve  the  prin- 
ciple of  sound  financing. 
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In  his  discussion  with  congressional 
leaders  yesterday  the  Budget  Director 
placed  great  emphasis  upon  the  fact  that 
it  is  obligatory  upon  the  Government  to 
make  payments  out  of  the  trust  fund  as 
a  result  of  action  by  the  Congress. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  Con- 
gress has  not  taken  final  action  on  this 
bill.  It  is  before  us  today.  If  we  agree  to 
this  amendment  it  would  mean  that  we 
would  be  financing  substantially  all  the 
benefits  that  would  be  paid  out  in  calen- 
dar year  1968.  If  we  do  not  agree  to  the 
amendment  the  net  effect  of  the  bill  as 
reported  by  the  committee  is  that,  in  the 
calendar  year  1968,  $1.9  billion  more  in 
benefits  would  be  paid  out  than  would  be 
collected  through  additional  taxes;  in 
1969,  $3.2  billion  more  in  benefits  would 
be  paid  out  than  would  be  collected  in 
taxes;  in  1970,  under  the  bill,  $3.1  billion 
more  would  be  paid  out  than  would  be 
collected  in  taxes;  or,  altogether,  in  that 
3-year  period,  $8.2  billion  more  would  be 
paid  out  in  new  benefits  than  would  be 
collected  in  new  taxes. 

Certainly  at  a  time  when  we  are  con- 
fronted with  the  threat  of  inflation  and 
at  a  time  when  we  are  considering  a  sur- 
tax of  10  percent  or  more  to  combat  in- 
flation Congress  and  the  administration 
would  not  advocate  or  support  a  proposal 
which  would  pour  this  $8  billion  of  new 
spending  into  the  economy  during  the 
next  3 -year  period. 

This  proposal  is  the  same  as  the  one 
first  adopted  in  committee  by  a  vote  of 
10  to  6,  although  I  regret  to  say  that  the 
vote  was  later  rescinded. 

The  adoption  of  the  amendment  will 
not  raise  any  additional  taxes  over  the 
long  run,  because  under  the  pending 
bill,  while  taxes  are  deferred  for  the 
calendar  year  1968,  leaving  the  payroll 
tax  at  4.4  percent,  nevertheless  the  rate 
is  advanced  from  4.8  percent,  which 
would  be  the  prevailing  rate  in  1971,  to 
5.2  percent.  So  the  extra  0.4  of  1  percent 
will  be  picked  up  in  1971. 

The  amendment  would  kick  off  the  in- 
crease in  1971  and  if  adopted  would 
make  the  rate  of  4.8  percent  applicable 
beginning  January  1,  1968.  It  would  pre- 
vail all  the  way  through  to  1972  without 
the  additional  increase  provided  in  the 
committee  bill.  So  the  long-range  effect 
would  be  the  same,  but  it  would  put  Con- 
gress in  the  position  of  being  more 
fiscally  responsible  by  voting  a  tax  in- 
crease to  take  effect  the  same  day  that 
the  benefits  would  become  effective. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  political  hy- 
pocrisy for  Congress  to  approve  a  $5  bil- 
lion or  a  $6  billion  bill  that  provides  for 
benefits  to  go  into  effect  8  months  before 
an  election  but  for  the  tax  to  pay  for 
them  to  go  into  effect  60  days  after  the 
election.  As  the  President  himself  has 
said,  we  want  some  fiscal  responsibility 
and  some  truth  in  Government.  Con- 
gress is  the  place  to  get  it.  I  hope  the 
administration  means  what  it  says,  if 
so  it  will  support  the  amendment. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
when  the  House  of  Representatives  voted 
additional  benefits  it  took  into  account 
the  fact  that  the  surplus  flowing  into  the 
social  security  funds  would  be  about 
$4.1  billion.  The  original  estimate  was 


slightly  higher,  but  the  adjusted  figure 
now  is  about  $4.1  billion. 

The  additional  benefits  which  the 
House  proposed  reduced  the  surplus 
going  into  the  funds  from  $4.1  billion  to 
about  $2.1  billion,  a  reduction  of  approxi- 
mately $2  billion.  The  Senate  committee 
voted  to  raise  the  wage  base  and  thus 
increase  the  tax  money  coming  in  by  an 
amount  adequate  to  pay  for  all  the  addi- 
tional benefits  for  which  the  Senate  had 
voted. 

Now  the  Senator's  amendment  would 
seek  to  raise  taxes  to  pay  for  most  of 
the  benefits  which  the  House  voted.  That 
means  we  would  be  asking  the  working- 
man  to  pay  this  additional  tax  of  $32  a 
year.  The  additional  tax  in  the  first  year 
would  be,  instead  of  $62  extra,  it  would 
be  $94  extra  for  a  workingman,  in  1968. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  would 
result  in  a  very  regressive  tax.  It  would 
impose  a  tax  that  is  not  needed  because 
the  surplus  flowing  into  the  fund  would 
be  about  $2.2  billion  under  the  bill  re- 
ported by  the  committee. 

In  my  judgment; — and  this  is  also  the 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Dem- 
ocrats on  the  Finance  Committee,  in  fact 
all  the  Democrats,  we  thought  that  the 
social  security  tax  should  not  be  used  to 
balance  the  budget  or  for  general  fiscal 
purposes.  We  thought  that  the  social 
security  tax  should  be  used  only  to  carry 
the  social  security  program,  that  the  so- 
cial security  funds  should  be  kept  sound, 
and  used  only  to  pay  social  security 
benefits. 

If  we  want  to  have  a  tax  for  fiscal  pur- 
poses, in  order  to  try  to  balance  the 
budget  or  to  fight  inflation,  then  it 
should  be  one  of  the  less  regressive  and 
more  progressive  taxes,  which  have  more 
regard  for  the  ability  of  a  person  to  pay 
taxes. 

This  particular  tax  does  not  take  into 
account  the  individual  needs  of  the  peo- 
ple. The  amendment  will  hit  the  poor 
harder  than  any  tax  the  Government 
has  ever  levied. 

Therefore,  if  Senators  want  to  vote  an 
additional  tax  based  on  the  argument  so 
ably  made  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
I  want  the  senators  to  know  that  I  think 
that  to  boost  the  tax  in  1968,  beginning 
in  January,  another  $32,  to  make  it  a  $94 
increase  in  the  tax  on  the  workingman's 
salary,  is  both  unwise  and  unnecessary. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  urge  that 
the  Senate  vote  the  amendment  down. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDENT  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  expressed 
his  great  concern  for  the  workingman. 
He  refers  to  this  wage  tax  as  being 
regressive  and  as  an  obnoxious  tax  and 
uses  all  the  adjectives  he  can  think  of 
to  express  his  great  concern  for  the 
workingman. 

I  point  out  that  his  sympathy  for 
these  wage  earners  extends  only  until 
after  the  votes  have  been  counted  next 
November,  and  then  in  January  1969,  60 
days  after  the  election,  this  same  tax 
which  he  has  described  will  go  into  ef- 
fect along  with  additional  taxes  under 


this  bill  to  make  up  for  the  deficiency 
created  before  the  election. 

Let  us  face  it.  The  Senator  is  correct 
that  a  majority  of  the  Members  rejected 
this  pay-as-you-go  plan  but  they  ac- 
cepted it  first.  Then  some  of  them  said, 
"Next  year  is  election  year.  We  have  got 
to  face  the  voters.  We  cannot  face  them 
with  a  tax  increase."  Therefore  the  ef- 
fective tax  increase  was  postponed  until 
after  the  election. 

They  want  to  face  the  voters  with 
boasts  of  all  the  benefits  they  have  voted 
for  and  then  lay  on  the  taxes  after  the 
election  to  pay  for  those  benefits. 

I  say,  let  us  have  fiscal  responsibility. 
Let  us  make  the  tax  and  the  benefits 
both  effective  the  same  date. 

If  we  do  not  have  the  nerve  to  vote  for 
the  tax,  which  we  know  is  in  the  bill,  if 
we  are  not  willing  to  put  the  tax  on  and 
face  the  voters  with  that  tax  before  elec- 
tion day  then  do  not  brag  so  much  about 
the  benefits.  Such  action  is  political 
hypocracy. 

I  have  said  so  many  times  that  the 
same  Senators  who  stand  on  platforms 
and  brag  to  their  constituents  about 
what  they  have  given  them  should  also 
say  to  their  constituents,  "Look  at  the 
taxes  I  have  put  on  you  to  pay  for  all 
these  benefits." 

Under  the  committee  bill,  even  if  we 
reject  this  amendment,  that  tax  is  still 
there;  it  is  only  being  delayed  until  after 
election.  Under  the  Hartke-Long  pro- 
posal the  tax  goes  up  rapidly  after  the 
1968  election.  Eventually  it  shows  an  in- 
crease of  over  $300  per  man  by  1980.  In 
some  cases  there  will  be  a  115-percent 
increase  in  the  payroll  tax  under  the 
Hartke-Long  plan,  but  they  have  been 
very  careful  that  the  increased  tax  does 
not  go  into  effect  until  after  the  election 
next  year. 

The  argument  is  made  that  the  House 
did  not  have  such  an  effective  date,  so 
why  should  we.  That  reminds  me  of  what 
I  used  to  tell  my  father  when  I  was  a 
little  boy  and  got  into  trouble.  I  always 
said  it  was  the  other  child's  fault.  He  told 
me  to  answer  for  my  own  responsibility, 
and  he  would  take  care  of  the  others. 

I  point  out  that  we  are  not  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  We  are  voting 
on  a  bill  which  is  before  the  Senate  and 
which  includes  the  House  bill  as  amended 
by  the  Senate.  This  bill  provides  for  $3:2 
billion  in  additional  benefits  in  9  months 
of  1968  as  compared  to  existing  law  with 
the  most  of  the  tax  to  pay  for  these 
benefits  being  deferred. 

The  suggestion  is  made  that  the  Sen- 
ate bill  is  not  much  more  expensive  than 
the  House  bill  for  the  first  year.  That  is 
true  only  by  comparing  9  months  bene- 
fits under  the  Senate  bill  after  with  the 
cost  of  the  12  months'  benefits  under  the 
House  bill. 

This  is  juggling  the  dates  and  the 
figures  in  order  to  arrive  at  an  answer. 
When  all  is  said  and  done,  if  the  bill 
which  is  before  the  Senate  is  passed,  it 
will  pump  $8  billion  more  into  the  econ- 
omy than  would  be  pumped  in  if  there 
were  no  bill  at  all.  There  is  no  man  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  who  can  con- 
tradict that  statement.  That  is  in  the 
committee  report.  It  is  there.  The  tax  to 
pay  for  the  extra  benefits  is,  likewise,  in 
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the  committee  bill,  but  the  effective  tax 
is  deferred.  Voters  should  have  an  op- 
portunity to  vote  in  1968,  an  election 
year,  for  various  Senators  and  for  Presi- 
dent, with  full  knowledge  of  the  impact 
of  the  tax.  To  do  otherwise  is  political 
cowardice. 

If  Senators  do  not  have  the  nerve 
to  put  on  the  tax  the  same  day  as  the 
benefits  become  effective  then  they 
should  not  go  out  and  brag  so  much 
about  what  they  are  doing. 

All  the  adjectives  which  are  being  used 
about  this  being  a  regressive  tax,  an  un- 
fair tax,  an  extra  burden  on  the  poor 
workingman  are  equally  applicable  when 
the  tax  goes  into  effect  after  the  elec- 
tion. I  have  seen  so  many  crocodile  tears 
being  shed  that  I  am  beginning  to  think 
I  should  get  my  overshoes  to  wade 
around  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
Fortunately,  they  are  evaporating  as 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, that  chart  shows  that  under  the 
committee  plan,  while  the  lower  bracket 
workingman,  with  whom  they  are  sym- 
pathizing, would  not  pay  increased  taxes 
in  1968,  after  1968  he  will  be  hit  with 
substantially  increased  wage  taxes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 

Let  the  Senate  be  fiscally  responsible. 
Certainly  at  a  time  when  we  are  going 
to  be  asked  for  a  tax  increase  of  10  per- 
cent or  more,  we  cannot  afford  to  be 
approving  a  measure  which  will  put  out 
an  additional  $2  billion  in  the  economy 
in  1968 — that  is  what  this  bill  does — 
without  providing  the  tax  for  it  at  the 
same  time. 

This  amendment  would  move  the  tax 
date  forward  to  raise  approximately  $1.4 
billion  to  $1.5  billion  of  the  $1.9  billion 
extra  benefits,  or  practically  put  it  in 
balance  for  the  first  calendar  year. 

If  there  is  any  concern  on  the  part  of 
Congress  about  inflation,  and  surely 


fast  as  they  fall  because  they  are  so 
fictitious. 

If  the  advocates  of  this  tax  program 
are  so  concerned  about  the  workingman 
the  way  to  show  it  is  to  stop  spending. 
They  are  not  benefiting  the  workingman 
by  making  him  pay  later.  He  is  not  as 
big  a  fool  as  they  think  he  is.  He  is 
going  to  realize  the  truth. 

Since  so  much  has  been  said  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  about  sym- 
pathy for  the  poor  workingman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  chart  showing 
the  advance  in  tax  rates  under  the 
Hartke-Long  plan  as  it  would  be  under 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee. 
I  ask  that  the  chart  for  1967  on  through 
1968  be  printed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


there  must  be  some  concern  in  the  light 
of  what  happened  over  the  weekend  in 
Great  Britain,  certainly  it  is  time  for  us 
to  start  exercising  some  degree  of  fiscal 
responsibility  and  put  these  measures  on 
a  pay-as-you-go  basis.  By  all  means  let 
us  not  display  our  cowardice  by  provid- 
ing benefits  as  close  to  election  as  we  can 
and  then  projecting  the  tax  to  60  days 
after  the  votes  are  counted. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  best  argument  for  what  the  Senator 
contends  is  "fiscal  responsibility"  is  in 
terms  of  wanting  to  use  the  social  se- 
curity program  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  by  putting  more  funds  in  it  than 
are  needed  for  paying  out  the  benefits 
without  a  regressive  tax.  The  Senator's 
amendment  would  be  a  step  in  that  di- 
rection. It  might  set  the  stage  for  turn- 
ing down  the  President  on  a  tax  increase 
that  would  be  proposed  by  the  President 
with  respect  to  the  income  tax,  if  the 
House  takes  up  such  a  bill. 

If  one  wants  to  look  at  social  security 
in  terms  of  a  system  which  pays  its 
way,  then  here  is  the  report,  on  which 
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both  the  Republicans  and  the  Democrats 
base  their  recommendations.  This  is  a 
long-range  cost  study  which  was  updated 
to  January  1  of  this  year.  What  it  says  is 
that  no  matter  how  one  estimates  the 
cost,  the  trust  fund  is  projected  to  in- 
crease continuously,  reaching  a  level  of 
$250  billion  under  the  high  cost  estimate, 
and  even  higher  levels  under  the  inter- 
mediate and  lower  cost  estimates. 

Looking  at  it  in  any  way,  the  fund 
ends  up  with  a  surplus  of  more  than  $250 
billion  in  the  year  2000,  which  is  not  so 
far  away  when  we  think  in  terms  of 
actuarial  studies.  The  study  says,  in 
effect,  that  32  years  from  now,  at  the 
rate  wa  are  going  and  at  the  same  tax 
levels,  we  will  have  $250  billion  in  that 
fund. 

We  could  have  been  paying  those  funds 
out  in  benefits — if  we  had  not  wanted 
to  keep  them  in  the  trust  fund — for  bene- 
fits that  the  people  need  to  remove  some 
from  poverty,  and  to  help  others  meet 
their  living  expenses. 

Based  on  that  report,  the  ranking  Re- 
publican member  on  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  Representative  John 
Byrnes,  of  Wisconsin,  the  counterpart 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  on  this  side,  in  the  last  session 
of  Congress  offered  a  proposal,  nominally 
with  the  support  of  all  Members  on  his 
side,  recommending  that  there  be  an  8- 
percent  across-the-board  increase  in 
social  benefits  with  no  tax  increase  what- 
ever because,  as  stated,  in  the  study, 
"These  studies  show  that,  on  actuarial 
balance,  the  fund  is  overfinanced." 

So,  we  could  vote  an  8-percent  in- 
crease in  benefits  and  do  it  responsibly 
without  a  raise  in  taxes  if  we  are  just 
looking  at  the  ability  of  the  fund  to  pay 
for  the  benefits. 

The  House  sent  us  a  bill  on  the  as- 
sumption— which  is  correct — that  the 
present  program  is  overfinanced,  and  it 
proceeds  to  use  the  overfinancing  to  pay 
for  increased  benefits.  Therefore,  when 
they  sent  the  bill  to  us,  we  could  not 
say  it  was  overfinanced,  because  the 
House  had  used  the  surplus  funds  to 
furnish  their  benefits.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  wants  to  overfinance  the  trust 
fund  in  the  bill  again  by  increasing  the 
taxes  by  about  $1.4  billion  starting  in 
January  1968. 

The  best  argument  for  the  Senator's 
proposal  might  be  that  it  might  help 
balance  the  Federal  budget  in  other  re- 
spects, but  it  certainly  is  not  needed  for 
the  social  security  trust  funds.  It  is  my 
thought  and  judgment  that,  if  we  want 
to  vote  a  tax  increase  to  balance  the 
budget,  we  ought  to  do  it  in  a  fiscally 
proper  manner,  and  not  let  the  social 
security  taxes  bear  the  burden  of  carry- 
ing out  general  fiscal  policy. 

The  only  other  purpose  would  be  to 
make  the  program  unpopular  by  making 
the  tax  higher  in  the  hope  that  we  will 
lose  support  among  the  rank  and  file 
of  the  people  who  will  have  to  pay  more 
out  of  their  salaries. 

Under  the  bill  as  we  reported  it,  the 
cost  has  been  increased  somewhat;  but 
the  way  we  report  the  bill,  there  will  be 
a  surplus  of  $2.2  billion  from  taxes  col- 
lected over  and  above  benefits  paid  out. 
We  think  that  is  enough  of  an  increase 
in  the  funds. 


OLD-AGE,  SURVIVOR  ,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  RATES,  BASE,  AND  LIABILITY 
APPLICABLE  TO  EMPLOYEES;  SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME;  1937-80  AND  AFTER 1 


Years 


Rate 

(per-  Base 2 
cent) 


$3,000 


Wage  or  salary  income 


$5,000    $6,000    $8,000    $10,000  $12,000 


Roosevelt  administration:  1937-45    1 

Truman  administration: 

1945-49    1 

1950     1.5 

1951-52      1.5 

Eisenhower  administration: 

1953    ---  1.5 

1954     _.  2 

1955-56..    ---   2 

1957-58    2.25 

1959     2.5 

1960   _   3 

Kennedy  administration: 

1961.      3 

1962      3.125 

1963     3.625 

Joh  nson  administration: 

1964-65    3.625 

1966     4.2 

1967       4.4 

Hartke-Long  tax  plan: 

1968      4.4 

1969-70     4.8 

1971      5.2 

1972     5.2 

1973-75       5.65 

1976-79    5.7 

1980  and  after     5.8 


$3,000   $30.00       $30   $30.00   $30.00   $30.00     $30.00  $30.00 


3,000 
3, 000 
3, 600 

3,600 
3,600 
4, 200 
4,200 
4,  800 
4,  800 

4, 800 
4,  800 
4,  800 

4,800 
6,600 
6, 600 

8, 000 


10,  800 
10, 800 
10,  800 
10,  800 


30.  00 
45.  00 
45.  00 

45.  00 
60.  00 
60. 00 
67.50 
75.  00 
90.  00 

90.  00 
93.75 
103.  75 

108.  75 
126.  00 
132.  00 

132.  00 
144.  00 
156.  00 
156.  00 
169.  50 
171.00 
174.  00 


30 
46 
54 

54 
72 
811 
911 
100 
120 


30.  00 
45.  00 
54.  00 

54. 00 
72.00 
84.  00 
94.  50 
120.  00 
144.  00 


120  144.00 
125  150.00 
145  174.00 


145 
168 
176 

176 

192 
208 
208 
226 
228 
232 


174.  00 

210.  00 
220.  00 

220.  00 
240.  00 
260.  00 
260.  00 
282.  50 
285.  00 
290.  00 


30.  00 
45. 00 
54.00 

54. 00 
72. 00 
84.  00 
94.  50 
120.  00 
144.  00 

144.  00 
150.  00 
174.  00 

174.  00 
252.  00 
264.  00 

264.  00 
288.  00 
312.  00 
312.  00 
339.  00 
342.  00 
348.  00 


30.00 
45. 00 
54.  00 

54.00 
72. 00 
84.  00 
94.  50 
120.00 
144.00 

144.  00 
150.  00 
174. 00 

174.  00 
277.20 
290. 40 

352.  00 
384.  00 
416.  00 
416.  00 
452.  00 
456.  00 
464.00 


30.  00 
45. 00 
54. 00 

54.00 
72. 00 
84.  00 
94.  50 
120.  00 
144.  CO 

144.  00 
150.  00 
174.  00 

174.  00 
277.  20 
290.  40 

352.  00 
422.  40 
457. 60 
520.  00 
565.  00 
570.  00 
580.  00 


30.00 
45.  00 
54.  00 

54.  00 
72.  00 
84. 00 
94.  50 
120. 00 
144.  00 

144.  00 
150.00 
174.  00 

174.  00 
277. 20 
290.  40 

352.  00 
422.  40 
457.  60 
561.60 
610.  20 
615.  60 
626.  40 


1  1937-67,  actual;  1968  and  after,  as  adopted  by  Senate  Finance  Committee. 

2  Maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax. 

Sourco:  Statistics  furnished  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation,  Nov.  13,  1967. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  just  re- 
ferred to  the  fact  that  there  is  a  surplus 
in  the  fund,  and  therefore  he  questions 
the  need  to  raise  taxes.  There  is  each 
year  some  surplus  added  to  the  fund  in 
that  the  annual  benefits  paid  out  nor- 
mally are  less  than  the  amount  of  taxes 
collected.  That  is  necessary  and  proper 
because  there  are  many  wage  earners 
who  are  from  25  to  45  or  50  who  are  pay- 
ing into  that  fund  on  the  basis  that  the 
trust  fund  is  building  up  so  that  when 
they  reach  retirement  age  they  will  have 
some  security  for  their  retirement  or  old 
age. 

The  principle,  the  Senate  is  talking 
about,  is  that  we  can  take  what  the  wage 
earners  are  paying  into  the  fund  today 
and  use  it  to  defray  the  cost  of  today's 
benefit  payments.  On  that  basis,  when 
they  reach  65  there  would  be  nothing  in 
the  fund.  The  moment  we  arrive  at  that 
principle  they  had  better  strike  out  the 
word  "security"  and  just  call  it  a  social 
program. 

The  argument  that  this  is  a  substitute 
for  the  President's  tax  increase  is  a 
whitewash.  It  has  no  connectior>  what- 
soever because  the  payments  of  wage 
taxes  go  into  the  trust  fund,  and  they 
do  not  reduce  or  increase  the  Federal 
deficit  one  iota,  They  would  have  some 
effect,  naturally,  on  the  question  of  in- 
flation, whether  the  money  is  to  be  taken 
out  of  the  economy  or  whether  the  trust 
fund  surplus  should  be  used  to  prime  the 
pump  in  the  1968  election  year. 

I  point  out  again  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  this  amendment  does  not 
raise  any  additional  money  in  the  long 
run;  it  merely  puts  the  tax  increase  into 
effect  the  same  day  as  the  increase  in 
benefits.  It  places  the  increase  on  a  bona 
fide  pay-as-you-go  basis,  and  there  is 
nothing  wrong  with  that,  except  the  so- 
called  political  consequences  of  telling 
constituents  before  the  election  that  we 
have  raised  the  tax. 

I  call  attention  to  the  long-range  sta- 
tistics the  Senator  has  put  in  the  Record 
about  this  anticipated  big  buildup  after 
the  year  2000. 

That  is  the  maximum  that  could  hap- 
pen and  is  based  upon  two  false  prem- 
ises: First,  that  there  would  be  full  em- 
ployment continuously  from  now  until 
the  year  2008,  with  no  unemployment; 
and,  second,  that  between  now  and  the 
year  2008 — or  for  the  next  40  years — 
there  would  be  no  further  social  security 
benefit  increases  at  all. 

We  know  that  those  two  assumptions 
are  utterly  ridiculous,  so  there  is  no  use 
considering  any  conclusions  based  upon 
them.  If  we  were  to  proceed  on  those  as- 
sumptions we  could  accept  the  Senator's 
figures,  but  nobody  believes  the  assump- 
tions are  valid. 

I  say  again,  my  amendment  would 
merely  put  the  social  security  benefit  in- 
crease on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  and  in 
response  to  all  that  has  been  said  about 
how  regressive  this  tax  is,  I  merely  reply 
that  it  is  just  as  regressive  after  the  elec- 
tion, after  the  voters  have  cast  their  bal- 
lots. It  is  just  as  regressive,  just  as  un- 
fair, just  as  obnoxious  then  as  it  would 
be  to  tell  them  about  it  before  the  elec- 
tion. 


If  it  is  such  a  regressive,  obnoxious, 
and  unfair  tax  then  why  is  my  good 
friend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  not 
willing  to  let  the  American  people,  who 
will  pay  the  tax,  know  just  what  kind  of 
tax  is  being  put  on  them?  Why  does  he 
not  want  them  to  know  it  before  the 
election  by  making  both  provisions  ef- 
fective the  same  day?  Certainly  there  is 
nothing  wrong  with  adopting  here  the 
principle  of  making  benefits  and  taxes 
both  effective  the  same  day. 

The  best  argument  I  can  make  to  show 
that  this  proposal  has  no  connection 
whatsoever  with  the  proposed  10  percent 
surtax  and  that  it  is  not  a  substitute  for 
it,  is  that  for  the  last  year  or  more  I  have 
repeatedly,  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
advocated  this  principle.  I  urged  it  in 
January  when  the  social  security  benefit 
increase  was  first  proposed  and  recom- 
mended that  by  all  means  we  make  the 
benefits  and  the  tax  effective  the  same 
day.  That  speech  and  recommendation 
occurred  before  President  Johnson  rec- 
ommended the  surtax  on  incomes  in  his 
economic  message.  So  it  has  no  connec- 
tion whatsoever.  But  I  do  say  that  if  the 
administration  wishes  to  have  a  tax  in- 
crease considered  later  by  this  Congress 
it  will  have  some  explaining  to  do  if  it 
supports  the  position  of  deferring  this 
tax  until  after  the  election  for  purely 
political  reasons — and  there  is  no  other 
logical  reason. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bible  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator's  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  the  House  bill  is 
passed,  when  thereafter  will  payment 
of  benefits  begin? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Under 
the  House  bill  the  benefits  would  go  into 
effect  on  January  1,  1968.  Under  the 
Senate  bill  they  would  go  into  effect 
March  1,  but  the  first  increase  would  be 
included  in  the  check  for  April  1. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  has 
stated  when  the  benefits  will  go  into 
effect.  When  will  the  tax  imposition  go 
into  effect? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Under 
the  committee  bill,  the  additional  wage 
tax  would  become  effective  January  1, 
1969.  My  amendment  would  move  that 
effective  date  up  to  January  1,  1968. 

By  doing  that  there  would  be  a  tax 
increase  of  four-tenths  of  1  percent  in 
1968,  but  the  suggested  four-tenths  of 
1  percent  tax  increase  in  1971  would 
be  eliminated  when  under  the  commit- 
tee bill  they  would  pick  up  the  first  year's 
deficiency. 

So  the  long-range  difference  in  effect 
is  negligible. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  been  repeatedly  talking 
about  picking  up  a  deficiency  at  a  later 
date,  rather  than  making  up  that  defi- 
ciency at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  is  the  deficiency, 
in  terms  of  percentage  or  dollars? 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Roughly, 
each  0.1  percent  tax  on  payroll  involves 
about  $350  million  annually.  So  when 
we  move  this  date  forward  to  January 
1,  1968,  it  would  mean  an  additional  $1.4 
billion  to  $1.5  billion  in  1968. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  argued  that  there  is  a  cer- 
tain burden  of  taxation  that  must  be 
imposed,  and  that,  under  the  committee 
bill,  that  burden  has  not  been  assessed, 
but,  because  it  has  not  been  assessed,  it 
will  have  to  be  picked  up  at  a  later  date, 
when,  the  committee's  tax  rate  goes  into 
effect. 

Am  I  correct  in  that  understanding? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct;  and,  as  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana very  properly  pointed  out,  the  com- 
mittee bill,  with  its  projected  long-range 
tax  increases,  as  nearly  as  we  could  de- 
termine does  finance  the  program  over  a 
long-range  term;  but  it  does  its  extra 
financing  primarily  beginning  after  the 
1968  election. 

The  point  I  am  making  is,  Why  do  we 
not  make  the  benefits  and  the  tax  both 
effective  the  same  day?  That  is  just 
sound  economics,  and  I  believe  it  is  a 
principle  that  ought  always  to  be  fol- 
lowed regardless  of  whether  there  is  a 
tax  increase  or  a  tax  reduction  proposed. 
As  I  stated  before,  we  cannot  minimize 
or  entirely  remove  from  our  minds  the 
fact  that  as  we  increase  social  security 
benefits  it  does  have,  to  some  extent,  an 
inflationary  impact,  because  this  addi- 
tional $3.5  billion  is  additional  spendable 
money;  but  if  we  increase  taxes  it  has  a 
dampening  effect. 

What  I  am  trying  to  do  by  my  amend- 
ment is  to  neutralize  that  effect  from 
either  the  inflationary  or  the  deflationary 
standpoint.  If  my  amendment  is  adopted 
it  would  practically  neutralize  any  effect 
so  far  as  the  economy  is  concerned  in 
calendar  year  1968  because  it  would  pro- 
vide approximately  $3.6  billion  in  reve- 
nue in  1968  whereas  the  committee  bill 
would  provide  about  $3.9  billion  in  bene- 
fits. So  the  two  figures  are  reasonably 
close. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  as  it  imposes 
the  tax  as  of  the  date  of  the  increase  in 
the  benefits,  make  possible  a  reduction  of 
the  taxes  before  the  date  when  the  com- 
mittee bill  recommended? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes; 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  proposes  that  we  impose  the 
tax  now  and  not  wait  until  the  date  rec- 
ommended in  the  committee  bill? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  Senator  is  correct,  Under  the  com- 
mittee bill  the  wage  tax  would  be  4.4  per- 
cent in  1968,  4.8  percent  in  1969  and 
1970,  and  in  1971  would  be  5.2  percent, 
or  another  increase  of  four-tenths  of  1 
percent. 

Under  this  proposal  the  tax  for  each 
of  those  4  years  would  be  4.8  percent. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  that  is  true,  it  is  a 
tacit  admission  by  those  who  oppose  the 
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committee  amendment  that  the  forgive- 
ness of  the  tax  now  requires  an  increase 
in  the  tax  at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There  is 
no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  there  any  question 
about  that,  may  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  will  discuss 
that  on  my  time  later. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
is  no  question  about  that.  The  rates  are 
found  on  page  8  of  the  bill.  These  are 
the  official  rates.  There  is  no  question 
about  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  true  that  when 
it  is  admitted  that  it  will  be  necessary 
to  increase  the  rate  at  a  later  date  be- 
cause no  tax  is  imposed  as  of  the  pres- 
ent date,  the  ultimate  result  is  the  same 
with  respect  to  the  amount  that  the 
worker  will  have  to  pay  into  the  fund? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct.  The  adoption  of  this 
■amendment  over  the  4-year  period  will 
•not  increase  taxes  nor  will  it  decrease 
•taxes  one  iota  for  the  working  men  and 
women  of  America.  It  will  not  increase 
taxes  one  iota  over  the  long  range. 

A  higher  tax  would  become  effective 
in  1968,  but  a  lower  tax  in  later  years 
would  offset  it.  It  would  merely  give  the 
citizen  when  he  goes  into  the  booth  to 
vote  in  1968  a  chance  to  be  aware  of  both 
the  tax  in  the  bill  and  the  benefit,  as 
well. 

This  administration  has  been  seeking 
laws  for  truth  in  lending  and  truth  in 
packaging.  Let  us  give  it  an  opportunity 
to  have  a  little  truth  in  Government. 

The  people  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
the  tax  under  any  bill,  whether  under  the 
pending  bill  or  otherwise.  Let  them  know 
at  the  time  they  receive  the  benefits  that 
they  are  paying  for  them,  too.  Then  when 
I  or  any  other  Member  of  Congress 
stands  on  the  platform  and  boasts  about 
the  additional  benefits  we  provided  for 
the  voter  under  the  bill  let  us  also  say, 
"Here  is  the  amount  of  additional  taxes 
required  to  pay  for  the  benefits." 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  has  always  been  my 
concept  of  government  that  when  spend- 
ing is  necessary  and  taxing  is  needed  to 
finance  the  spending,  the  taxes  ought  to 
be  imposed  promptly.  I  have  rebelled 
against  the  idea  of  making  grants  or  con- 
ferring benefits  and  delaying  the  imposi- 
tion of  taxes  to  some  future  date.  Those 
two  acts  ought  to  be  concomitant. 
Through  that  course  of  conduct,  the  citi- 
zenry knows  that  while  we  are  providing 
benefits  today,  we  are  also  taxing  for 
them.  The  other  policy  means  that  we 
tell  the  citizen,  "We  are  giving  you  these 
benefits  today,  but  we  will  not  tax  you 
until  the  future.  In  the  future,  however, 
we  will  have  to  tax  more." 

I  do  not  subscribe  to  that  technique  of 
operating  the  Government.  I  will  support 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  thank  the  Senator.  I  do  not  think 
we  can  excuse  ourselves  from  our  re- 
sponsibility by  pointing  out  the  differ- 
ence in  the  method  of  financing  in  the 
House  bill.  We  as  Senators  are  voting 
on  the  bill  as  it  is  before  us,  and  in  its 
present  version  the  Senate  bill  would 


provide  $3.5  billion  extra  benefits  in  the 
last  9  months  of  1968. 

The  Senate  bill  would,  in  1968,  provide 
but  $1.6  billion  in  additional  revenue,  or 
so  that  $1.9  billion  more  would  be  paid 
out  in  1968  than  would  be  collected  In 
taxes. 

Agreeing  to  the  amendment  would 
merely  move  forward  the  taxes  that, 
under  the  committee  bill,  would  be  col- 
lected after  the  election.  Benefits  and 
taxes  as  far  as  the  calendar  year  1968 
is  concerned  would  then  be  practically 
even. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
on  page  124  of  the  report — and  this  has 
been  checked   with   the   actuaries — it 

states: 

Accordingly,  the  old-age  and  survivors  in- 
surance program,  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
the  committee-approved  bill,  is  in  close  actu- 
arial balance,  and  thus  remains  actuarially 
sound. 

Mr.  President,  most  of  what  we  have 
added  in  the  bill  has  been  needed,  be- 
cause of  the  cost-of-living  increase,  to 
put  the  people  who  draw  social  security 
benefits  where  they  would  be  if  the  value 
of  the  currency  had  not  depreciated. 

Let  us  analyze  a  reasonable  and  fair 
way  to  do  that.  If  a  man  were  earning 
$400  a  month  and  paying  the  social  se- 
curity tax  on  everything  he  earned,  at 
a  time  when  the  dollar  would  buy  twice 
what  it  does  now,  and  if  this  man  re- 
tires later  and  other  people  are  then 
paying  into  the  fund,  the  most  logical 
way  to  see  that  the  man  who  at  the  pres- 
ent time  is  making  twice  as  much  as 
the  retired  man  made  because  of  the  de- 
preciation in  the  value  of  the  currency 
would  receive  the  same  benefits — and 
he  would  have  to  receive  twice  the 
amount  of  benefits  that  the  man  who 
has  retired  is  receiving  in  order  to  re- 
ceive the  same  benefit  from  the  price  he 
paid — would  be  to  simply  apply  the  same 
rate  to  the  higher  base.  Therefore,  in- 
stead of  taxing  $400,  we  would  tax  $800 
without  advancing  the  rate  at  all.  That 
is  basically  how  the  committee  proposed 
that  we  proceed  this  next  year. 

We  started  out,  this  year,  with  a  fund 
that  was  overfinanced.  I  applaud  pri- 
marily the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee which  is  responsible  for  putting 
on  more  taxes  than  necessary  to  pay  for 
the  benefits  this  year  and  next  year.  So 
that  if  the  programs  are  overfinanced, 
they  proceed  then  to  provide  some  of  the 
necessary  increases  in  benefits  to  take 
care  of  the  increased  cost  of  living 
through  using  some  of  the  surplus.  I  am 
not  talking  about  the  long-range  sur- 
plus fund.  I  am  talking  about  surplus 
income  in  the  money  collected  over  the 
money  spent  in  that  year. 

They  would  use  some  of  the  surplus  in- 
come out  of  that  amount  which  is  over- 
financed.  Then,  Mr.  President,  having 
done  that,  they  would  raise  the  wage 
base  so  that  in  the  future  the  cost  would 
be  met  by  those  who  are  receiving  more 
income  and  thus  have  more  of  it  subject 
to  tax.  We  go  along  with  that  and  where 
we  provide  additional  outgo,  we  provide 
additional  income. 

I  understand  there  will  be  another 
amendment  to  hold  the  benefits  at  the 
House  level.  And  having  moved  in  the 


Williams  direction,  we  will  then  be  asked 
to  move  in  the  other  direction  and  say: 
"We  will  propose  to  do  it  the  way  the 
House  proposed  and  reduce  the  surplus 
flowing  into  the  fund  below  the  amount 
the  committee  established." 

So,  having  had  a  chance  to  tax  a  lot 
more  than  need  be,  we  would  then  have 
a  chance  to  vote  the  other  way  and  col- 
lect less  in  taxes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  3  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator is  making  very  much  the  same  argu- 
ment advanced  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton]  and  mt  last  week.  At  that 
time  we  proposed  an  amendment  which 
would  make  it  unnecessary  to  raise  taxes 
beyond  existing  levels  at  the  present  time. 

I  have  a  chart  here — and  I  have 
checked  this  rather  thoroughly.  I  under- 
stand that  as  of  December  31,  1966,  there 
was  a  surplus  in  the  trust  fund — that  is, 
the  combined  OASI  and  DI  fund — of 
$22,307  million.  In  addition  to  the  exist- 
ing surplus,  this  bill  will  create  more 
than  a  $6.8  billion  surplus  between  now 
and  1972.  In  other  words,  Mr.  President, 
under  the  Senate  bill,  there  will  be  a  sur- 
plus of  $29,107  million  by  1972.  Under  the 
House  bill,  there  would  be  a  surplus  of 
$52,707  million.  That  in  my  mind  is  com- 
pletely unjustified. 

Certainly  we  are  on  solid  ground  inso- 
far as  the  financing  is  concerned.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  a  little  too  solid  be- 
cause we  are  tying  up  large  sums  of 
money  via  a  regressive  tax. 

While  I  can  understand  my  distin- 
guished friend,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Delaware,  expressing  some  concern  over 
the  fact  that  rates  were  not  increased 
at  the  same  time  the  new  benefits  went 
into  effect,  it  is  difficult  to  favor  addi- 
tional overfinancing.  We  do  not  need  a 
nickel  more  than  we  will  get  certainly 
under  the  bill  because  there  will  be  a 
surplus  of  $29,107,000,000  in  1972. 

I  refer  also  to  page  179,  part  one,  of 
the  hearings  before  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  in  which  it  was  pointed  out 
that  in  the  year  2000,  using  intermediate 
cost  assumption,  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration has  estimated  a  surplus  of 
$344  billion.  That  is  just  about  32  years 
from  now. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
unless  other  Senators  desire  to  discuss 
the  matter,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  do  not  know  of  anyone  else  who 
wants  to  speak. 

I  shall  take  only  1  minute  at  this  time 
to  state  that  there  is  no  argument  with 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana concerning  the  actuarial  soundness 
of  the  program  under  the  financing 
method  of  the  committee  bill — none 
whatever.  However,  the  pending  amend- 
ment does  not  change  one  iota  the  actu- 
arial soundness  of  the  program. 

It  merely  states  that  the  tax  increase 
on  wages  will  go  into  effect  the  same  day 
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as  the  benefit  increases.  The  net  long- 
range  effect  of  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  would  be  exactly  the  same 
so  far  as  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the 
committee  bill  is  concerned. 

This  is  not  a  revenue  producing  meas- 
ure, nor  would  it  reduce  revenue.  It 
merely  provides  a  little  truth  so  far  as 
financing  this  program  is  concerned  be- 
cause it  would  spread  it  out  from  the 
same  day  that  benefits  begin.  Certainly, 
the  Senate  would  desire  that  the  benefits 
and  the  tax  be  effective  the  same  day. 
The  long-range  financing  would  be  ex- 
actly the  same  under  this  proposal. 

Mr.  President,  unless  someone  else 
wishes  to  speak,  I  am  willing  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time,  but  I 
suggest  that  we  have  a  brief  quorum  call. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  is  seeking 
to  impress  upon  people,  by  hitting  them 
between  the  eyes,  how  much  this  pro- 
gram will  cost  in  the  future.  Of  course, 
that  is  sometimes  a  worthwhile  purpose, 
especially  if  you  do  not  like  a  program 
to  begin  with.  If  that  is  what  he  wants 
to  do,  it  would  seem  to  me  to  make  better 
sense  to  impress  upon  people  that  in 
1987,  which  is  20  years  down  the  road, 
the  tax  would  be  5.8  percent  of  the  pay- 
roll. 

I  would  say  that  if  you  want  to  make 
somebody  understand — whether  they 
want  to  admit  it  or  not — that  this  will 
cost  a  great  deal  of  money,  the  logic 
of  the  Senator's  argument  calls  for  mov- 
ing the  rate  ahead  to  5.8  and  increasing 
it  much  more  than  you  need.  If  you  were 
to  do  that,  you  would  not  even  need  the 
President's  tax  bill.  You  would  balance 
the  national  income  account  by  taxing 
all  the  surplus  money  in  America — not 
the  surplus,  but  the  money  of  hard-work- 
ing people,  in  the  social  security  pro- 
gram, where  the  Government  could 
borrow  it  on  any  terms  it  wanted.  In 
short  order,  you  would  be  able  to  wipe 
out  the  entire  national  debt  by  use  of 
the  social  security  fund. 

If  you  want  to  do  it,  you  could  im- 
press the  people  by  how  much  the  pro- 
gram would  cost  in  1987.  Of  course,  in 
1987,  hopefully,  the  fund  would  receive 
more  money,  because  more  people  would 
be  employed  and  they  would  be  making 
more  wages,  and  we  would  have  greater 
productivity.  We  could  go  all  out  with  the 
Williams  doctrine  and  show  how  much 
the  program  could  cost.  We  could  balance 
the  budget  and  keep  it  there  for  a  while, 
and  tax  enough  money  into  the  social 
security  fund  to  retire  the  entire  na- 
tional debt. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  we  could  continue  all  day  on  a 
ridiculous  plane.  I  would  not  say  that 
the  Senator's  remarks  are  ridiculous,  and 
I  will  substitute  another  adjective  if  I 
can  think  rf  a  more  appropriate  one. 

This  proposal  has  nothing  to  do  with 
financing  the  public  debt.  It  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the 
program,  as  the  Senator  knows.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  whether  we  are  for  or 
against  the  social  security  program. 

Lest  there  be  any  misunderstanding, 
as  I  have  stated  repeatedly,  I  believe 
one  of  the  greatest  achievements  of  the 


New  Deal  administration  was  the  initia- 
tion of  the  social  security  program.  I 
believe  it  was  a  good,  sound  program,  and 
had  it  not  been  started  then  I  would 
welcome  the  opportunity  to  help  start 
one  today. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  a  sound 
program,  soundly  financed,  so  that  the 
people  who  put  their  money  into  it  will 
have  some  semblance  of  security  when 
they  reach  the  day  of  retirement. 

As  I  stated  in  the  committee,  I  wel- 
come the  opportunity  to  support  in- 
creased benefits  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  on  this  amendment  has 
expired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes  on  the  bill. 

All  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  proposing  is  to  postpone  this  tax  until 
after  the  election.  What  difference  would 
it  make  if  the  tax  became  effective  be- 
fore the  election,  the  same  day  as  the 
benefits?  No  one  can  dispute  that  over  a 
4-year  period  there  is  not  a  dime's  dif- 
ference between  the  pending  amendment 
and  the  committee  bill,  the  only  differ- 
ence being  with  respect  to  the  effective 
date.  Under  this  amendment  the  tax 
would  become  effective  in  1968,  and  it 
would  raise  more  money  in  1968.  It  would 
strike  out  the  increase  in  1971  which  is 
in  the  committee  bill  when  they  would 
make  up  the  insufficiency  created  in  the 
1968  election  year. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  should  be  understood 
that  this  is  a  fight  for  principle.  I  be- 
lieve that  a  substantial  majority  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  when  given 
the  facts  about  how  social  security  is 
financed — that  an  individual's  benefit  is 
not  paid  by  his  own  payments  but  is 
carried  by  the  payments  of  others — if 
asked,  "Do  you  believe  that  wh^n  pay- 
ments are  increased,  taxes  should  be  in- 
creased at  the  same  time?"  would  over- 
whelmingly answer  "Yes." 

It  must  be  fair  on  both  sides  of  the 
ledger.  I  would  hope  that  we  would  never 
have  to  increa-se  taxes,  unless  it  became 
necessary  in  order  to  take  care  of  a  very 
grievous  matter,  without  allowing  addi- 
tional benefits.  It  is  a  matter  of  sound 
legislative  policy.  It  is  a  matter  of  fair- 
ness to  those  who  receive  and  to  those 
who  pay. 

Now,  we  get  on  dangerous  ground  when 
we  say,  "Well,  next  year  they  really  won't 
need  it."  The  fact  remains  that  the  re- 
serve has  gone  down  and  down  all  the 
time.  It  is  now  down  to  a  point  sufficient 
to  carry  the  program  for  only  12  months. 
When  we  started  to  pay  benefits,  it  was 
enough  to  carry  the  program  for  591 
months.  The  table  shows  that  it  has  gone 
down  steadily. 

I  also  wish  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  in  1966,  outgo  exceeded  expendi- 
tures. So  if  now  and  then  income  exceeds 
expenditure  a  little,  it  tends  to  be  bal- 
anced out.  It  does  not  mean  that  you 
should  discard  principle.  When  benefits 
are  increased,  an  appropriate  tax  in- 
crease should  be  applied. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 


As  I  stated  earlier,  I  believe  that  an  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  is  justi- 
fied. I  intend  to  vote  for  an  increase  if 
it  is  properly  financed,  and  I  am  per- 
fectly willing  to  vote  for  the  tax  to  pay 
for  it — both  effective  on  the  same  day. 

But  I  do  object  to  "going  through  the 
political  hypocrisy  of  having  the  benefits 
becoming  effective  before  the  election 
and  the  tax  becoming  effective  later  so 
that  the  people  will  not  know  about  it. 

The  program  must  be  soundly  and 
properly  financed,  but  let  us  make  them 
both  effective  the  same  day.  I  am  willing 
to  vote  for  the  necessary  tax  increase  to 
finance  the  benefits  for  which  I  vote.  If 
I,  as  a  Senator,  and  if  other  Senators  are 
not  willing  to  vote  for  the  tax  at  the  same 
time  then  we  should  not  vote  for  the 
benefits. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  table  appearing  on  page 
336  of  the  committee  report,  referred  to 
by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

COMPARISON   OF  OASDI  TRUST  FUND  BALANCES  AND 
BENEFIT  OUTGO 


[Balance  in  fund  and  benefit  outgo  in  millions] 


Balance  in 

Ratio  of  fund  to 

Calendar 

fund  at  be- 

Benefit 

benefit  outgo 

year 

ginning  of 

outgo 

year 

in  year 

In 

In 

years 

months 

1940 

$1,724 

$35 

49.3 

591.6 

1941  

2,  031 

88 

23. 1 

277.2 

1942 

2,  762 
3,688 

131 

21.1 

253.2 

1943 

166 

22.2 

266.4 

1944 

4,820 

209 

23.1 

277.2 

1945 

6,  005 

274 

21.9 

262.8 

1964 

7,121 

378 

18.  8 

225.6 

1947 

8,150 

466 

17.5 

210.0 

1948 

9, 360 

556 

16.8 

201.6 

1949 

10,  722 

667 

16. 1 

193.2 

1950 

11,816 

961 

12.3 

147.6 

1951 

13.721 

1,885 

7.3 

87.6 

1952 

15,  540 

2,194 

7.1 

85.2 

1953 

17,  442 

3,  006 

5.8 

69.6 

1954 

18,  707 

3,670 

5. 1 

61.2 

1955 

20, 576 

4,968 

4. 1 

49.2 

1956 

21,663 

5,  715 

3.8 

45.6 

1957 

22,519 

7,404 

3.0 

36.  C 

1958 

23,042 

8,  576 

2.7 

32.4 

1959 

23, 243 

10, 299 

2.3 

27.6 

1960 

21,966 

11,245 

2.0 

24.0 

1961 

22,613 

12, 749 

1.8 

21.6 

1962 

22, 162 

14,461 

1.5 

18.0 

1963 

20, 705 

15, 427 

1.3 

15.6 

1964 

20,715 

16, 223 

1.3 

15.6 

1965 

21,172 

IS.  310 

1.2 

14.4 

1966 

19,  841 

20,048 

1.0 

12.0 

1967 

22,309 

'21,549 

1.0 

12.0 

'  Estimated. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
table  shows  the  ratio  of  the  trust  fund  to 
benefit  outgo,  which  has  been  declining 
over  the  years  so  that  now  it  is  down  to 
approximately  a  1-year  reserve.  This  re- 
serve is  necessary  because  if  you  run 
into  a  recession  or  a  depression — and  we 
could  have  one;  we  have  had  them  be- 
fore— you  would  have  increased  pay- 
ments going  out  under  the  program  and 
substantially  reduced  income  as  unem- 
ployment increased. 

I  believe  this  reserve  is  necessary.  We 
are  told  by  the  actuaries  that  this  re- 
serve is  at  the  minimum  of  what  we  can 
afford  to  carry  in  order  for  it  to  be  secure 
so  far  as  payments  are  concerned.  Cer- 
tainly, the  one  thing  that  those  who 
draw  social  security  benefits  want  most 
is  the  security  and  the  knowledge  that 
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the  benefits  will  be  paid  as  long  as  they 
live  so  that  they  need  not  wonder 
whether  the  benefits  will  be  paid  in  later 
years.  To  the  extent  that  Congress  in- 
creases benefits,  taxes  must  be  increased. 

The  committee  bill  recognizes  that 
fact.  This  amendment  merely  deals  with 
timing,  giving  truth  in  Government,  and 
making  both  dates  effective  at  the  same 
time  so  that  when  we  go  home  both  the 
recipients  of  benefits  and  those  who  pay 
the  tax  will  know  they  are  paying  this 
tax  for  these  benefits,  and  they  will  know 
that  the  same  Members  of  the  Senate 
who  voted  for  the  benefits  voted  for  the 
tax. 

I  am  willing  to  vote  that  both  be  ef- 
fective the  same  day. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, how  much  time  do  I  have  remain- 
ing on  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Ribicoff  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  has 
12  minutes  remaining  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  shall  not 
require  that  much  time. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  would  not  help  the  Government 
fiscally  one  way  or  the  other.  It  would 
increase  the  tax  sooner  and  it  would 
raise  more  money  by  taxing  the  people 
more  than  we  need  to  tax  them  in  1968 
for  social  security  purposes,  and  then 
reduce  the  tax  to  a  lower  level  in  sub- 
sequent years,  and  lose  what  it  would 
save  in  the  years  following. 

As  a  practical  matter,  the  only  purpose 
of  the  amendment  is  a  desire  to  really 
shock  the  public  by  highlighting  how 
much  the  social  security  program  costs 
when  the  benefits  are  brought  up  to  off- 
set the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living, 
which  is  the  main  benefit  we  are  financ- 
ing with  the  bill. 

If  one  wants  to  shock  the  public,  I 
would  say  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  tends  to  achieve  that  purpose. 
If  Senators  want  to  leave  the  shock 
treatment  out  and  talk  about  whether 
we  are  actuarially  sound  and  whether 
the  House  bill  is  actuarially  sound,  all 
of  the  actuaries  will  state  that  both  are. 

Mr.  President,  the  difference  is  that 
the  House  committee  worked  out  the 
matter  so  that  the  fund  was  being  over- 
financed,  and  used  some  of  that  surplus 
in  overfinancing  to  pay  for  some  of  the 
benefits,  while  the  Senate  committee 
voted  additional  taxes  by  raising  the 
wage  base  to  tax  more  money  and  more 
people  to  bring  in  $100  million  more  than 
we  voted  for  in  additional  benefits.  We 
are  actuarially  sound  and  the  Senator 
does  not  deny  that. 

As  a  practical  matter  the  only  pur- 
pose of  the  amendment  is  political.  The 
Senator  said  that  we  had  political  facts 
in  mind,  and  maybe  we  did.  When  a  bill 
is  reported  with  every  Democrat  voting 
for  it  and  every  Republican  voting 
against  it,  I  guess  that  people  think  of 
politics.  I  am  sure  that  Republicans 
voted  against  the  bill,  relying  on  it  being 
unpopular,  and  that  Democrats  voted  for 
the  bill,  relying  on  it  being  popular. 

The  Republicans  would  like  to  put  a 
shock  treatment  in  here  by  throwing  up 
their  hands  and  saying,  "Oh,  my  good- 
ness. Look  what  this  is  costing."  The 


amendment  of  the  Senator  would  serve 
that  purpose.  It  would  shock  the  public 
and  impress  on  them  how  much  the  pro- 
gram is  costing.  If  Senators  wish  to  over- 
impress  the  public,  they  should  vote  for 
the  Senator's  amendment.  I  think  that 
his  amendment  takes  an  active  step  in 
that  direction. 

However,  as  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Prouty]  pointed  out  so  well, 
we  have  a  large  surplus,  a  huge  fund  of 
about  $29  billion,  that  will  grow  every 
year  and  take  in  a  lot  more  than  it  pays 
out  in  benefits.  All  of  the  actuaries  look 
at  this  fund  and  say  that  it  is  fiscally 
sound.  This  is  a  necessary  increase  in 
benefits  if  we  are  to  meet  the  increase  in 
the  cost  of  living. 

I  hope  we  do  not  vote  a  lot  more  taxes 
than  we  need  at  a  time  when  we  are 
faced  with  a  deficit  in  balance  of  pay- 
ments and  a  request  for  a  surcharge  tax. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Senate  will  sup- 
port the  committee,  at  least  the  major- 
ity of  the  committee,  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  President,  unless  someone  wishes 
to  speak,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  back  the 
time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  proceed  for  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  may  have  1  minute  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen- 
ator said  that  this  new  wage  tax  would 
shock  the  American  public.  If  it  will 
shock  them  after  the  election  why  are 
they  not  told  what  it  will  cost  before  the 
election?  It  will  be  just  as  shocking  an 
increase  in  1969.  Why  not  let  them  know 
about  this  shocking  tax  before  they  vote 
next  November.  That  is  all  that  is  in- 
volved in  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  would  not  change 
actuarily  soundness  because  it  merely 
advances  the  date  of  this  shock  so  that 
they  will  know  the  true  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram at  the  same  time  they  get  the 
benefits.  It  should  be  so. 

I  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana that  if  we  go  to  a  store  to  buy  an 
article  and  if  the  price  is  apt  to  be 
shocking  we  ask  the  storekeeper  and 
ascertain  the  price  then.  If  we  feel  we 
cannot  afford  it  that  is  the  time  to  find 
out.  One  does  not  minimize  the  shock 
by  buying  the  article,  closing  his  eyes 
as  to  what  it  will  cost,  getting  the  article 
home,  and  receiving  the  bill  the  first  of 
the  month  and  then  have  a  delayed 
shock. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  30  seconds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  a  surplus  flowing  into  the  fund 
and  it  is  overfinanced.  That  is  why  the 
ranking  member  of  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  last  year  was  pressing 
for  an  8-percent  increase  in  benefits  with 
no  increase  in  taxes.  If  that  measure 
could  have  been  passed  as  the  Byrnes  bill 
under  Republican  leadership,  my  guess  is 
that  there  would  be  no  complaint  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle  to  pay  for  additional 
increases  in  the  cost  of  living.  That  is 
what  Representative  Byrnes  recom- 
mended on  the  House  side.  I  imagine  that 


the  Republicans  over  there  would  have 
voted  unanimously  for  it,  with  no  in- 
crease at  all,  if  that  proposal  had  been 
voted  on  last  year. 

Some  Senators  might  want  to  impress 
on  people  how  much  the  program  would 
cost,  but  if  it  were  the  Byrnes  bill  rather 
than  the  Mills  bill  I  do  not  believe  they 
would  be  driving  that  point  home  today. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  based 
on  the  discussion  that  has  taken  place 
between  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  and 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  it  is  thor- 
oughly clear  to  me  that  there  has  to  be 
an  increase  in  tax  to  finance  the  increase 
in  benefits.  The  dispute  between  the  two 
measures  deals  with  the  date  on  which 
that  increase  should  be  imposed.  Which- 
ever date  it  is  imposed,  it  means  that  the 
worker  will  have  to  pay.  The  fact  that  it 
is  being  delayed  for  1  or  2  years  does 
not  mean  that  the  worker  will  be  perma- 
nently exempted  from  paying  it. 

Inasmuch  as  it  has  to  be  paid  by  the 
worker  and  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  a  fact 
to  claim  he  will  not  have  to  pay  it,  the 
only  question  in  my  mind  is:  How  shall 
we  proceed?  Shall  it  be  delayed  until 
after  the  election;  and  if  it  is,  why  is  it 
delayed  until  after  the  election?  If  it  is 
in  greater  conformity  with  actual  facts 
to  impose  it  today  rather  than  after  the 
election,  why  should  it  not  be  imposed 
today? 

No  reason  can  be  given  dealing  with 
the  proposed  delay  of  the  effective  date 
of  the  tax  until  after  election  other  than 
political  motive.  That  is  the  only  reason 
that  can  be  given,  and  I  am  not  going 
to  join  in  that  type  operation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  On  this  question 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
DirksenI.  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  "yea";  if  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  "nay."  I  withdraw 
my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia  (after 
having  voted  in  the  negative) .  On  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore].  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  "nay";  if  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  "yea."  I  withdraw 
my  vote. 

Mr.  SMATHERS  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative) .  On  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If  he  were 
present  and  voting  he  would  vote  "nay"; 
if  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"yea."  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
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Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Sena- 
tor from  "West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph], 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senators  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus- 
sell] and  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessari- 
ly absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee]  and  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  -would  each 
vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Pong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mtjndt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  ,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  "yea." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  27, 
nays  49,  as  follows: 

[No.  335  Leg.] 
YEAS — 27 


Aiken 

AUott 

Baker 

Bennett 

Boggs 

Cotton 

Curtis 


Dominick 

Eastland 

Ervin 

Fannin 

Griffin 

Hatfield 


Hruska 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Kuchel 

Lausche 

McClellan 

Miller 


Pearson 
Percy 


Anderson 

Bartlett 

Bavh 

Bible 

Brewster 

Bur  dick 

Byrd,  Va. 

Case 

Church 

Clark 

Ellender 

Fulbright 

Gore 

Gruening 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 


Brooke 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Cannon 

Carlson 

Cooper 

Dirksen 

Dodd 

Fong 


Stennis 
Thurmond 

NAYS — 49 
Havden 
Hill 

Hollings 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Long,Mo. 

Long,  La. 

Magnuson 

McGovern 

Mclntvre 

Metcalf 

Mondale 

Monroney 

Montoya 


Williams.  Del. 
Young,  N.  Dak. 


Morse 

Moss 

Muskie 

Nelson 

PeU 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Ribicoff 

Smith 

Spong 

Symington 

Tydings 

Williams,  N.J. 

Yarborough 

Young,  Ohio 


NOT  VOTING— 24 

Hansen  Pastore 

HoUand  Randolph 

Jordan,  N.C.  RusseU 

Mansfield  Scott 

McCarthy  Smathers 

McGee  Sparkman 

Mundt  Talmadge 

Murphy  Tower 


So  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  (Mr.  Williams)  was  rejected. 


Hickenlooper  Morton 


SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera- 
tion of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an 
increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
be  considered.  I  offer  the  amendment  for 
myself  and  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  for  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
proposes  amendment  No.  464,  as  fol- 
lows  

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  may  the 
record  show  that  this  amendment  is  of- 
fered in  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  and  myself? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  record  will  so  show. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
modify  the  amendment  to  correct  an 
error  that  appears  in  the  printing  of  it. 
The  correction  is  to  strike  out  lines  17 
and  18  on  page  4. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  as  corrected  may  appear  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  without  its 
being  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  is  as 
follows : 

Beginning  on  page  13  with  the  table  (the 
first  part  of  which  begins  on  such  page) 
strike  all  through  the  table  on  page  16  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 


"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 


"I 

n 

m 

IV 

V 

"I  - 

n 

m 

rv 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary 

(Primary  insurance 

insurance 

(Average  monthly 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

(Pnmarv  insurance 

insurance 

(Average  monthly 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

benefit  under  1939 

amount 

wa 

ge) 

insurance 

family 

Benefit  under  1939 

amount 

wage) 

insurance 

family 

act,  as  modified) 

tinder 

amount) 

benefits) 

act  ,  as  modified) 

under 

amount) 

benefits) 

1965  act) 

1965  act) 

If  an  individual's 

Or  his  average  month- 

And the 

If  an  individual's 

Or  his  average  month- 

And the 

primary  insurance 

ly  -prase 

(as  deter- 

The 

TnaTiTrmTn 

primary  insurance 

ly  wage 

(as  deter- 

The 

TnflTiTnnrn 

benefit  as  deter- 

Or his 

mined  under  subsec. 

amount 

amount  of 

benefit  as  deter- 

Or his 

mined  under  subsec. 

amount 

amount  of 

mined  under  subsec. 

primary 

(b))  is- 

referred 

benefits 

mined  under  subsec. 

primary 

(b))  is- 

referred 

benefits 

(d))  is— 

insurance 

to  in  the  • 

payable  (as 

(d))  is- 

insurance 

to  in  the 

payable  (as 

amount 

preceding 

provided  in 

amount 

preceding 

provided  in 

(as  deter- 

paragraphs 

sec.  203(a)) 

(as  deter- 

paragraphs 

sec.  203(a)) 

But  not 

mined 

But  not 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

But  not 

mined 

But  not 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

At  least— 

more 

under 

At  least— 

more 

subsection  of  his  wages 

At  least— 

more 

under 

At  least— 

more 

subsection 

of  his  wages 

than — 

subsec. 

than — 

shall  be— 

and  self- 

than — 

subsec. 

than — 

shall  be — 

and  self- 

(c))  is- 

employ- 

(c)) is— 

employ- 

ment 

ment 

income 

Income 

shall  be — 

shall  be — 

$13.48 

$44.00 

$67 

$50.00 

$75.00 

$20.  01 

$20.  64 

$55.00 

$86 

$87 

$61.90 

$92.90 

$13.  49 

14.00 

45.00 

$68 

69 

5tt  70 

76.10 

20.65 

21.28 

56.00 

88 

89 

63.00 

94.50 

14.01 

14.48 

46.00 

70 

70 

51.80 

21.29 

21.88 

57.00 

90 

90 

64.20 

96.30 

14.  49 

15.00 

47.00 

71 

72 

52.90 

79' 40 

21.89 

22.28 

58.00 

91 

92 

65.30 

9S.00 

15.  01 

15.  60 

48.00 

73 

74 

54.00 

81.00 

22.29 

22.68 

59.00 

93 

94 

66.40 

99.60 

15.  61 

16.20 

49.00 

75 

76 

55.  20 

82.80 

22.  69 

23.08 

60.00 

95 

96 

67.50 

10L30 

16.  21 

16.84 

50.00 

78 

sa  30 

84.  50 

23.09 

23.44 

61.00 

97 

97 

68.70 

103.10 

16.85 

17.60 

51.00 

79 

80 

57.40 

86.10 

23.45 

23.76 

62.10 

98 

99 

69.90 

104.90 

17.  61 

18.40 

52.00 

81 

81 

5S.  50 

87.80 

23.77 

24.20 

63.20 

100 

101 

7L10 

106.70 

18.41 

19.24 

53.00 

82 

83 

69.  70 

89.60 

24.21 

24.60 

64.20 

102 

102 

72.30 

10S.50 

19.25 

2a  oo 

54.00 

84 

85 

60.80 

91.20 

24.61 

25.00 

65.  30 

103 

104 

73.  iO 

110.30 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS— Continued 


"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

III 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  Insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

ii 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

III 

(Average  monthly 
wagi') 

rv 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 

su  usee. 
(C))  is — 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 

li'iT'ionnh? 
L>i-*I  'lp  1  c*UJHO 

of  this 
si  1 1  iscction 

did  11  Y\c*  

Oil  (All  UC  



And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 

SCI/.  uW^ay  ) 
yjll  Lilt  UaoJD 
s\t  Viic  ■virtscrp*; 

UI   lllo    W  tig  Co 

onH  cpl f„ 

employ- 

11H--U111U 

qIiqII  V~i c 
.^ii.iii  u 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is— 

Or  his 
primary 

insurance 
amount 

(as  deter- 

Tn  i  tipH 

J 1 1 1 11CU 

su  bsec 

\\*))  V> 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  in  the 

T^rpfVpH  inrj 

p  ar  a§r  ap  h  s 
of  this 

cnV*  ^p^ti  nn 
Oil  LSOGOIillUl 

c  Vi  q  1 1  V>  p  

.Mill  UtJ 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 

nrATriHprl  in 
piuviucn  111 

cpf»    9AQ  (a  \\ 
Set.  £\JO\af) 

Ull  Lllc  itoolo 

nf  lii1;  w£i(7PC 
ui  1 1 1 ^  \t  '.i,j.t  r> 

onH  eel f_ 

employ- 

•^^^ 
income 

choll  \\o  

Mltill  Uc 

A.t  least— 

T)i.(    n  r\t- 

i>ut  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

r>ut  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

x>ut  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

$25. 01 

$25.  48 

$00.  ^u 

_ 

$105 

$106 

$74  70 

$112  10 

$131. 70 

$o80 

$384 

$148  20 

*  OU/ .  tA} 

25.  49 

25.  92 

107 

107 

76  00 

114. 00 

132. 70 

385 

389 

149  30 

311  20 

25.  93 

26.  40 

68  50 

108 

109 

77. 10 

115.  70 

133. 80 

390 

393 

150  60 

314  40 

26.  41 

20.  94 

t )' )  i'A ) 

110 

113 

78.  30 

117  50 

134.  90 

394 

398 

151  80 

318  40 

26.  95 

27.  46 

70  70 

114 

118 

79  60 

119  40 

135.  90 

399 

403 

152  90 

322  40 

27.  47 

28.  00 

119 

122 

80  70 

121  10 

137  00 

404 

407 

154  20 

^o<i  fin 

■  >_  ■ 1  ou 

2S.  01 

28.  68 

72  80 

123 

127 

81. 90 

122. 90 

138.  00 

408 

412 

155  30 

o^y.  ou 

28.  69 

29.  25 

73  90 

128 

132 

83.  20 

124  80 

139.  00 

413 

417 

156  40 

Qorj  fin 
OOO.  OU 

29.  26 

29.  68 

74  90 

133 

136 

84  30 

126  50 

140.  00 

418 

421 

1 57  50 

326  80 

29.  69 

30.  36 

76  00 

137 

141 

85.  50 

128. 30 

141.  00 

422 

426 

158  70 

340  80 

30.37 

30.  92 

77  10 

142 

146 

86.  80 

130  20 

1  4  '1  < 11 ) 

427 

431 

159  80 

342  80 

30.  93 

31.  36 

78  20 

147 

150 

88.  00 

132.  00 

143.  00 

436 

160  90 

344.  80 

31.  37 

32.  00 

79  20 

151 

155 

89  10 

133.  70 

144.  00 

A'XT 
lot 

Ad? 

162  00 

346  40 

m 

32.  60 

80  30 

1 56 

1 1 .( i 

90  40 

135.  60 

145.  00 

441 

163  20 

348  40 

32.  61 

33.  20 

81.  40 

161 

164 

91.  60 

137.  40 

146.  00 

446 

450 

164.  30 

350  40 

33.  '-'1 

33.  88 

82  40 

165 

¥£a 

92.  70 

139. 10 

147.  00 

454 

165  40 

nn 

ou^.  uu 

33.  89 

34.  50 

83  50 

170 

174 

94.  00 

141.  00 

l  is  111) 

455 

166  50 

354  00 

34.  51 

35.  00 

84  60 

175 

95  20 

142  80 

140  00 

460 

464 

167  70 

3^fi  nn 
ooo.  uu 

35.  01 

35. 80 

85  60 

179 

1  DO 

183 

96.  30 

146.  40 

150.  00 

468 

168  80 

357  60 

35.  81 

36.  40 

86  70 

184 

188 

97.  60 

150.  40 

151.  00 

469 

473 

169  90 

QELQ  fiA 

36.  41 

37.  08 

87  80 

189 

193 

98.  80 

1 54.  40 

152.  00 

474 

478 

171.  00 

361.  60 

37.  09 

37.  60 

88  90 

194 

197 

100.  10 

1 57. 60 

153.  00 

479 

482 

172.  20 

QfiQ  OA 

37. 61 

38.  20 

SO  'JO 

198 

202 

101. 20 

161  60 

154.  00 

483 

487 

173  30 

365  20 

38.  21 

39. 12 

203 

207 

102  40 

165  60 

155.  00 

488 

492 

174  40 

367  20 

39. 13 

39.  68 

208 

211 

103.  70 

168.  80 

156. 00 

493 

496 

175  50 

•ifio  on 

39.  69 

40.  33 

212 

216 

104.  80 

172.  80 

157.  00 

497 

501 

176  70 

370  80 

40.  34 

41. 12 

94  20 

L-'l  7 

221 

106.  00 

176.  80 

158.  00 

502 

606 

177. 80 

372.  80 

41. 13 

41.  76 

95  30 

222 

225 

107. 30 

180.  00 

]  59.  00 

507 

178  90 

374  40 

41.  77 

42.  44 

96  30 

226 

230 

108.  40 

184.  00 

160.  00 

511 

olo 

180.  00 

376. 40 

42. 45 

43.  20 

97  40 

231 

235 

109.  60 

188.  00 

161.  00 

516 

520 

181  20 

378  40 

43.  21 

43.  76 

98  50 

236 

239 

110.  90 

191.  20 

162.  00 

521 

182  30 

oqa  nn 
oou.  uu 

43.  77 

44.  44 

99  CO 

240 

244 

112. 10 

195.  20 

163.  00 

525 

coo 

183  40 

^R9  nn 

44.  45 

44.  88 

100  60 

245 

249 

113. 20 

199.  20 

164.  00 

530 

Dot 

184  50 

384  00 

44.89 

45.  60 

101  70 

250 

253 

114.  50 

202. 40 

165.  00 

535 

538 

185.  70 

ooc;  fin 

102  80 

254 

258 

115.  70 

2(Mi.  40 

166.  00 

539 

543 

186  08 

387.  60 

103  80 

259 

263 

1 16.  80 

210.  40 

167. 00 

544 

548 

187  90 

QCQ  fin 
OoW. OU 

104  90 

264 

267 

118. 10 

213.  60 

168.  00 

549 

552 

189  00 

391.  20 

1(H)  Oil 

268 

272 

119. 30 

217.  60 

553 

556 

190  00 

QQO  OA 

107.  00 

273 

277 

120. 40 

221.  60 

557 

559 

191.  00 

394.  00 

108  10 

278 

281 

121 . 70 

224.  80 

560 

563 

192  00 

one  nn 
oyo.  uu 

109  20 

282 

286 

122.  90 

228.  80 

564 

566 

193  00 

3Q.fi  (in 
oyo.  ou 

110  30 

287 

291 

124. 10 

232.  80 

567 

569 

194  00 

30.Q  nn 
oyo.  uu 

111.  30 

292 

295 

125. 30 

236. 00 

570 

573 

195  00 

3QQ.  fin 
oyy.  ou 

112  40 

296 

:mn 

126.  50 

240.  00 

574 

576 

196  00 

400  80 

113  50 

301 

305 

127.  70 

244.  00 

577 

580 

197  00 

40"1  40 

114.  50 

306 

309 

128. 90 

247.  20 

581 

583 

198  00 

403  60 

115  60 

310 

314 

130. 10 

251.  20 

584 

587 

199  00 

405  20 

116  70 

315 

319 

131. 30 

255.  20 

588 

590 

9AA  An 
ZVA),  uu 

Ana.  An, 
HJO.  ^u 

117.  70 

320 

323 

132.  50 

258. 40 

591 

594 

201  00 

408  00 

118!  80 

324 

328 

133!  70 

262^40 

595 

597 

2oioo 

409^20 

119. 90 

329 

333 

134.  90 

266.  40 

598 

601 

6\>0.  UU 

410  80 

12L00 

334 

337 

136.20 

269.60 

602 

604 

204.00 

412.'  00 

122.00 

338 

342 

137. 30 

273.60 

605 

608 

205.00 

413.60 

123. 10 

343 

347 

138.  50 

277.60 

609 

611 

206.00 

414.  80 

124.  20 

348 

351 

139.  80 

280.  80 

612 

615 

207.00 

416.  40 

125.20 

352 

356 

140. 90 

284.80 

616 

618 

208.00 

417.60 

126. 30 

357 

361 

142. 10 

288.80 

619 

622 

209.00 

419.  20 

127.  40 

362 

365 

143.  40 

292.00 

623 

625 

210.00 

420.40 

12*. 40 

366 

370 

144.50 

296.00 

626 

628 

211.00 

421.60 

129.  50 

371 

375 

145.  70 

300.00 

629 

633 

212.00 

423.  60" 

130.  60 

376 

379 

147.00 

303.20 

On  page  17,  line  8.  strike  "115"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "112.5". 

On  page  20,  line  7,  strike  "$50"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

On  page  20,  line  8,  strike  "$25"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 

On  page  20,  line  11,  strike  "$50"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

On  page  20,  line  13,  strike  "$50"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

On  page  20,  line  15,  strike  "$50"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

On  page  20,  line  17,  strike  "$25"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$20".  , 

On  page  20,  line  20,  strike  "$25"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 

On  page  20,  line  22,  strike  "$50"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

On  page  20,  line  25,  strike  "$25"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 


Beginning  on  page  62,  line  3,  strike  all 
through  line  15  on  page  77  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"INCREASE  OP  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOR 
BENEFIT  AND  TAX  PURPOSES 

"Sec.  108.  (a)  (1)  (A)*  Section  209(a)  (4)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing 'and  prior  to  1968'  after  '1965'. 

"(B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"'(5)  That  part  of  remuneration  which, 
after  remuneration  (other  than  remuneration 
referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections  of 
this  section)  equal  to  $7,600  with  respect  to 
employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual 
during  any  calendar  year  after  1967,  is  paid 
to  such  individual  during  such  calendar 
year;'. 


"(2)  (A)  Section  211(b)  (1)  (D)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  'and  prior  to  1968' 
after  '1965',  and  by  striking  out  ';  or'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  and'. 

"(B)  Section  211(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"'(E)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after 
1967,  (i)  $7,600,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of 
the  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during 
the  taxable  year;  or'. 

"(3)  (A)  Section  213(a)  (2)  (ii)  of  such  Act 
is-  amended  by  striking  out  'after  1965'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'after  1965  and  be- 
fore 1968,  or  $7,600  in  the  case  of  a  calendar 
year  after  1967'. 

"(B)  Section  213(a)  (2)  (iii)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  'after  1965'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'after  1965  and  be- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  SI690I 


November  21,  1967 

fore  1968,  or  $7,600  in  the  case  of  a  taxable 
year  ending  after  1967*. 

"(4)  Section  215(e)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  the  excess  over 
$6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 
1965'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'the  excess 
over  $7,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year 
after  1965  and  before  1968,  and  the  excess 
over  7,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year 
after  1967'. 

•  (b)(1)(A)  Section  1402(b)(1)(D)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
definition  of  self-employment  income)  is 
amended  by  inserting  'and  before  1968'  after 
•1965',  and  by  striking  out  ';  or'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ';  and'. 

"(B)  Section  1402(b)(1)  of  such  Code  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"  '  (E)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after 
1967,  (i)  $7,600,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the 
wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the 
taxable  year;  or'. 

"(2)  Section  3121(a)(1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  definition  of  wages)  is  amended 
by  strikng  out  '$6,600'  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '$7,600', 

"(3)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122 
of  such  Code  (relating  to  Federal  service)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '$6,600'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  theref  '$7,600'. 

"(4)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  returns  in  the  case  of  governmental  em- 
ployees in  Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia)  is  amended,  by  striking 
out  '$6,600'  each  place  it  appears  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  '$7,600'. 

"(5)  Section  6413(c)  (1)  of  such  Code  (re- 
lating to  special  refunds  of  employment 
taxes)  is  amended — 

"(A)  by  inserting  'and  prior  to  the  cal- 
endar year  1968'  after  'the  calendar  year 
1965'; 

••  (B)  by  inserting  after  'exceed  $6,600,'  the 
following:  'or  (D)  during  any  calendar  year 
after  the  calendar  year  1967,  the  wages  re- 
ceived by  him  during  such  year  exceed 
$7,600,';  and 

"(C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  'and  before  1968, 
or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the 
first  $7,600  of  such  wages  received  in  such 
calendar  year  after  1967'. 

"(6)  Section  6413(c)(2)(A)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  refunds  of  employment  taxes  in 
the  case  of  Federal  employees)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'or  $6,600  for  any  calendar 
year  after  1965'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'$6,600  for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  1967,  or 
$7,600  for  any  calendar  year  after  1967'. 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tions (a)  (1)  and  (a)  (3)  (A),  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  subsection  (b)  (except  para- 
graph (1)  thereof),  shall  apply  only  with  re- 
spect to  remuneration  paid  after  December 
1967.  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)(2),  (a)(3)(B),  and  (b)(1)  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 
after  1967.  The  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a)  (4)  shall  apply  only  with  respect 
to  calendar  years  after  1967. 

"CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 

"Sec.  109.  (a)(1)  Section  1401(a)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
rate  of  tax  on  self-employment  income  for 
purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"'(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1966,  and  before 
January  1,  1969,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.9 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employ- 
ment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"'(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year; 
beginning  after  December  31,  1968,  and  be- 
fore January  1,  1971,  the  tax  shall  be  equal 
to  6.3  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-em- 
ployment income  for  such  taxable  year; 


"  '(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1970,  and  before 
January  1,  1973,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
6.9  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self -em- 
ployment income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

"  '(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1972,  the  tax 
shall  be  equal  to  7.0  percent  of  the  amount 
of  the  self-employment  income  for  such  tax- 
able year.' 

"(2)  Section  3101(a)  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  rate  of  tax  on  employees  for  purposes 
of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance) is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following : 

"'(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the  calendar  years  1967  and  1968,  the  rate 
shall  be  3.9  percent; 

"'(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the  calendar  years  1969  and  1970,  the 
rate  shall  be  4.2  percent; 

"  '(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the  calendar  years  1971  and  1972,  the 
rate  shall  be  4.6  percent;  and 

"  '(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after 
December  31,  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  5.0 
percent.' 

"(3)  Section  3111(a)  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  rate  of  tax  on  employers  for  purposes 
of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance) is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"'(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1967  and  1968,  the  rate 
shall  be  3.9  percent; 

"  '(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1969  and  1970,  the  rate 
shall  be  4.2  percent; 

"'(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1971  and  1972,  the  rate 
shall  be  4.6  percent;  and 

"  '(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  De- 
cember 31,  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  5.0  per- 
cent.' 

"(b)  (1)  Section  1401(b)  of  such  Code  (re- 
lating to  rate  of  tax  on  self-employment  in- 
come for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"'(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1966,  and  before 
January  1,  1969,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.50  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-em- 
ployment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"'(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1968,  and  before 
January  1,  1973,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.60 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employ- 
ment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"  '(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1972,  and  before 
January  1,  1976,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.65  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-em- 
ployment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"  '(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  fear  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1975,  and  before 
January  1,  1980,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.70  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-em- 
ployment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"  '(5)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1979,  and  before 
January  1,  1987,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.80  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-em- 
ployment income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

"  '(6)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1986,  the  tax 
shall  be  equal  to  0.90  percent  of  the  amount 
of  the  self -employment  income  for  such  tax- 
able year.' 

"(2)  Section  3101(b)  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  rate  of  tax  on  employees  for  purposes 
of  hospital  insurance)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

"  '(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during 
the  calendar  years  1967  and  1968,  the  rate 
shall  be  0.50  percent; 


"'(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the  calendar  years  1969,  1970,  1971,  and 
1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

"  '(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the  calendar  years  1973,  1974,  and  1975, 
the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent; 

"  '(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the  calendar  years  1976,  1977,  1978,  and 
1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.70  percent; 

"  '(5)  with  respect  to  wages  received  dur- 
ing the   calendar  years   1980,   1981,  1982, 

1983,  1984,  1985,  and  1986,  the  rate  shall  be 
0.80  percent;  and 

"  '(6)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after 
December  31,  1986,  the  rate  shall  be  0.90 
percent.' 

"(3)  Section  3111(b)  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  rate  of  tax  on  employers  for  purposes 
of  hospital  insurance)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"  '(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1967  and  1968,  the  rate 
shall  be  0.50  percent; 

"  '(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1969,  1970,  1971,  and 
1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

"  '(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calender  years  1973,  1974,  and  1975,  the 
rate  shall  be  0.65  percent; 

"  '(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1976,  1977,  1978,  and  1979, 
the  rate  shall  be  0.70  percent; 

"  "(5)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during 
the  calendar  years  1980,   1981,  1982,  1983, 

1984,  1985,  and  1986,  the  rate  shall  be  0.80 
percent;  and 

"  '(6)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after 
December  31,  1986,  the  rate  shall  be  0.90 
percent.' 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)(1)  and  (b)(1)  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31,  1967.  The  remaining  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December 
31,  1967." 

On  page  16,  lines  8  and  9,  strike  "the  month 
of  March  1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  are 
enacted". 

On  page  17,  line  7,  strike  "March  1968"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "such  second  month". 

On  page  17,  line  8,  strike  "March  1968"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "such  second  month". 

On  page  17,  lines  16  and  17,  strike  "the 
month  of  March  1968"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "such  second  month". 

On  page  17,  lines  21  and  22,  strike  "March 
1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "such  second 
month". 

On  page  18,  lines  5  and  6,  strike  out  "en- 
titled, after  February  1968"  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "entitled,  in  or  after  the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  are 
enacted". 

On  page  18,  lines  8  and  9,  strike  "after  Feb- 
ruary 1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "in  or 
after  such  second  month". 

On  page  19,  lines  2  and  3,  strike  "month  of 
March  1968  or  who  died  before  such  month" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "second  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social.  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967  are  enacted  or 
who  died  before  such  second  month". 

On  page  19,  lines  7  and  8,  strike  "months 
after  February  1968"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "and  after  the  second  month  follow- 
ing the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted". 

On  page  19,  line  10,  strike  "after  February 
1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "in  or  after 
such  second  month". 

On  page  19,  line  14,  strike  "of  February 
1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "following 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted". 

On  page  19,  lines  17  and  18,  strike  "month 
of  March  1968,  or  who  died  in  such  month" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "second  month  fol- 
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lowing  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  en- 
acted, or  he  died  in  such  second  month". 

On  page  21,  lines  4  and  5,  strike  "months 
after  February  1968"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "and  after  the  second  month  follow- 
ing the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted". 

On  page  22,  line  18,  strike  "months  after 
February  1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"and  after  the  second  month  following  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted". 

On  page  55,  line  21,  strike  "months  after 
February  1968"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"and  after  the  second  month  following  the 
month  in  which  this  act  is  enacted". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska yield  himself? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  favor  an  increase  in 
benefits  for  social  security  recipients. 
I  do  not  think  that  it  is  in  dispute  any- 
where. What  Senator  Williams  and  I 
seek  to  do  by  this  amendment  is  to  give 
the  Senate  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
the  benefit  increase  provided  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  with  the  House 
of  Representatives  proposed  financing, 
versus  the  increase  in  benefits  and  the 
financing  proposed  by  the  majority  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance. 

May  I  say  at  the  outset  that  I  cherish 
the  opportunity  to  serve  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance.  It  has  been  through  the 
years,  and  is  still,  a  distinguished  and 
able  committee.  I  believe,  however,  that 
in  the  deliberations  of  the  Committee 
on  Finance  and  of  the  Senate,  we  should 
at  times  take  special  note  of  what  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  done.  Be- 
cause of  the  size  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, a  Member  is  called  upon  to 
serve  on  only  one  committee.  Repre- 
sentatives do  not  have  to  scatter  their 
attention  and  activity  as  we  must  do 
here  in  the  Senate.  Consequently,  I  be- 
lieve there  are  times  when  we  should 
give  considerable  weight  to  the  House 
of  Representatives  version  of  a  particu- 
lar piece  of  legislation  because  of  the 
greater  attention  an  House  Member  can 
give  to  a  proposal;  and  I  believe  that 
this  is  one  of  those  times. 

Here  is  what  is  involved  in  the  financ- 
ing: A  vote  cast  in  favor  of  my  amend- 
ment to  increase  benefits  as  provided  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  to 
finance  those  increases  as  provided  by 
the  House,  will  be  a  vote  to  impose  upon 
the  American  worker  a  maximum  em- 
ployee tax  of  $448.40,  which  will  be 
reached  by  the  year  1987.  A  similar 
amount  is  imposed  upon  each  employer 
for  each  employee  paying  the  maximum. 
The  self-employment  tax  would  be 
roughly  iy2  times  the  employee  tax. 

We  are  increasing  benefits.  If  we  ac- 
cept the  increase  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, the  maximum  employee  tax 
will,  as  I  say,  not  be  reached  until  1987, 
and  will  go  up  to  $448.40.  However,  if  we 
accept  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  ma- 
jority members  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance,  the  maximum  employee  tax 
will  increase  to  $626.40,  and  it  will  reach 
that  level  by  1980,  with  a  similar  tax  on 
the  employer. 

What  does  that  mean?  That  means 
that  mean?  That  means  that  the  small 
businessman,  who  employs  10  people 
upon  whom  he  has  to  pay  the  maximum 
tax,  if  we  take  the  House  bill,  by  1987 


will  have  to  pay  $4,484;  but  if  we  accept 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill,  7 
years  earlier  that  employer  of  10  em- 
ployees who  are  covered  by  the  maximum 
tax  will  have  to  pay  $6,264. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  consider  the 
financial  implications  of  all  the  actions 
of  government  and  the  financial  implica- 
tions of  all  the  happenings  in  the  free 
world,  I  think  that  we  can  say  without 
equivocation  that  the  real  friend  of  So- 
cial Security  is  he  who  practices  re- 
straint. 

Now,  what  is  the  difference  in  bene- 
fits? Under  the  House  bill,  all  benefi- 
ciaries will  receive  a  12.5-percent  in- 
crease. What  does  the  majority  of  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  offer?  It 
offers  an  increase  of  15  percent,  with  a 
minimum  benefit  that  shall  be  at  least 
$70  a  month.  That  is  the  immediate  effect 
of  it.  Over  the  long  range,  there  will  be 
some  other  raises  that  I  shall  come  to, 
but  so  far  as  present  beneficiaries  are 
concerned  or  those  who  will  retire  in  the 
immediate  future,  it  is  15  percent  versus 
12.5  percent. 

What  does  that  amount  to?  What  is 
the  average  social  security  benefit  being 
paid  now?  It  is  $85  and  some  cents.  What 
does  a  2.5-percent  difference  mean  to 
that  recipient?  About  $2.12.  But  it  is 
brought  about  with  much  sounder  financ- 
ing than  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
bill,  which  will  give  him  just  a  little 
dribble  more;  but  the  disadvantages  are 
illustrated  by  how  high  the  proposed 
taxes  would  be. 

The  real  factor  in  increasing  the  cost 
upon  the  American  economy,  upon  our 
young  people  and  upon  the  middle  class, 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill, 
as  contrasted  to  the  Mills  bill,  is  brought 
about  not  by  the  increase  in  the  tax  rate, 
but  by  the  increase  in  the  wage  base. 

Benefits  are  paid  on  the  basis  of  an 
average  monthly  wage.  So  if  we  resort  to 
financing  by  raising  the  wage  base  up  to 
$10,800,  as  contrasted  to  the  Mills  bill 
base  of  $7,600,  we  do  not  raise  the  bene- 
fits for  anybody  who  is  receiving  retire- 
ment benefits  now,  or  in  any  noticeable 
degree  for  those  who  will  retire  in  the 
next  3  to  6  years.  But  in  the  long  run, 
the  individual  who  pays  on  that  higher 
base  will  have,  over  his  lifetime,  a  sub- 
stantially higher  average  monthly  wage 
on  which  to  figure  the  benefits  formula, 
and  that  is  what  projects  these  very 
severe  and  high  costs,  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  proposal,  which  are  not  found  in 
the  Mills  bill. 

If  the  Senate  committee  bill  is  en- 
acted, the  money  benefit  for  a  retiree, 
with  an  annual  wage  base  of  $10,800,  will 
be  based  on  the  monthly  wage,  as  fol- 
lows: 72.42  percent  of  the  first  $110; 
26.34  percent  of  the  next  $290;  24.61 
percent  of  the  next  $150;  28.06  percent 
of  the  next  $150;  and  26.34  percent  of 
the  next  $200.  The  total  proposed  benefit 
would  eventually  be  substantial. 

But  to  our  present  generation  of  old 
people,  that  means  nothing,  because 
their  average  monthly  wage  is  already 
established,  or  so  nearly  established  that 
raising  the  wage  base  will  make  no  sig- 
nificant change.  The  issue  that  we  have 
to  face  here  is,  are  we  going  to  vote  in 
a  level  of  benefits  that  will  raise  the 


maximum  tax  $448,  under  the  Mills  plan, 
or  $624,  under  the  Hartke-Long  plan? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
an  additional  10  minutes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  the  only 
advantage  most  people  will  derive  from 
the  committee  version  is  only  an  addi- 
tional 2.5-percent  increase  in  benefits. 
Who  is  there  to  say  that  a  15-percent 
increase  is  the  right  balance  between 
payers  and  receivers  and  that  12.5  per- 
cent is  totally  wrong?  I  do  not  believe 
it  can  be  said.  I  believe  that  the  House 
increase  is  a  reasonable  increase.  I  know 
that  their  method  of  financing  the  in- 
crease is  far  superior. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  misunderstood. 
It  is  not  my  contention  that  a  12.5-per- 
cent increase  in  social  security  benefits  is 
not  inflationary  and  that  a  15-percent 
increase  is  inflationary.  I  make  no  such 
contention. 

There  are  some  factors  involved  in 
social  security  that  are  definitely  infla- 
tionary. One  of  them  is  the  long-range 
commitment  for  higher  and  higher  bene- 
fits that  creates  a  situation  in  which 
the  only  way  the  program  can  be  carried 
on  is  by  an  ever-increasing  amount  of 
inflation  in  our  economy. 

The  Senate  committee  bill  does  that, 
not  through  the  extra  2.5  percent,  but  in 
the  raising  of  the  wage  base.  The  House 
bill  does  not  do  that. 

The  other  factor  that  becomes  infla- 
tionary is  the  very  size  of  the  tax. 

I  mentioned  a  while  ago  the  employer 
with  10  employees  on  which  the  maxi- 
mum tax  is  paid.  Suppose  that  maximum 
tax  is  figured  under  the  Mills  bill  at 
$448.40.  That  employer  would  have  to 
raise  $4,484.  However,  under  the  Hartke- 
Long  bill,  that  employer  would  have  to 
raise  $6,264. 

In  either  case,  where  is  that  employer 
going  to  get  the  money?  He  will  get  it 
from  his  customers.  Many  of  the  self- 
employed,  when  they  can,  will  pass  on 
this  huge  increase  to  their  customers. 

When  wage  negotiations  take  place, 
workers  must  think  in  terms  of  takehome 
pay.  If  they  have  $626.40  taken  out  of 
their  paycheck  for  social  security  instead 
of  $448.40,  they  will  ask  for  more  pay. 

So,  it  does  have  an  effect  upon  wage 
negotiations  and  wage  contracts.  The  im- 
pact of  the  size  of  the  tax  does  make  for 
inflation. 

I  say  for  the  record  here  and  now  that 
our  present  social  security  beneficiaries 
have  not  had  their  position  worsened  be- 
cause the  number  of  dollars  they  reecive 
in  benefits  has  been  lessened.  They  have 
had  their  position  damaged  because  the 
number  of  dollars  they  receive  buys  less 
and  less.  And  the  Hartke-Long  proposal 
would  accentuate  that  inflationary  trend. 

What  we  really  need  here  is  a  policy  of 
government  in  all  things  that  will  halt 
runaway  inflation.  The  older  citizen  is 
entitled  not  only  to  be  paid  in  dollars 
that  have  real  purchasing  power,  but  he 
is  also  entitled  to  receive  real  purchasing 
power  from  the  dollars  he  has  saved.  His 
widow  is  entitled  to  be  paid  life  insurance 
money  in  a  stable  currency. 
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I  say  again  that  the  real  friend  of 
social  security,  the  real  friend  of  the 
aged,  is  he  who  practices  restraint. 

The  fixing  of  benefit  increases  should 
never  be  an  auction  contesting  which 
candidate  or  which  politician  can  bid  the 
highest. 

We  should  take  into  account  the  effect 
of  inflation  on  our  economy.  We  should 
take  into  account  the  needs  of  the  elderly. 
We  should  take  into  account  the  needs  of 
the  young  and  the  middle  aged  who  will 
have  to  pay  the  bill. 

I  remind  the  Senate  that  it  may  be 
later  than  we  think.  The  present  finan- 
cial situation  of  the  Government  is  dis- 
turbing to  the  most  optimistic  persons. 

It  is  true  that  social  security  for  the 
most  part  is  not  paid  from  the  general 
fund,  is  a  separate  tax  put  in  a  separate 
fund  and  paid  out  for  a  special  purpose. 
However,  I  remind  the  Senate  that  the 
same  people  that  carry  the  burden  of  so- 
cial security  also  carry  the  burden  of  all 
other  taxes. 

The  same  consumers  who,  in  the  last 
analysis,  pay  all  other  taxes,  in  the  last 
analysis  pay  the  social  security  taxes. 
So,  this  greatly  increased  tax  burden 
imposed  by  the  Hartke-Long  proposal 
will  have  to  be  borne  by  the  rank  and 
file  citizens. 

And  what  else  do  they  have  to  do?  The 
rank  and  file  of  the  people  of  America 
have  to  carry  the  expenses  of  the  war, 
care  for  our  veterans,  pay  off  the  na- 
tional debt,  and  pay  the  carrying  charges 
on  the  national  debt. 

Mr.  President,  Congress  this  year  had 
to  appropriate  $14.2  billion  to  pay  the 
interest  on  the  national  debt.  If  we  did 
not  have  to  pay  that  amount  of  money, 
what  could  we  have  done  with  that  $14.2 
billion? 

Here  is  what  we  could  do.  $14.2  billion 
is  enough  money  to  pay  all  veterans' 
benefits,  the  system  of  highways  in- 
cluded in  the  Interstate  System,  the  Hill- 
Burton  hospital  construction  program, 
the  civil  works  program  of  the  Army 
Engineers,  the  entire  cost  of  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  and  the  entire  cost  of 
running  Congress  and  the  Federal 
courts.  All  of  this  could  be  done  with  the 
amount  of  money  we  have  had  to  pay  in 
interest  alone. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  something  else 
that  these  same  taxpayers  have  to  pay. 
As  of  June  1967,  there  was  in  the  military 
retirement  program  an  estimated  $71,- 
370,000,000  deficit  in  the  fund.  That  defi- 
cit is  increasing  by  $2,240  billion  a  year. 
The  same  American  people  that  have  to 
pay  that  will  have  to  pay  these  huge 
Hartke-Long  taxes  that  are  proposed. 

Here  is  something  else:  As  of  the  same 
year,  there  is  a  $48  billion  deficit  in  the 
civil  service  retirement  fund.  It  lacks 
that  much  of  being  funded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  myself  2  addi- 
tional minutes. 

These  are  the  burdens  on  the  American 
people.  If  the  burdens  go  on  and  on, 
inflation,  devaluation,  destruction  of  sav- 
ings, destruction  of  the  value  of  social 
security  benefits — all  these  results  are 
a  possibility. 


Again  I  remind  you  that  more  is  in- 
volved here  than  the  difference  between 
a  12y2-percent  and  a  15-percent  increase 
in  benefits.  The  House  financing  is  sound. 
It  calls  for  a  lower  schedule  of  taxes.  My 
amendment  is  so  drawn  that  it  is  in- 
tended to  retain  every  amendment  the 
Senate  has  approved,  dealing  with  vari- 
ous corrections  and  changes  in  medicare 
and  AFDC  and  all  the  other  items.  It 
merely  takes  the  Mills  increase  in  bene- 
fits of  12  y2  percent  together  with  the 
Mills  method  of  financing,  instead  of  that 
proposed  by  a  majority  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  amendment 
should  be  supported,  because  we  are  for 
the  aged  of  the  country.  You  cannot  be 
for  them  and  not  practice  restraint  in 
everything  that  touches  upon  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  this  country,  unless  you 
are  totally  blind  to  current  happenings. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  reserve  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  undertakes  to 
provide  what  the  Finance  Committee  be- 
lieves is  an  essential  increase  in  social 
security  payments  to  bring  social  se- 
curity benefits  up  to  where  they  would 
have  been  had  not  the  depreciation  in 
currency  lessened  the  purchasing  power 
of  those  benefits,  and  also  to  provide  a 
meager  increase  in  benefits  beyond. 

I  ask  that  the  chart  indicating  the 
changes  since  1954  be  displayed. 

Mr.  President,  the  chart  indicates  how 
earnings  have  increased  since  the  cost- 
of-living  increase  in  1954.  That  is  shown 
by  the  blue  line.  The  brown  line  shows 
what  has  happened  to  prices,  and  the 
green  line  shows  the  step  increases  that 
have  taken  place  with  our  social  security 
bills  since  1954. 

Senators  will  note  that,  generally 
speaking,  the  brown  line,  which  indicates 
prices,  has  advanced  ahead  of  the  social 
security  increases  as  we  have  voted  those 
increases.  So  that  now,  as  a  practical 
matter,  knowing  that  we  will  not  vote  a 
big  social  security  bill  every  year — our 
experience  has  been  that  if  we  do  it  once 
during  each  Congress,  that  is  as  much  as 
we  can  expect — we  should  finance  the 
social  security  benefits,  even  if  on  a  cost- 
of-living  basis,  by  enough  so  that  as  the 
cost  of  living  continues  to  increase — and 
it  is  certainly  projected  to  do  so  next 
year — the  cost  of  living  will  not  immedi- 
ately wipe  out  the  increased  benefits 
voted  to  offset  the  cost-of-living  increase. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  a  major- 
ity of  the  Senate  committee,  the  Demo- 
crats on  the  committee,  are  aware  of  the 
fact  that  in  this  program  the  benefits 
have  never  been  added. 

At  the  present  time,  notwithstanding  a 
social  security  program  intended  to  keep 
people  out  of  poverty,  we  have  in  this 
great  Nation  5  million  people  in  poverty, 
approximately  half  of  them  receiving 
public  welfare. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  would  re- 
duce the  number  of  people  in  poverty  by 
2.1  million.  This  would  mean  that  the 
number  of  people  taken  out  of  poverty 
would  be  1.3  million  beyond  the  number 


which  the  House  bill  would  take  out  of 
poverty.  So  if  it  is  said  that'  the  social 
security  program  should  be  such  that 
people  are  no  longer  welfare  charges  and 
are  no  longer  on  poverty,  the  bill  moves 
in  that  direction.  The  economy  sought  by 
those  on  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle 
is  to  economize  at  the  expense  of  the 
poor,  the  needy,  the  unfortunate,  the 
orphan  children.  In  my  judgment,  that  is 
the  one  area  in  which  we  can  least  af- 
ford to  economize. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  we  are 
talking  about  a  bill  which  pays  its  .own 
way. 

We  have  heard  a  Senator  say  that  we 
cannot  afford  to  tax — this  is  the  argu- 
ment— a  man  who  makes  more  than  $600 
a  month  on  an  additional  $100  a  month 
earnings,  in  order  to  take  care  of  the 
most  pitiful  cases,  people  who  have  paid 
their  money  into  the  social  security  pro- 
gram and  who  are  to  be  protected  by  the 
program,  but  have  found  themselves 
wards  of  private  or  public  charity. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  judgment,  we  can 
afford  it.  We  can  afford  it,  whether  we 
have  to  pay  for  it  by  social  security  tax 
or  any  other  way.  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  tends  to  draw  the  traditional  dis- 
tinction between  the  Democratic  and  the 
Republican  side  of  the  aisle — one  side 
saying  that  we  cannot  afford  to  have  beg- 
gary, wretchedness;  we  cannot  afford  to 
have  people  pay  for  social  security  bene- 
fits which  will  insure  them  against  pov- 
erty, against  wretchedness,  against 
homelessness,  against  starvation,  against 
nakedness.  These  are  people  who  have 
paid  into  the  social  security  fund,  and 
when  their  day  of  retirement  comes,  they 
find  that  they  are  not  cared  for  in  sick- 
ness, that  they  starve,  that  they  must 
apply  to  private  charity  or  to  public  wel- 
ware  for  their  existence. 

As  the  committee  bill  has  been  report- 
ed, 200,000  people  could  be  taken  from 
the  public  welfare  rolls  whom  the  Re- 
publican amendment  would  continue  on 
the  public  welfare  rolls,  and  the  pend- 
ing amendment  would  require  that  an 
additional  1,300,000  people  be  left  in  pov- 
erty. 

In  addition,  I  point  out  that  insofar  as 
people  would  pay  taxes  on  a  higher  wage 
base,  they  would  receive  greater  bene- 
fits when  they  retire,  because  their  re- 
tirement benefits  would  be  measured  by 
the  higher  base. 

Let  us  consider  the  person  for  whom 
the  sponsors  of  the  pending  amendment 
are  so  solicitous. 

This  man  is  making  $750,  $800,  or 
$1,000  a  month,  and  the  sponsors  of  this 
amendment  fear  he  would  be  unable  to 
pay  the  additional  tax.  Let  us  look  at  the 
situation  when  this  man  retires,  assum- 
ing he  is  in  the  maximum  category.  When 
he  has  paid  enough  for  the  maximum, 
when  he  retires  instead  of  having  max- 
imum retirement  benefits  of  $212  a 
month  provided  by  the  House  bill,  his 
maximum  retirement  benefit  would  be 
$288.  If  he  were  married,  it  would  be  50 
percent  above  that  figure  of  $288.  His 
income  would  be  $70  a  month  more.  It 
is  certainly  something  well  worth  pay- 
ing in  order  to  have  the  additional  ben- 
efit. 
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Look  at  the  maximum  provided  for  a 
family  based  on  a  single  earnings  record. 
The  maximum  provided  by  having  the 
person  pay  more  in  order  to  draw  re- 
tirement benefits  on  more  income  would 
rise  from  $368,  payable  under  the  pres- 
ent law,  to  $423.60,  payable  under  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance  of  the  Senate.  The  House  bill 
would  have  placed  that  figure  at  $523.60. 
There  is  a  difference  of  $100  a  month  a 
family  would  receive  above  the  House  bill 
if  they  were  paying  the  higher  tax.  Yes, 
they  would  pay  a  higher  tax  and  receive 
much  higher  benefits  for  it. 

Mr.  President,  this  committee  has  not 
been  afraid  to  bring  to  the  Senate  a  pro- 
gram to  reduce  beggary,  to  reduce  pov- 
erty, and  to  help  people  who  must  rely 
on  public  welfare.  It  would  move  in  the 
direction  of  providing  a  more  dignified 
basis  for  support  to  people  who  must  rely 
on  public  welfare. 

Furthermore,  the  amendment  would 
seek  to  strike  out  a  number  of  liberali- 
zations and  improvements  of  the  pro- 
gram voted  by  the  committee  of  the 
Senate,  some  of  which  were  sponsored 
by  Republicans  and  some  of  which  were 
sponsored  by  Democrats. 

I  would  assume  that  if  the  Curtis-Wil- 
liams amendment  is  agreed  to,  other 
amendments  will  be  introduced  to  strike 
out  other  benefits  in  the  bill  which  take 
care  of  the  aged  and  which  take  care  of 
people  who  rely  on  the  social  security 
system  for  their  existence. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  amendment 
stands  at  this  moment,  having  heard  all 
of  the  statements  about  fiscal  respon- 
sibility in  connection  with  the  previous 
amendment,  here  is  an  amendment  that 
would  be  actuarially  out  of  balance.  It 
would  not  bring  in  as  much  money  as  it 
would  pay  out,  and  it  would  put  the  fund 
actuarially  out  of  balance  by  minus  0.5 
percent  of  payroll. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Chair  will  bear 
with  me  for  one  moment,  I  wish  to  get 
these  figures  straight.  In  dollars,  this 
amendment  would  place  the  system  $450 
million  out  of  balance  in  1969.  In  terms 
of  payroll,  it  would  place  it  out  of  balance 
by  0.1  percent  of  payroll. 

Having  had  a  lecture  in  connection 
with  the  previous  amendment  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  about  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility, soundness  in  the  fund,  and 
preservation  of  the  fund,  we  now  have  an 
amendment  sponsored  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
proposing  to  put  the  fund  out  of  balance 
by  $450  million  compared  with  the 
sound  approach  adopted  by  the  commit- 
tee in  voting  to  pay  for  the  benefits  for 
which  the  committee  voted. 

For  those  reasons,  I  do  not  think  the 
amendment  should  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  how  much  time  do  we  have  re- 
maining on  the  amendment?  This  is  one 
of  the  2-hour  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  38  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  listened  with  great  interest 


and  amusement  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  I  always  enjoy  listening  to  him 
make  a  speech.  It  was  a  wonderful  po- 
litical speech  as  he  pointed  out  the  Re- 
publican position.  Unfortunately,  the 
speech  was  wasted  because  there  was  not 
a  Louisiana  voter  here  to  be  converted. 

However,  inasmuch  as  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  pointed  out  how 
hardhearted  the  position  is  which  is 
taken  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and 
myself  in  sponsoring  this  amendment,  I 
wish  to  point  out  what  the  amendment 
does. 

The  amendment  would  increase  social 
security  benefits  by  12.5  percent  across 
the  board,  raise  the  minimum  from  $44 
to  $50,  and  raise  the  earning  limitation 
from  $1,500  to  $1,680. 

Let  there  be  no  misunderstanding 
about  how  worthy  this  proposal  is.  I  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  every  Demo- 
cratic Representative  in  the  other  body 
voted  for  this  same  formula  of  increases. 
Every  Democratic  Representative  from 
the  State  of  Louisiana,  the  State  of  my 
chairman,  voted  for  this  same  proposal, 
and  that  list  includes:  Representatives 
Edward  Hebert,  Hale  Boggs,  Joe  Wag- 
gonner,  Otto  Passman,  John  Rarick,  Ed- 
win Edwards,  and  "Speedy"  Long,  all  of 
whom  are  Democratic  Representatives 
from  the  State  of  Louisiana.  Every  Loui- 
sana  Congressman  over  there  voted  for 
the  position  which  is  now  before  the 
Senate  is  the  Curtis-Williams  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
yield  in  a  moment. 

The  Representative  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Mills]  also  voted  for  it.  This  pro- 
posal would  substitute  the  benefit  in- 
creases of  the  House  bill  for  those  in  the 
Senate  bill  and  at  the  same  time  sub- 
stitute the  lower  tax  rates  of  the  House 
bill  for  the  higher  rates  in  the  Senate 
bill.  The  wage  base  would  be  kept  at 
$7,600. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  not  the 
Senator  aware  of  the  fact  that  those  peo- 
ple did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  vote 
for  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  meas- 
ure? They  were  faced  with  a  closed  rule 
where  one  must  take  it  or  leave  it.  They 
could  not  vote  for  something  better. 
They  had  to  take  it  or  leave  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Not  nec- 
essarily. The  Representative  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Boggs]  is  a  ranking  member  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  in  the 
other  body,  and  he  helped  to  write  the  bill 
in  committee.  He  is  one  of  the  ranking 
members  of  the  committee  which  re- 
ported the  bill.  They  had  a  right  to  ex- 
press themselves. 

There  is  no  difference  in  benefits  of  our 
proposal  and  their  bill.  The  bill,  as  it  was 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
with  a  12.5-percent  increase  in  benefits, 
provides  additional  benefits  of  about  $3.5 
billion  once  it  gets  into  the  first  full  year 
of  operation. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance  of  the  Senate  increased  those 
benefits  by  another  $3.2  billion,  which 
is  about  double.  But  in  doubling  the  bene- 
fits under  the  two  bills  it  also  doubles 
the  tax. 

Under  the  proposal  before  us  we  would 


go  back  to  the  House  provisions  on  bene- 
fits— to  the  same  level  of  benefits  as  sup- 
ported by  every  Democratic  Representa- 
tive from  the  State  of  Louisiana  as  well 
as  by  every  Representative  from  the 
State  of  my  good  friend  from  Indiana. 
They  all  supported  the  same  proposal  we 
now  offer. 

I  doubt  we  will  find  these  Senators  de- 
nouncing their  colleagues  back  in  their 
States  for  having  voted  for  the  sound  Re- 
publican position  we  are  proposing  here 
today.  They  had  on  their  minds  that  this 
proposal  would  have  increased  benefits  by 
12.5  percent.  Increased  benefits  are  justi- 
fied as  a  result  of  inflation,  an  inflation 
over  which  these  retired  citizens  have  no 
control. 

At  the  same  time,  one  does  not  cure 
that  situation  by  raising  benefits  and 
fanning  further  the  fires  of  inflation,  so 
that  in  a  year  or  two  the  inflation  will 
have  eroded  all  of  the  benefits  that  the 
recipients  will  have  received. 

With  respect  to  the  change  in  the  tax 
rate,  the  House  bill  has  the  same  payroll 
tax  rates  as  are  shown  under  the  Senate 
bill.  That  is  true.  However,  the  wage  base 
under  the  House  bill  was  $7,600,  and 
stayed  at  $7,600.  Under  the  Hartke-Long 
proposal  in  the  Senate  it  goes  to  $8,000  in 
1968,  $8,800  in  1969,  $10,800  in  1972.  This 
proposal  would  strike  out  those  increases 
and  retain  the  same  level  of  increases  as 
in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  points  out 
that  this  bill  is  not  as  fiscally  responsibly 
balanced  as  I  have  said  I  would  like  to 
have  it.  That  is  true. 

I  made  an  effort  in  the  amendment 
offered  earlier  today  to  advance  the  date. 
I  wish  that  my  good  friend  from  Louisi- 
ana, the  chairman  of  the  committee,  had 
made  the  same  speech  when  I  had  that 
amendment  pending,  because  if  he  had 
I  might  have  persuaded  him  to  vote  for 
my  amendment.  But  he  voted  against  it. 
Now,  however,  after  it  has  been  defeated 
he  is  speaking  in  favor  of  it.  I  wish  we 
could  get  together  on  this.  I  want  to  get 
his  votes  where  his  speeches  are. 

I  see  no  need  to  labor  further  the 
pending  amendment.  It  is  very  simple.  I 
think  that  everyone  understands  the 
issue.  This  amendment  would  stand  by 
the  benefit  provisions  of  the  bill  as  they 
were  approved  by  a  415-to-3  vote  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  this 
amendment  stands  by  the  payroll  tax 
increase  as  it  was  approved  by  the  same 
415-to-3  vote  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives. 

There  are  those  of  us  who  feel  that  this 
121/2-percent  increase  is  as  far  as  the 
wage  earners,  who  pay  the  tax,  can  afford 
to  go  at  this  time.  We  must  take  into 
consideration  not  only  the  needs  of  those 
who  will  be  receiving  the  benefits  but 
also  the  manner  in  which  it  will  affect 
the  wage  earners  who  have  to  pay  the 
taxes.  The  fact  that  under  the  Senate  bill 
the  full  impact  of  the  tax  will  not  hit 
them  until  after  election  does  not  lessen 
their  burden.  That  does  not  make  it  any 
less  painful.  It  only  means  that  they  are 
being  lulled  into  a  false  sense  of  security 
until  after  they  have  cast  their  ballots. 
The  Senator  from  Louisiana  admits  they 
will  receive  a  shocking  awakening  when 
they  find  out  what  this  increased  tax 
will  be  under  the  Hartke-Long  proposal. 
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I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
mvself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  question  that  there  is  a  fundamental 
difference  between  the  Republican  posi- 
tion, the  position  taken  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  and  the  administration 
position.  Basically,  the  bill  before  the 
Senate  at  this  moment  provides  for  those 
items  .recommended  by  the  President  in 
his  message  to  Congress.  The  House  of 
Representatives,  however,  did  not  see  fit 
to  go  ahead  and  follow  those  recommen- 
dations. Therefore,  they  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  vote  only  on  the  committee  bill 
which  was  presented  to  them. 

This  bill,  very  honestly  and  simply, 
does,  in  some  ways  rectify  some  of  the 
inequities  which  have  occurred  over  the 
years  for  the  20  million  elderly  per- 
sons in  this  country,  in  a  situation  in 
which  they  cannot  go  to  their  employers 
and  demand  a  pay  increase.  The  only 
place  they  can  look  to  for  any  help  in 
their  social  security  benefits  is  to  Con- 
gress. That  is  what  has  been  done. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
recommended  to  Congress  that  we  allow 
a  15-percent  increase  for  these  people, 
plus  an  increase  in  the  minimum  pay- 
ment from  $44  to  $70  a  month.  However, 
if  we  look  at  it,  really,  what  does  the 
$44  mean?  It  is  sad  to  have  to  say  to  the 
American  people  that  we  have  really 
been  that  stingy  with  them,  that  we 
have  been  that  hardhearted  with  our 
older  people,  to  say  to  a  man  or  woman 
over  the  age  65,  who  has  made  his  con- 
tribution through  the  years  to  the  social 
security  fund,  that  so  far  as  he  is  con- 
cerned, he  will  be  expected  to  buy  his 
food  and  clothing,  and  find  a  place  in 
which  to  live,  for  $528  a  year. 

That,  in  and  of  itself,  should  be  an 
indictment  about  which  I  think  any 
thinking  Republican,  Democrat; — all 
Americans — would  certainly  say  that  we 
can  do  better  than  that. 

The  Finance  Committee  snys  we  can 
do  better  than  that.  We  can  do  better 
than  that  without  increasing  the  burden 
of  taxes  on  the  people  who  are  working 
in  any  sufficient  amount  to  be  unsatis- 
factory. 

What  the  House  passed  was,  I  think, 
rather  meager.  They  said  that  they  were 
going  to  increase  the  S44  up  to  $50  a 
month.  That  means  that  the  same  per- 
sons will  be  asked  to  five  on  $600  a  year. 

Now,  honestly,  if  I  had  my  way,  I 
would  say  that  the  least  Congress  should 
give  to  any  person  over  the  age  of  65, 
during  those  years  in  which  he  can  look 
forward  only  to  meeting  his  Creator 
shortly,  is  $1,200  a  year. 

After  all,  we  recognize  today  that  we 
are  the  most  affluent  Nation  on  earth.  We 
have  said  to  the  American  people  that  if 
they  are  over  the  age  of  65,  and  they 
earn  only  $1,600  a  year,  then  they  are  in 
poverty.  What  does  Congress  say,  in  ef- 
fect, today,  not  in  defense  of  the  bill  but 
almost  in  criticism  of  it  being  too  shal- 
low and  too  narrow  in  its  approach? 


We  are  saying  to  the  people,  "We  are 
going  to  ask  you  to  be  three-quarters 
poor.  That  is  all  we  will  allow  you.  We 
are  not  even  going  to  make  you  poverty 
free." 

Yet,  by  passing  the  bill  recommending 
the  $70,  the  benefits  will  be  only  $840 
a  year. 

I  say  that  any  person  who  has  one 
ounce  of  Thanksgiving  spirit  in  his  heart, 
who  looks  forward  to  the  Christmas  spir- 
it of  Christian  charity,  should  realize 
that  we  can  do  something  to  make  the 
last  years  of  the  lives  of  our  elderly  peo- 
ple on  an  actuarially  sound  basis,  and 
make  their  lives  somewhat  better  than 
they  were  before.  That  is  the  responsi- 
bility of  thinking  people.  That  is  what 
the  bill  is  all  about.  We  shall  be  exercis- 
ing the  power  of  government  in  a  re- 
sponsible fashion.  The  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee  has  stated,  that  1.6 
million  individuals  in  this  country,  as  a 
result  of  this  bill  are  no  longer  going  to 
have  to  live  in  the  status  of  poverty  any 
longer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  is  recognized  for  5  ad- 
ditional minutes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  has  indicated,  there  are 
2  million  elderly  people  presently  draw- 
ing welfare.  One  of  the  things  most  ob- 
noxious to  those  drawing  welfare  is  the 
fact  that  they  do  not  like  snoopers.  There 
is  no  other  way  to  determine,  of  course, 
whether  a  person  needs  welfare,  without 
an  investigation  being  made  of  their 
need.  I  am  not  against  welfare  programs, 
but  if  I  had  my  choice  I  would  take  the 
people  off  the  welfare  rolls  and  put  them 
in  the  position  of  being  in  a  program  on 
an  actuarily  sound  basis.  If  that  could  be 
done,  so  that  they  could  live  in  dignity, 
that  would  be  much  more  desirable. 

Now  we  have  some  figures  here  which 
have  been  submitted  by  the  distin- 
guished, articulate,  and  hard-headed 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
in  which  he  took  some  liberty  to  define 
some  of  the  amendments  and  some  of  the 
results  of  what  has  been  done  in  the 
Finance  Committee.  He  calls  it  the 
Hartke  proposal.  I  am  willing  to  accept 
that.  But,  there  is  one  great  difference 
between  the  Senator  from  Delaware  and 
myself.  We  are  basically  in  common 
agreement  on  the  facts,  but  we  certainly 
have  a  different  philosophy  of  life.  He 
thinks  we  should  give  as  little  to  the  poor 
as  we  can,  while  I  think  we  should  give  as 
much  to  the  poor  as  we  can,  on  an  ac- 
tuarily sound  basis,  with  the  decency  and 
legitimacy  of  providing  a  fair  system  of 
government. 

In  the  figures  which  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  had  printed, 
if  one  were  to  read  them  without  care- 
ful consideration  of  the  benefits  involved 
and  the  nature  of  a  national  group  in- 
surance plan,  one  might  become  need- 
lessly concerned  about  the  fairness  of  the 
social  security  system.  That  is  why  I 
wish  to  take  a  close  look  at  what  we 
might  call  the  maximally  taxed  man — 
he  always  gets  taxed  at  what  would  ap- 


pear to  be  the  worst  possible  level  under 
what  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  refers  as  to  as  the  Hartke 
proposal. 

In  fact,  let  us  assume  that  he  worked 
for  45  years  under  the  social  security 
system  from  the  age  of  20  in  1968  until 
the  age  of  65  in  the  year  2013. 

Would  that  I  could  live  that  long,  Mr. 
President,  I  would  be  so  glad  to  be  in  this 
world  and  alive  to  see  what  will  be  hap- 
pening in  2013.  It  would  be  so  interesting. 

His  earnings  always  equaled  no  more 
than  the  maximum  possible  base  so  that 
all  his  income  got  taxed  at  the  highest 
rates  beginning  in  1968.  After  45  years 
of  working,  he  had  paid  in  $26,579.  After 
that  assume  that  he  and  his  wife  live 
only  6  years  before  he  dies.  In  those  6 
years,  barring  any  benefit  increase  in  the 
next  50  years — which  is  an  extremely 
pessimistic  and  unrealistic  assumption — 
he  receives  $28,296,  over  $1,000  more 
than  he  put  in.  But  then  his  wife  lives 
another  4  years,  so  that  she  receives 
another  $11,404  in  widows  benefits.  He  is 
also  protected  against  disability  during 
any  of  those  la"t  40  working  years,  and 
his  wife  and  children  are  eligible  for 
survivors  benefits,  which  run  into  thou- 
sands of  dollars  in  the  event  he  dies  be- 
fore the  45  years  are  up.  We  have  made 
no  provision  for  possible  benefit  increases 
in  the  next  45  years  from  a  plan  which 
will,  by  1972,  be  producing,  by  the  figures 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  a  surplus 
of  $8.5  billion  yearly. 

That  is  a  pretty  good  system.  But, 
when  we  look  at  it,  we  begin  to  wonder 
why  the  Republicans  are  opposed  to  such 
a  sound  business  proposal  whenever  it 
comes  to  doing  for  these  older  people 
what  has  not  been  accomplished  by  any 
other  proposal. 

But  what  about  interest?  As  I  shall 
show  later,  we  are  taking  out  our  interest 
now  in  the  form  of  lower  rates  rather 
than  creating  a  slush  fund  for  the  Treas- 
ury to  borrow. 

That  is,  in  effect,  what  we  are  doing. 
The  Republicans  would  like  to  have  a 
slush  fund  to  dip  into.  I  am  not  in  favor 
of  it.  I  am  opposed  to  the  Republicans 
having  a  slush  fund.  I  am  opposed  to  the 
Democrats  having  a  slush  fund.  In  fact, 
I  am  opposed  to  slush  funds.  I  do  not 
especially  want  to  see  a  $8  billion  slush 
fund  so  the  Republicans  will  be  able  to 
criticize  the  Democrats  for  having  taxed 
the  poor  people. 

The  interest  could  be  figured  in,  of 
course,  but  we  would  also  want  to  con- 
sider the  average  man  since  some  men 
collect  retirement  benefits,  others  dis- 
ability, others  survivors'  benefits,  and  so 
on.  We  would  want  to  deal  with  the 
average  man,  not  just  some  extreme  case. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen- 
ator has  expired. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  myself '5  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  33  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

We  do  not  want  to  deal  with  this  ex- 
traordinarily high  taxable  man  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  would  like  to  put 
his  finger  on,  which  he  documents  so 
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well  and  with  great  expertise.  We  want 
to  take  the  average  man.  If  we  did  so, 
what  would  be  in  fact  shown  is  that  the 
average  worker  today  contributes,  In- 
cluding interest  on  his  contribution,  only 
80  to  85  percent  of  the  total  value  of  the 
benefit  protection  he  will  probably  re- 
ceive. The  average  young  worker  could 
not  possibly  buy  a  private  annuity  like 
that.  But  what  of  the  employers'  contri- 
bution? Indeed,  this  is  a  group  insurance 
plan — a  big  group  of  nearly  all  Ameri- 
cans, and  we  have  a  lot  of  older  workers 
in  the  system  who  may  not  have  con- 
tributed as  much  as  the  young  ones.  The 
employer  is  contributing  to  the  security 
of  all  his  workers  and  to  that  of  some  of 
our  elderly  who  have  already  retired. 
Is  this  fair?  Of  course  it  is  when  every- 
one is  paying  into  the  system,  because  the 
result  is  that  those  who  retire  are  not  left 
dependent  and  destitute. 

Every  argument  made  against  the  in- 
creased benefits  was  the  same  argument 
made  against  the  medicare  program. 
Even  the  doctors  are  now  saying  that 
the  medicare  program  is  not  as  bad  as 
they  thought  it  would  be.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  they  are  trying  to  find  out  how 
to  collect  more.  Doctors  are  trying  to 
figure  how  to  save — but  maybe  we  had 
better  leave  that  alone  for  now. 

Those  who  are  retired  do  not  fall  on 
the  relief  rolls,  which  are  paid  by  taxes, 
too.  They  used  to  say  "Over  the  hill 
to  the  poorhouse."  One  thing  about  the 
social  security  system,  no  one  contends 
it  is  a  handout.  A  beneficiary  pays  for 
the  things  he  is  getting.  It  is  a  con- 
tribution system.  This  is  not  a  handout. 
I  am  not  in  favor  of  putting  more  peo- 
ple on  welfare.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  slush 
funds  that  the  Republicans  advocate. 

The  fact  is  that  under  social  security 
older  people  do  not  become  a  difficult 
burden  on  those  young  people  who  are 
conscientious;  enough  to  provide  for  their 
own  parents,  and  they  do  not  need  public 
assistance  when  their  children  are  not 
so  conscientious  or  when  misfortune 
strikes.  Furthermore,  every  businessman 
in  the  Nation  is  thereby  contributing  to 
a  large  and  stable  demand  for  his  own 
products. 

I  would  ask  any  Senator  to  go  back 
to  his  own  community  and  ask  where  the 
biggest  paycheck  comes  from.  As  a  re- 
sult of  the  contribution  system,  he  will 
find  that  the  biggest  single  paycheck, 
which  keeps  the  employers  and  stores 
in  that  community  going,  come  from 
those  people  who  are  receiving  these 
checks.  These  people  do  not  save  it.  They 
spend  every  dollar.  Much  of  it  goes  into 
the  grocers  and  the  little  hardware  stores 
of  the  community.  So  they  are  making  a 
large  contribution  to  a  large  and  stable 
demand  for  his  own  products,  and 
frankly,  may  keep  us  from  having  a  re- 
cession or  a  severe  depression  one  of 
these  days. 

It  is  always  possible  to  show  the  case 
of  those  who  lose  money  under  a  system, 


such  as  the  social  security  system,  as 
under  any  system  of  insurance.  A  per- 
son may  take  out  an  insurance  policy 
one  day  and  die  the  next  and  his  fam- 
ily appears  to  collect  a  big  bonus,  be- 
cause that  family  outplayed  the  system. 
A  person  may  have  bought  insurance  the 
day  before  he  died.  If  no  investigation 
is  held,  the  family  collects.  Other  people 
pay  into  an  insurance  system  and  pay 
far  beyond  what  they  can  expect  to  col- 
lect. As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  will  hap- 
pen under  any  system  of  insurance. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  is  seek- 
ing to  show  that  for  a  given  individual 
some  alternative  investment  may  have 
been  a  better  one  for  him.  But  we  are 
not  concerned  about  just  a  few  but, 
rather,  we  are  seeking  to  provide  an  ade- 
quate minimum  coverage  for  all  our 
citizens  and  a  coverage  somewhat  com- 
mensurate with  what  they  have  con- 
tributed and  somewhat  in  tune  with  the 
rising  production  and  wage  rates  of  to- 
day. We  shall  continue  to  try  to  keep  the 
system  as  fair  as  possible,  but  one  of  the 
things  we  must  remember  is  the  advan- 
tage of  seeing  that  all  our  citizens  are 
covered  up  to  a  point  where  after  retire- 
ment they  can  maintain  a  standard  of 
living  somewhat  similar  to  what  they  are 
accustomed  to  do,  and  in  pace  with  the 
rising  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  5  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Some  people  have  a  misunderstand- 
ing about  the  nature  of  the  social  secu- 
rity system.  Its  soundness  rests  on  the 
prosperity  of  the  Nation,  just  as  a  pri- 
vate system  rests  on  the  prosperity  of  the 
company  which  also  rests  on  the  pros- 
perity of  the  Nation.  As  wages  and  prod- 
uct increase,  more  income  is  available  to 
finance  the  system  under  present  law 
without  an  increase  in  taxes. 

If  nothing  were  done,  if  the  base  were 
not  increased  or  the  rates  were  not  in- 
creased, social  security  benefits  amount- 
ing to  an  increase  of  8l/2  percent  could 
be  paid,  without  changing  a  thing. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  tuck  away  a  large 
amount  under  the  covers  somewhere  in 
reserve,  although  there  are  over  28  bil- 
lion dollars  now  in  the  trust  funds.  In- 
stead, the  money  is  left  in  the  hands  of 
the  American  people  to  invest  in  our  Na- 
tion's future  as  they  decide  is  best,  until 
it  is  needed.  That  is  what  is  behind  the 
so-called  postponing  of  the  rate  increase. 
It  is  not  some  political  gimmick,  as  some 
would  have  us  believe.  Rather,  it  is  based 
on  the  belief  that  Americans  can  decide 
best  how  to  utilize  their  own  money. 

We  do  not  want  anyone  figuring  out 
a  way  to  dip  their  fingers  into  it.  Rather, 
a  better  way  to  look  at  it  might  be  to 
consider  that  we  are  taking  our  interest 
in  terms  of  present  purchasing  and  in- 
vestment power,  and  paying  out  only 
what  needs  to  be  paid  for  the  present 
year,  rather  than  create  a  larger  trust 
fund  of  billions  of  dollars  for  Govern- 
ment borrowing.  We  keep  the  working 


capital  instead  of  borrowing  it  back  from 
a  Government  insurance  company  at 
higher  interest. 

Furthermore,  as  a  result  of  our  con- 
tinually expanding  national  product,  we 
will  find  our  future  national  income  in- 
creased sufficiently  so  that  under  the 
rates  already  in  the  law  we  can  finance 
all  the  benefits  written  into  the  law  with 
extensive  surpluses  yearly. 

Frankly,  if  there  is  anything  wrong 
with  the  bill,  it  is  that  the  benefits  are 
not  big  enough  and  the  taxes  are  too 
much.  The  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Finance  may  disagree  with  me,  but  I 
say  that  it  is  the  only  real  complaint  to 
be  made  about  the  bill.  I  do  not  expect 
the  Republicans  to  agree  with  that,  but 
that  is  my  opinion. 

In  summary,  what  is  in  it  for  the  aver- 
age wage  earner?  A  better  deal  than  he 
can  get  with  a  private  annuity. 

What  is  in  it  for  the  employer?  A  bet- 
ter deal  for  all  his  employees,  including 
those  who  will  shortly  retire  and  those 
who  have  already  retired — plus  a  better 
demand  for  his  product,  reduced  welfare 
rolls,  and  retention  of  part  of  the  work- 
ing capital  in  his  own  hands. 

I  have  been  rather  candid  today  in 
hopes  that  by  showing  the  total  picture 
about  the  benefits  of  social  security  and 
how  it  all  fits  together  in  an  actuarily 
sound  package,  it  would  provide  some  un- 
derstanding of  the  system  so  that  it 
would  be  less  easy  for  those  who  wish  to 
take  the  example  of  the  man  who  seems 
to  be  taxed  the  most  without  also  ex- 
amining the  full  benefits  he  will  in  fact 
receive. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  rest  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

First,  I  wish  to  congratulate  my  good 
friend  from  Indiana  on  one  point  he 
mentioned  in  his  colloquy.  He  referred  to 
the  term  "high  interest  rates,"  and  that 
is  the  first  time  in  12  months  I  have  heard 
a  Democratic  Senator  even  refer  to  that 
nasty  term  "high  interest  rates." 

Considering  that  the  Johnson  admin- 
istration has  achieved  the  highest  in- 
terest rates  in  100  years  I  think  it  is  ap- 
propriate that  Democratic  Senators  be- 
gin to  take  note  of  them,  and  I  congratu- 
late the  Senator  on  mentioning  the  mat- 
ter. At  a  later  time,  we  shall  get  around 
to  discussing  that  issue  and  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  and  others  will  be 
interested. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Well,  I 
do  not  wish  to  use  up  my  time. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  shall  not  take  long. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  say  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Delaware  that  if 
he  wants  to  bring  interest  rates  down,  I 
shall  be  on  his  side  in  the  effort. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  will  be  on  my  side,  and, 
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frankly,  I  think  he  will  be  on  my  side 
on  this  bill  when  he  realizes  the  financial 
soundness  of  my  position. 

But  seriously  speaking  on  this  proposal, 
I  remind  my  good  friend  that  the  pro- 
posal we  are  making  is  not  so  radical. 
After  all,  it  was  supported  by  every 
Democratic  Representative  from  the 
great  State  of  Indiana,  and  I  venture  to 
say  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana  will 
congratulate  each  of  them  on  his  show- 
ing in  next  year's  election. 

However,  I  do  regret  one  thing,  and 
that  .is  that  the  Senator  referred  to  the 
social  security  trust  fund  as  a  slush  fund. 
This  is  not  a  slush  fund.  The  money  in 
the  social  security  trust  fund  represents 
hard-earned  dollars  of  the  wage  earners 
of  America,  supplemented  by  the  con- 
tributions of  their  employers.  They  are 
hard-earned  dollars,  and  I  do  not  think 
we  should  refer  to  them  as  slush  funds. 
I  repeat,  they  are  hard-earned  dollars, 
earned  by  wage  earners,  who  have  de- 
posited their  money  in  this  trust  fund 
on  the  premise  that  when  they  reach  the 
retirement  age  they  will  have  security. 
I  think  we  all  agree  that  is  important  and 
we  want  to  maintain  the  fund  and  keep 
it  solvent. 

As  to  my  reference  to  the  higher  tax 
formula  as  the  Hartke-Long  tax  formula 
and  how  it  would  raise  the  tax  rates  115 
percent  above  the  existing  law  and  sub- 
stantially higher  in  terms  of  dollars  than 
under  the  present  law,  if  my  so  referring 
to  that  great  tax  increase — the  largest 
tax  increase  in  the  history  of  the  social 
security  system,  I  might  say — has  in  any 
way  embarrassed  either  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  or  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
I  would  ask  that  my  reference  using  their 
names  as  the  sponsors  of  this  tax  be  re- 
moved from  the  Record,  because  I  do  not 
wish  to  embarrass  either  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  or  the  Senator  from  In- 
diana. Really  now,  I  did  not  think  the 
fact  that  they  have  sponsored  the  highest 
payroll  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
America,  a  tax  increase  to  be  added  to  the 
burden  of  the  wage  earners  of  America, 
should  furnish  the  occasion  for  embar- 
rassing references.  I  repeat,  I  do  not  wish 
to  embarrass  them  at  all,  but  they  must 
admit  it  is  quite  a  tax  increase. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  conclude  my  remarks 
by  asking  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  series  of  charts 
which  show  the  tax  rates  under  the 
present  law,  under  the  House  bill,  and 
under  the  bill  which  is  before  us.  I  shall 
refer  to  the  latter  hereafter  as  the  Sen- 
ate bill  rather  than  the  Hartke-Long 
formula  because  I  do  not  wish  to  em- 
barrass the  Senators  by  using  -their 
names  in  connection  with  references  to 
that  tax;  but  how  can  I  do  otherwise 
when  they  did  sponsor  it?  It  is  their  tax 
increase  plan. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  charts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  LIABILITY  OF  EMPLOYEES, 
UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  HOUSE  VERSION  AND  SENATE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  VERSION  OF  H.R.  12080,  1968-87 
AND  AFTER;  SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME 


Wage  or  salary  income 


Year 


$8,000. 


$9,000. 


$10,000. 


$11,000. 


.1968   

1969-70  

1971   

1972..  

1973-75  

1976-79  

1980-86  

1987  and  after. 

1968...  

1969-70  

1971  

1972  

1973-75  

1976-79  

1980-86  

1987  and  after. 

1968  

1969-70  

1971  

1972  

1973-75  

1976-79  

1980-86..  

1987  and  after. 

1968  

1969-70  

1971  

1972  

1973-75  

1976-79  

1980-86  

1987  and  after. 


Present  law 

House  bill 

Hartke-Long 

$290. 40 

$334. 40 

$352.  00 

323. 40 

364.  80 

384.  00 

323. 40 

395.  20 

416.  00 

323. 40 

395. 20 

416.  00 

356.  40 

429.  40 

452.  00 

359.  70 

433. 20 

456. 00 

366.  30 

440.  80 

464.  00 

372.  90 

448.  40 

464.  00 

290. 40 

334.  40 

352.00 

323.  40 

364.  80 

422.  40 

323.  40 

395.  20 

457.  60 

323.  40 

395. 20 

468.  jO 

356.  40 

429.  40 

508.  50 

359.70 

433.  20 

513.  00 

366. 30 

440.  80 

522.00 

372.  90 

448.  40 

522.  00 

290.  40 

334. 40 

352. 00 

323.  40 

364.  80 

422.  40 

323.  40 

395. 20 

457. 60 

323.  40 

395. 20 

520. 00 

356. 40 

429.  40 

565.00 

359. 70 

433. 20 

570.  00 

366.  30 

440. 80 

580.  00 

372. 90 

448. 40 

580.00 

290. 40 

334. 40 

352.  00 

323.  40 

364. 80 

422. 40 

323.  40 

395. 20 

457. 60 

323. 40 

395. 20 

561.60 

356. 40 

429.  40 

610.  20 

359. 70 

433. 20 

615. 60 

366. 30 

440.80 

626. 40 

372. 90 

448.  40 

626. 40 

OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  LIABILITY  OF  EMPLOYEES 
UNDER  1967  LAW  '  AND  UNDER  HARTKE  PROPOSAL  IN  1968  - — SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME 


OASDI  and  hospital  insurance  taxability 


Wage  or  salary  income 


Under  1967  law 


Under  Hartke 
proposal 


Increase:  Proposal  over  1967  law 


Amount 


Percent 


$1,000  

$2,000  

$4,000  

$5,000  

$6,000  

$6,600  

$7,500  

$8,000  and  over. 


$44.00 
88.  00 
176.  00 
220. 00 
264.  00 
290.  40 
290. 40 
290.40 


$44.  00 
88.00 
176.  00 
220. 00 
264.  00 
290. 40 
330.00 
352.  00 


$39. 60 
61.60 


13.6 
21.2 


i  A  tax  rate  of  4.4  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $6,600. 
■  A  tax  rate  of  4.4  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $8,000. 


OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  LIABILITY  OF  EMPLOYEES 
UNDER  1967  LAW  i  AND  UNDER  HARTKE  PROPOSAL  IN  1969  =— SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME 


OASDI  and  hospital  insurance  tax  liability 


Wage  or  salary  income 


Under  1967  law 


Under  Hartke 
proposal 


Increase:  Proposal  over  1967  law 


Amount 


Percent 


$1,000                                              $44.00                      $48.00  $4.00  9.1 

$2,000                                                88.00                        96.00  8.00  9.1 

$4,000    176.00                      192.00  16.00  9.1 

$5,000  _  _.             220.00                      240.00  20.00  9.1 

$6,000                                               264.00                      288.00  24.00  9.1 

$6,600                                             290.40                      316.80  26.40  9.1 

$7,500.                                             290.40                      360.00  69.60  24.0 

$8,000                                              290.40                      384.00  93.60  32.2 

$8,800  and  over  _  -             290.40                      422.40  132.00  45.5 

'A  tax  rate  of  4.4  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $6,600. 
2  A  tax  rate  of  4.8  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $8,800. 

OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  LIABILITY  OF  EMPLOYEES 
UNDER  1967  LAW  i  AND  UNDER  HARTKE  PROPOSAL  IN  1972 2 — SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME 


OASDI  and  hospital  insurance  tax  liability 


Wage  or  salary  income 


Under  1967  law 


Under  Hartke 
proposal 


Increase:  Proposal  over  1967  law 


Amount 


Percent 


$1,000   $44.00 

$2  000      .    88. 00 

$4,000    176. 00 

$5  000      220. 00 

$6  000                   .    264. 00 

$6,600    290.40 

$7  500    290. 40 

$8  000    290. 40 

$10  000     290. 40 

$10,800  and  over   290.40 


$52. 00 
104.  00 
208.  00 
260.  00 
312.  00 
343.  20 
390.  00 
416.  00 
520.  00 
561.60 


$8.  00 
16.  00 
32.00 
40.  00 
48.  00 
52.80 
99. 60 
125. 60 
229. 60 
271.20 


18.2 
18.2 
18.2 
18.2 
18.2 
18.2 
34.3 
43.3 
79.1 
93.4 


1  A  tax  rate  of  4.4  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $6,600. 

2  A  tax  rate  of  5.2  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $10,800. 


S 16908 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


November  21,  1967 


OLD-AGE  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  BASIC  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  LIABILITY  OF  EMPLOYEES 
UNDER  1967  LAW  I  AND  UNDER  HARTKE  PROPOSAL  IN  1987  '-SELECTED  LEVELS  OF  WAGE  OR  SALARY  INCOME 


OASDI  and  hospita,  insurance  tax  liability 


Wage  or  salary  income 


Under  1967  law 


Under  Hartke 
proposal 


Increase:  Proposal  over  1967  law 


Amount 


Percent 


$1  000    $44. 00 

$2  000    .--  88.00 

$4,000     176.00 

$5,000    220. 00 

$6  000    264. 00 

$6,600.  V.   290.40 

$7  500    290. 40 

$8  000    290. 40 

$10  000        .._    290.40 

$10,800  and  over   290.  40 


$58.  00 
116.  00 
232.  00 
290.  00 
348.  00 
382.  80 
435.  00 
464.  00 
580.  00 
626. 40 


$14.  00 
28.  00 
56.  00 
70.  00 
84.00 
92.  40 
144.  60 
173.60 
289.  60 
336.  00 


31.8 
31.  8 
31.8 
31.8 
31.  8 
31.  8 
49.  8 
59.8 
99.7 
115.7 


1  A  tax  rate  of  4.4  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $6,600. 

2  A  tax  rate  of  5.8  percent  and  maximum  earnings  subject  to  tax  of  $10,800. 


Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  realize  this  is  a  tech- 
nicality, but  I  am  not  sure  that  I  under- 
stood all  the  implications  of  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and 
the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  statement  concerning  a  cost 
estimate  for  amendment  No.  464,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska and  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
prepared  by  Mr.  Robert  J.  Myers,  the 
Chief  Actuary  for  the  Social  Security 
Administration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

November  21,  1967. 
Memorandum  from  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief 

Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Cost  Estimate  for  amendment  No. 

464,  submitted  by  Senator  Williams  of 

Delaware. 

This  memorandum  will  give  a  cost  esti- 
mate for  Amendment  No.  464  (which  would 
amend  H.R.  12080),  submitted  by  Senator 
Williams  of  Delaware.  This  amendment 
would  modify  the  Finance  Committee  Bill  by 
substituting  the  House  provisions  as  to  the 
OASDI  benefit  increases  and  as  to  the  financ- 
ing provisions  for  both  OASDI  and  HI. 

The  cost  effect  of  this  amendment  for  1968 
is  to  decrease  OASDHI  contribution  income 
by  $400  million  and  to  decrease  OASDHI 
benefit  outgo  by  $800  million  (assuming  en- 
actment in  December  1967  and  first  increased 
benefits  to  be  for  February  1968).  The  cost 
effect  for  1969  is  to  decrease  contributions  by 
$1.4  billion  and  to  decrease  benefit  outgo  by 
$450  million. 

The  long-range  cost  effect  on  the  OASDI 
system  would  be  to  result  in  an  actuarial 
balance  of  -.19%  of  taxable  payroll  (because 
the  liberalizations  made  by  the  Committee 
on  Finance  would  not  be  financed — namely, 
the  liberalization  of  the  earnings  test,  the 
special  benefits  for  the  blind,  and  the  liber- 
alization in  the  disabled  widow's  benefits) . 
The  actuarial  balance  of  the  HI  system 
(after  considering  the  effect  of  the  Miller 
Amendment  adopted  yesterday)  would  be 
-.07%  of  taxable  payroll. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  memorandum 
reads  as  follows: 

This  memorandum  will  give  a  cost  esti- 
mate for  Amendment  No.  464  (which  would 
amend  H.R.  12080),  submitted  by  Senator 
Williams  of  Delaware.  This  amendment  would 
modify  the  Finance  Committee  Bill  by  sub- 
stituting the  House  provisions  as  to  the 
OASDI  benefit  Increases  and  as  to  the  finan- 
cing provisions  for  both  OASDI  and  HI. 


I  think  that  is  correct,  is  it  not? 
Mr.  Myers  continues: 

The  cost  effect  of  this  amendment  for 
1968  is  to  decrease  OASDHI  contribution  in- 
come by  $400  million  and  to  decrease  OASDHI 
benefit  outgo  by  $800  million  (assuming  en- 
actment in  December  1967  and  first  increased 
benefits  to  be  for  February  1968).  The  cost 
effect  for  1969  is  to  decrease  contributions 
by  $1.4  billion  and  to  decrease  benefit  outgo 
by  $450  million. 

The  long-range  cost  effect  on  the  OASDI 
system  would  be  to  result  in  an  actuarial 
balance  of  —.19%  of  taxable  payroll  (because 
the  liberalizations  made  by  the  Committee 
on  Finance  would  not  be  financed — namely, 
the  liberalization  of  the  earnings  test — 

Which,  I  muct  admit,  I  am  responsible 
for— 

the  special  benefits  for  the  blind,  and  the 
liberalization  in  the  disabled  widow's  bene- 
fits). The  actuarial  balance  of  the  HI  system 
(after  considering  the  effect  of  the  Miller 
Amendment  adopted  yesterday)  would  be 
—  .07%  of  taxable  payroll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  thank  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
for  putting  that  memorandum  in  the 
Record.  I  frankly  admit  that  this  amend- 
ment does  not  finance  the  program  to 
the  extent  I  should  like  to  have  it  done. 
That  is  the  reason  why  I  offered  hereto- 
fore my  amendment  which  would  have 
advanced  the  effective  date  of  the  wage 
tax  increase  to  January  1,  1968. 

While  I  appreciate  the  Senator's  mak- 
ing a  speech  in  favor  of  my  earlier 
amendment,  I  regret  that  he  voted 
against  it;  the  speech  does  not  help  it 
all  all. 

If  the  Senator  has  had  second  thoughts 
about  the  matter  I  can  only  say  that  I 
will  give  him  and  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana a  chance  to  vote  for  it  by  offer- 
ing the  amendment  again  and  thus  seek 
to  accomplish  the  objective  for  which  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  just  spoke. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Indiana  vote 
with  me  on  that  proposal? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Oh,  no.  I  just  put  this 
memorandum  in  the  Record.  My  posi- 
tion is  quite  clear,  and  I  think  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  understands  it:  I 
stand  by  the  Finance  Committee  rec- 
ommendations on  both  benefits  and  con- 
tributions. I  think  in  both  cases,  if  there 
is  an  error,  *t  is  not  in  the  direction  in 
which  the  Senator  from  Delaware  would 
take  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  that  any  person 
over  the  age  of  65  who  is  required  to  live 
at  a  status  less  than  the  poverty  level, 


when  he  is  entitled  to  social  security 
benefits,  is  being  mistreated  by  Con- 
gress. 

Instead  of  raising  the  minimum  to  $70 
a  month,  I  sought  to  increase  it  to  $100. 
I  could  not  achieve  that  in  the  commit- 
tee, so  I  retreated  to  the  $70  minimum. 
If  I  thought  we  could  achieve  it  in  the 
Senate,  I  would  offer  such  an  amend- 
ment here.  Moreover,  I  would  vote  for  a 
20-percent  minimum  percentage  instead 
of  15  percent. 

But  I  think  it  is  ridiculous  for  us  to 
go  in  and  build  up  a  slush  fund,  and  de- 
feat the  real  purpose  of  the  social  secu- 
rity trust  fund.  This  is  the  first  time  such 
an  effort  has  been  made  in  the  history 
of  Congress,  to  take  social  security  trust 
fund  contributions  from  employers  and 
employees,  which  are  supposed  to  be 
used  for  the  sole  benefit  of  people  re- 
ceiving social  security  benefits,  and  at- 
tempt to  make  a  slush  fund  out  of  it 
for  some  other  purpose,  or  to  use  it 
for  manipulations  by  way  of  fiscal  re- 
straint. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  2 
minutes  which  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware yielded  himself  have  expired. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  shall  charge  that  time 
to  me,  and  I  will  take  2  minutes  more. 

If  the  original  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  had  succeeded,  there 
would  have  been  an  excess  collection 
of  some  $5.5  billion,  or  $5.1  billion,  de- 
pending on  whose  figures  you  use,  but 
in  excess  of  $5  billion  more  than  was 
needed. 

Quite  honestly,  I  can  understand  that 
the  Treasury  might  have  been  able  to 
borrow  that  $5  billion. 

But  we  are  not  collecting  this  money 
to  finance  a  war  in  Vietnam,  nor  any 
other  program  of  the  Government.  This 
is  a  trust  fund,  and  properly  regarded  as 
such,  and  we  should  not  put  in  any  more 
nor  any  less  than  we  need. 

That  is  why  you  have  actuaries,  and 
that  is  why  the  actuary  says  that  this 
is  an  actuarily  sound  approach.  We  in- 
stitute, a  tax  to  pay  for  the  benefits. 
Frankly,  the  tax  is  a  little  bit  too  much, 
but  that  is  its  purpose.  This  is  a  good 
bill,  and  the  most  far-reaching,  sound- 
est approach  in  social  security  since  the 
original  bill  itself, 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  adopt  this 
measure,  and  then  proceed  to  go  ahead 
and  take  care  of  those  high  interest 
rates  the  Senator  from  Delaware  is  talk- 
ing about. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  congratulate  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  on  his  speech.  I  marvel  at  his 
ability  to  speak  on  both  sides  of  the 
question. 

First  he  criticized  the  amendment  be- 
cause it  is  underfinanced,  and  then  he 
criticized  it  because  it  is  overfinanced. 

While  he  is  making  up  his  mind  I 
would  be  willing  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment to  yield  back  the  remainder  of  the 
time  except  for  5  minutes. 

I  understand  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  likewise  would  like  to  retain 
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5  minutes.  In  the  meantime,  I  would  like 
to  have  a  quorum  call  without  the  time 
being  charged  to  either  side  so  that  Sena- 
tors can  be  alerted. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  can- 
not yield  back  any  of  the  time  at  the 
moment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  1V2  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  is  recognized  for  Wz 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  to  cor- 
rect the  Record  concerning  the  state- 
ment about  speaking  out  of  both  sides 
of  my  mouth,  frankly  if  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  wants  to  cut  down  on  contribu- 
tions and  cut  down  on  the  amount  in- 
volved, I  would  have  no  objection  to 
doing  that. 

I  hope  he  would  join  with  me,  and  if 
he  can  assure  me  that  we  can  get  enough 
votes  to  cut  down  on  the  $2  billion  sur- 
plus that  we  do  not  need  in  the  bill,  I 
will  vote  with  him.  I  will  back  away  from 
the  committee  agreement  which  was 
made  to  get  the  bill  out  of  committee. 
I  agreed  to  that  reluctantly.  We  do  not 
need  that  money  in  the  fund. 

We  are  overfinancing  the  bill  by  close 
to  $3  billion.  We  have  found  that  all 
estimates  were  quite  conservative.  It  may 
be  higher  than  that. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  passed  the  bill 
in  1965,  we  underestimated  by  $8  billion 
the  cost  of  the  bill  by  the  year  1970. 

The  bill  is  overfinanced,  rather  than 
underfinanced. 

Mr.  RTBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  the  Senate  will  not  support  the 
amendment  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  In  many  ways  this  is  a 
landmark  policy.  It  would  seem  to  me 
that  instead  of  complaining  about  the 
benefits,  we  could  very  well  have  paid 
larger  benefits  than  those  contained  in 
the  pending  bill. 

When  we  consider  a  15-percent  in- 
crease in  benefits  rather  than  a  12-per- 
cent increase,  we  are  talking  about  a  dif- 
ference of  2.5  percent. 

Some  22  million  Americans  have  not 
shared  in  the  general  affluence  that  our 
society  has  been  enjoying  over  the  past 
decade.  We  have  22  million  people  who 
are  not  living  in  luxury,  but  are  being 
deprived  of  the  basic  necessities  of  life. 

When  we  look  at  the  rising  cost  of 
living  we  see  the  general  rise  in  the 
standards  of  living  in  America  as  a 
whole.  And  in  this  bill,  to  a  small  extent, 
we  are  trying  to  give  the  same  amount  of 
security  to  those  22  million  American 
people  who,  after  a  lifetime  of  hard  work 
and  service,  have  finally  reached  retire- 
ment age. 

The  measure  voted  on  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  is  a  sound  bill.  It 
tries  to  bring  an  element  of  justice  to  our 
older  citizens.  Many  of  us  do  not  realize 
that  we  are  really  taking  2.1  million  peo- 
ple and  moving  them  out  of  the  poverty 
level. 

For  months  there  has  been  debate  in 
both  bodies  on  the  war  on  poverty.  Here, 
in  the  pending  measure  alone,  without 


the  overhead  or  complications  of  poverty 
programs,  we  take  some  2.1  million  peo- 
ple and  move  them  out  of  the  poverty 
level  by  an  increase  in  social  security 
benefits. 

One  of  the  great  complaints  in  our 
country  concerns  the  welfare  rolls,  and 
well  might  there  be  some  complaint. 
However,  the  pending  proposal  would 
move  some  200,000  people  off  the  old-age 
assistance  roll.  To  me,  200,000  people  be- 
ing removed  from  the  old  age  assistance 
roll  and  2.1  million  people  being  moved 
out  of  the  poverty  level  is  of  great  sig- 
nificance. 

Would  that  all  of  the  people  in  our 
country  could,  in  self-respect,  receive 
sufficient  income  without  having  to  go 
through  a  social  worker  or  have  a  con- 
stant checkup  on  their  financial  situation 
with  the  consequent  overhead  that  is  en- 
tailed. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  bill  is  a 
sound  bill.  It  is  soundly  financed.  It  tries 
to  extend  a  long  overdue  sense  of  justice 
to  22  million  Americans.  Therefore  I  op- 
pose the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  changes" 
in  the  social  security  program  would 
continue  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  toward  providing  a  better  life  for 
older  Americans.  The  major  part  of  this 
progress  would  be  accomplished  through 
substantial  improvements  in  the  cash 
benefits  provided  under  the  social  se- 
curity program.  It  is  important  that 
these  proposed  changes  in  the  social 
security  program  be  enacted  into  law. 

The  cash  benefits  that  are  provided 
under  this  program,  on  which  almost 
24  million  Americans — one  out  of  nine 
of  our  people — rely  to  meet  their  basic 
needs,  are  inadequate  in  our  society 
today. 

The  average  benefit  for  retired  work- 
ers today  is  about  $85  a  month;  for  aged 
widows,  the  average  is  $74  a  month.  In 
a  country  like  ours,  our  retired  citizens 
should  share  in  the  expanding  prosperity 
most  of  us  have  come  to  know  and  enjoy. 
The  15  percent  across-the-board  benefit 
increase  provided  by  the  bill  is  a  needed 
increase.  A  great  many  social  security 
beneficiaries  must  live  only  on  their 
social  security  benefits,  and  for  almost 
all  beneficiaries,  social  security  benefits 
are  their  main  source  of  support.  It  is 
for  this  reason  that  the  level  of  social 
security  benefits  is  the  all-important 
factor  in  determining  how  well  these 
people  will  be  able  to  live.  Under  the  15- 
percent  across-the-board  benefit  increase 
provided  in  the  bill,  benefits  that  now 
range  from  $44  to  $142  for  retired  work- 
ers will  be  increased  to  a  range  of  $70  to 
$163.  Under  the  bill,  a  worker  getting  a 
benefit  equal  to  the  average  benefit  now 
payable — about  $85  a  month — will  get 
about  $98  a  month.  The  average  benefit 
for  an  aged  retired  couple  will  be  in- 
creased from  $145  to  $171  a  month. 

The  bill  not  only  provides  an  increase 
in  current  cash  benefits  averaging  19 
percent,  but,  as  a  result  of  the  higher 
amounts  of  annual  earnings  that  would 
become  creditable  toward  benefits — from 
the  present  $6,600  to  $10,800  ultimately — 
provides  for  an  increase  of  about  70  per- 
cent in  the  maximum  benefit  that  will 


ultimately  become  payable  under  the 
program.  Under  present  law,  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  is  $168 — based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $550  to  $6,600  a 
year;  under  the  House  bill,  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  would  be  $212— .-based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $633  to 
$7,600  a  year;  and  under  the  committee 
bill,  the  maximum  benefit  would  be 
$288 — based  on  average  monthly  earn- 
ings of  $900  to  $10,800  a  year. 

In  general,  the  new  maximum  retire- 
ment benefits  would  be  paid  to  workers 
who  are  now  young,  and  who  consequent- 
ly will  pay  contributions  on  the  higher 
amounts  of  earnings  that  would  count 
for  social  security  contributions  and 
benefit  purposes  over  a  considerable  pe- 
riod of  time  before  they  retire.  Because 
of  the  higher  contribution  and  benefit 
base,  though,  benefit  amounts  would  be 
increased  significantly  over  those  that 
would  be  payable  under  present  law  and 
under  the  House  bill  for  workers  who 
are  much  older  now  and  who  consequent- 
ly will  pay  on  these  higher  amounts  for 
a  much  shorter  period. 

Also,  because  of  provisions  of  the  law 
which  allow  the  substitution  of  years  of 
higher  earnings  after  age  65  for  years 
of  lower  earnings  before  that  age  in  fig- 
uring retirement  benefits,  workers  who 
continue  working  after  age  65  could  get 
the  higher  benefits  made  possible  by  the 
increase  in  the  contribution  and  benefit 
base  even  more  quickly  than  those  who 
retire  at  65.  For  example,  if  the  worker 
described  above  were  able  to  work  5 
additional  years  before  retiring  he  would 
get  a  monthly  retirement  benefit  at  age 
70  of  $249  under  the  proposal — an  in- 
crease of  $87  a  month — 54  percent — over 
the  amount  he  would  get  under  present 
law  and  $51  a  month — 26  percent — more 
than  he  would  get  under  the  House  bill. 

Survivorship  and  disability  protection 
would  be  even  more  quickly  increased  for 
all  those  earning  above  $6,600.  For  ex- 
ample, if  a  worker  aged  35  in  1968  with 
annual  earnings  of  $8,800  died  in  1970, 
his  widow  and  child  would  get  a  monthly 
benefit  of  $267.60 — $44  more  than  is 
provided  now  and  $11  more  than  would 
be  provided  under  the  House  bill.  And 
his  widow  at  age  62  would  get  a  monthly 
benefit  of  $147.10 — $24.10  a  month  more 
than  is  provided  under  present  law,  and 
S6  more  than  would  be  provided  under 
the  House  bill.  If  the  worker  became 
disabled  in  1970,  he  would  get  a  monthly 
disability  benefit  of  $178.30,  S29.30  more 
than  is  provided  under  present  law  and 
$7.30  more  than  would  be  provided  un- 
der the  House  bill.  In  each  of  these  cases, 
the  increase  would  be  20  percent  more 
than  under  present  law  and  4  percent 
more  than  under  the  House  bill. 

These  improvements  in  benefits  will 
help  present  and  future  generations  of 
aged  and  disabled  workers  and  their  de- 
pendents and  survivors  live  in  decency 
and  dignity  when  they  cannot  depend  on 
current  earnings. 

When  the  Congress  brought  the  social 
security  program  into  being  in  1935,  the 
purpose  was  "to  assure  support  for  the 
aged  as  a  matter  of  right  rather  than  as 
a  public  charity"  and  to  provide  benefits 
in  "amounts  which  assure  not  merely 
subsistence  but  some  of  the  comforts  of 
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life."  This  bill  will  enable  us  to  take  a 
big  step  forward  toward  the  goal  we  set 
for  ourselves  more  than  30  years  ago. 

The  15-percent  Increase  in  benefits 
and  the  increase  in  the  minimum  bene- 
fit provided  by  this  bill  will  enable  re- 
tired and  disabled  workers  and  their 
families  to  take  part  in  the  level  of  living 
enjoyed  by  other  Americans.  Today  more 
than  5  million  older  Americans  live  in 
poverty.  The  increase  provided  in  H.R. 
12080  will  remove  more  than  iy2  million 
of  these  older  citizens  from  a  life  of  pov- 
erty. It  will  take  them  away  from  a  life 
dependent  upon  public  charity. 

The  social  security  program  is  soundly 
financed  and  it  is  a  good  buy  for  the 
covered  worker.  Both  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Finance  have  exam- 
ined the  social  security  system  in  great 
detail  and  recommended  changes  to 
strengthen  the  present  program. 

The  Congress  has  always  been  con- 
cerned about  the  financing  of  the  pro- 
gram and  has  always  made  full  provi- 
sion for  meeting  the  cost  of  the  benefits 
it  has  provided.  This  bill  also  makes  full 
provision  for  the  cost  of  present  benefits 
and  for  the  cost  of  the  additional  bene- 
fits that  are  provided  in  the  bill.  We 
have  before  us  a  bill  which  gives  consid- 
eration to  the  needs  of  the  elderly  and 
the  disabled  and  equal  consideration  to 
the  needs  of  those  who  will  call  upon  the 
program  in  the  future.  Every  citizen  can 
be  assured  that  his  contributions  are 
supporting  a  sound  program  and  that 
the  schedule  of  contributions  provided 
in  this  bill  will  be  sufficient  to  pay  ade- 
quate benefits  to  those  who  are  now 
eligible  and  to  those  who  will  become 
eligible  in  the  future. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind,  or 
in  the  minds  of  those  on  the  Committee 
on  Finance  who  have  recommended  that 
the  Senate  pass  this  bill,  that  the  pro- 
posed improvements  in  benefit  levels  are 
needed  and  that  the  bill  makes  full  pro- 
vision for  meeting  the  cost  of  the  im- 
provements. As  in  the  past,  we  have 
adopted,  under  the  leadership  of  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  committee, 
a  financing  provision  that  will  assure 
the  financial  soundness  of  the  program 
both  in  the  near  future  and  over  the  long 
range. 

Under  this  schedule,  the  combined  em- 
ployee rate  for  cash  benefits  and  for  hos- 
pital insurance  for  1968  would  be  4.4  per- 
cent— the  same  as  provided  under  pres- 
ent law.  The  rate  would  be  slightly  lower 
for  1969  and  1970 — 4.8  percent  instead  of 
4.9  percent — and  for  1971  on,  the  rate 
would  be  higher  than  present  law,  even- 
tually reaching  an  ultimate  rate  of  5.8 
percent  in  1980,  as  compared  to  an  ulti- 
mate rate  of  5.65  percent  in  1987  under 
the  present  schedule. 

This  tax  schedule  along  with  the  In- 
creases in  the  amount  of  annual  earn- 
ing subject  to  the  tax  and  the  current 
favorable  actuarial  balance  of  the  pres- 
ent social  security  program  will  meet 
the  cost  of  the  additional  benefits  both 
in  the  short  run  and  in  the  long-range 
future.  In  1968,  under  the  committee 
bill,  an  estimated  $25.7  billion  in  cash 
benefits  would  be  paid  out  and  contribu- 
tion income  to  the  program  for  those 


benefits  would  be  $27.1  billion.  This  is  an 
additional  $300  million  in  benefit  pay- 
ments and  an  additional  $300  million  in 
contribution  income  for  1968  over  the 
House  bill.  Thus,  the  bill  as  reported  out 
by  the  Finance  Committee  is  as  finan- 
cially responsible  as  was  the  bill  passed 
by  the  House. 

Social  security  is  the  Nation's  basic 
system  for  assuring  income  for  workers 
when  they  retire  or  become  disabled  and 
for  their  survivors  when  they  die. 

This  is  a  program  that  is  vital  to  our 
society.  As  times  change,  as  the  needs  of 
the  people  change,  the  social  security 
system  must  stay  abreast  of  the  times, 
to  meet  new  needs  and  changing  condi- 
tions. 

The  social  security  legislation  before 
us  is  timely,  responsible,  financially 
sound  and  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
America  as  we  approach  the  1970's. 
These  proposed  amendments  to  social 
security  should  be  approved. 

Therefore  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
reject  the  amendment  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  deserves  great 
commendation  for  the  fine  work  he  has 
done.  The  Senator  from  Connecticut  is 
a  former  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
certainly  is  an  authority  in  this  matter. 

His  statement  should  not  be  taken 
lightly.  In  addition,  I  think  it  is  appro- 
priate to  mention  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  submitted  in  the  committee 
an  amendment  which  would  have  In- 
creased the  benefits  by  17.5  percent. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  unfor- 
tunately the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
did  not  succeed  in  that  effort.  I  did  sup- 
port his  amendment.  I  wish  it  were  in 
the  bill. 

I  commend  him  for  his  outstanding 
work  not  only  in  this  part  of  the  bill  but 
also  in  the  entire  bill.  I  commend  him 
for  his  great  assistance  with  regard  to 
the  hospital  and  medicaid  provisions. 

On  behalf  of  myself  and  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  for  his  fine 
words.  That  is  another  significant 
amendment  that  has  been  in  the  social 
security  bill  since  its  inception.  Great 
kudos  are  due  to  the  chairman  for  hav- 
ing worked  out  such  a  fair  bill  and  such 
a  fair  proposal,  adequately — and  con- 
servatively— financed.  Also,  for  the  first 
time  the  measure  involves  welfare. 

This  measure  is  such  that  every  Sena- 
tor, in  voting  "yea,"  can  be  really  proud 
that  he  has  done  much,  not  just  for  his 
older  constituents,  but  in  taking  a  great 
step  forward  in  that  we  will  have  voted 
to  remove  200,000  people  from  the  wel- 
fare rolls. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  so  that  I 
may  ask  him  some  questions  for  my  own 
information? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  House  bill  grants 
a  12.5-percent  increase  in  benefits. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  committee  bill 
grants  15  percent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  there  is  a  difference 
of  2.5  percent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
committee  bill  is  passed  by  the  Senate, 
the  issue  will  go  to  conference  where  a 
compromise  concerning  the  2  M> -percent 
amount  will  have  to  be  made. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  I  would  hope  that  the  House 
would  accept  what  the  Senate  has  pro- 
posed. However,  many  times  we  do  have 
to  compromise,  and  that  might  be  the 
case  here. 

In  addition,  the  minimum  social  secu- 
rity primary  benefit  under  the  commit- 
tee bill  would  be  $70.  That  provision 
would  take  a  lot  of  people  off  the  public 
welfare  and  move  a  lot  of  people  out  of 
poverty. 

On  the  other  hand  the  House  bill  as 
the  pending  amendment  would  provide 
only  $50. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  would  the  cost 
of  the  House  bill  be  for  the  year  1968? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  cost  of 
the  benefits  would  be  $28,700  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  would  the  cost 
of  the  committee  bill  be  for  the  same 
period? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Twenty-nine 
billion  dollars  for  benefits. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  difference  then 
for  1968  would  be  $300  million. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  would  the  cost 
of  the  House  bill  be  for  the  year  1969? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Thirty  billion 
three  hundred  million  dollars. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  what  would  the 
cost  of  the  committee  bill  be  for  the  same 
period? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Thirty-two 
billion  seven  hundred  million  dollars. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  that  in  1969  the  dif- 
ference would  be  $2,400  million. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  One  of  the 
most  expensive  items  is  a  provision  that 
would  permit  people  to  earn  up  to  $2,000 
a  year  beginning  1969  without  having  a 
deduction  in  their  socia  lsecurity  benefits. 

We  have  in  addition  a  provision  to 
help  take  care  of  disabled  widows  who 
could  receive  as  much  as  82  M>  percent 
of  what  their  husband's  retirement  bene- 
fits would  have  been  had  they  lived  to 
retirement. 

Every  member  of  the  committee,  both 
Republican  and  Democrat,  voted  unan- 
imously for  that  measure.  I  do  not  think 
they  want  to  take  it  out  of  the  bill.  They 
just  would  not  fund  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  How  much  would  that 
provision  cost? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  would  cost 
about  $100  million  to  take  care  of  dis- 
abled widows. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Four- 
teen million  dollars  over  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  There  would 
be  a  much  greater  expense.  The  most  ex- 
pensive thing  in  the  bill,  aside  from  the 
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cash  benefits,  is  the  provision  that 
changes  the  retirement  test  to  let  a  per- 
son earn  $2,000  a  year  and  keep  his 
benefits. 

That  provision  is  very  popular,  and  I 
believe  the  Senate  would  certainly  sus- 
tain it. 

We  postponed  the  effective  date  until 
January  1969  to  help  keep  the  cost  of 
the  immediate  benefits  down.  Then,  there 
is  also  an  amendment  that  would  cost 
about  half  that  much  and  would  liber- 
alize the  treatment  of  the  blind. 

The  committee  opposed  that  amend- 
ment some  years  back.  It  was  agreed  to, 
even  though  the  committee  had  opposed 
it  earlier.  It  would  liberalize  the  treat- 
ment of  the  blind  and  would  cost  about 
half  as  much  as  the  retirement  test 
would  cost.  That  would  cost  about  $165 
million  a  year. 

Mr.  LATJSCHE.  Then,  to  summarize, 
the  House  bill  grants  a  12  V2 -percent  in- 
crease; the  Senate  bill,  as  pending,  15 
percent;  the  Senate  bill  being  21'2  per- 
cent greater  than  the  House  bill.  For  the 
year  1968,  the  House  bill  would  cost  $28.7 
billion,  the  committee  bill  $29  billion — 
meaning  that  $300  million  more  is  pro- 
vided by  the  Senate  committee  than  by 
the  House. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  LATJSCHE.  Let  me  finish  this  sen- 
tence. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  At  that 
point  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
Senate  benefits  are  computed  on  the 
basis  of  9  months'  payments,  whereas 
the  House  bill  is  based  on  12  months' 
payments. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  For  the  first 
year,  for  1968. 

Mr.  WTTLTAMS  of  Delaware.  For  the 
first  year. 

Mr.  LATJSCHE.  In  1969,  the  House  bill 
would  cost  $30.3  billion,  and  the  com- 
mittee bill  would  cost  $32.7  billion.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  cor- 
rect. But  let  me  point  out  one  important 
feature  that  should  be  considered.  On 
the  previous  amendment,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  was  concerned  about  the  mat- 
ter of  fiscal  responsibility,  and  he  voted 
to  move  the  tax  date  ahead. 

Mr.  LATJSCHE.  Yes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  In  this  case, 
the  Senate  committee  has  added  more 
than  $1  billion  of  additional  benefits  for 
the  retirement  test,  for  disabled  widows 
and  for  blind  people. 

The  pending  amendment  fails  to  pro- 
vide additional  revenue  to  add  to  the 
taxes  that  the  House  imposed  to  pay  for 
all  this.  It  is  proposed  to  keep  these  ben- 
efits but  not  to  include  additional  rev- 
enue to  pay  for  them.  The  Senate  com- 
mittee bill  added  the  additional  benefits 
and  included  the  tax  to  pay  for  them. 

So,  in  that  respect,  if  one  votes  for  the 
present  Curtis-Williams  amendment,  he 
is  buying  exactly  the  opposite  theory 
from  what  he  was  buying  when  he  voted 
for  the  Williams  amendment,  in  that  he 
would  be  voting  to  provide  more  benefits 
than  the  taxes  he  would  be  voting  for 
to  pay  for  the  benefits. 


Mr.  LATJSCHE.  I  directed  these  ques- 
tions to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  pri- 
marily to  find  out  what  we  are  arguing 
about,  and  I  believe  I  have  learned. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  principal 
feature  about  which  we  are  arguing — 
this  is  the  main  point  of  the  pending 
amendment — is  whether  we  are  going  to 
provide  enough  of  a  benefit  increase  to  go 
somewhat  beyond  what  would  be  a  mere 
restoration  of  the  purchasing  power  of 
the  money  paid  to  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries. If  we  go  beyond  this,  as  indi- 
cated by  the  chart  at  the  rear  of  the 
Chamber,  if  prices  continue  to  increase 
as  they  have  been  advancing,  within  a 
year  the  additional  increase  in  the  pur- 
chasing power  would  have  been  wiped 
out,  anyway.  But  at  least  during  that 
year  we  would  have  removed  about 
200,000  people  from  the  welfare  rolls  and 
would  have  made  it  possible  to  reduce  the 
number  of  people  in  poverty — numbering 
5  million — by  approximately  2,300,000. 

Mr.  LATJSCHE.  Is  it  correct  to  say  that 
in  this  increased  cost  is  contained  money 
to  supply  the  benefits  for  new  classes  of 
beneficiaries  who  have  been  brought  un- 
der the  law,  such  as  the  blind  and  the 
widows? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  The  Senate 
bill  does  that,  but  the  pending  amend- 
ment would  fail  to  do  it. 

I  would  assume  that  if  the  pending 
amendment  is  adopted  the  sponsors  may 
come  along  with  subsequent  amendments 
to  "strike  out  benefits  because  they  want 
to  hold  down  the  taxes.  If  they  want  to 
pursue  a  course  of  fiscal  responsibility — 
if  the  pending  amendment  providing  for 
the  House  level  of  taxes  is  agreed  to — 
they  should  bring  in  an  additional  tax  in- 
crease or  move  to  strike  out  the  addi- 
tional benefits  provided  by  the  Senate 
bill,  such  as  the  liberalized  retirement 
test,  the  liberalized  treatment  of  the 
blind,  and  the  benefit  to  disabled  widows, 
which  are  all  substantial  items. 

Mr.  LATJSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
a  quorum  call,  and  that  all  time  except 
5  minutes  to  both  sides  be  yielded  back, 
so  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  quorum 
call,  both  sides  will  have  5  minutes  re- 
maining in  which  to  discuss  the  pending 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WTLLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  might 
say,  for  the  information  of  the  clerks, 
that  it  will  be  a  record  vote,  so  that  they 
can  notify  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Senators  answered  to  then- 
names: 

[No.  336  Leg.] 
Aiken.  Byrd,  W.  Va.  Gore 

Allott  Case  Griffin 

Anderson  Church  Gruening 

Baker  Clark  Harris 

Bartlett  Cotton  Hart 

Bayh  Curtis  Hartke 

Bennett  Dominick  Hatfield 

Bible  Eastland  Hayden 

Boggs  Ellender  Hickenlooper 

Brewster  Ervin  HiU 

Burdick  Fannin  HoUings 

Byrd,  Va.  Fulbright  Hruska 


Inouye 

Jackson 

Javits 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Kuchel 

Lausche 

Long,  Mo. 

Long,  La. 

Magnuson 

Mansfield 

McClellan 

McGovern 

Mclntyre 

Metcalf 


Miller 
Mondale 
Monroney 
Montoya 

Morse 

Morton 

Moss 

Muskie 

Nelson 

Pastore 

Pearson 

Pell 

Percy 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Randolph 


RibicofT 

RusseU 

Smathers 

Smith 

Spong 

Stennis 

Symington 

Thurmond 

Tydings 

Williams,  N.J. 

Williams.  Del. 

Yarborough 

Young.  N.  Dak. 

Young,  Ohio 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc- 
Intyre  in  the  chair) .  A  quorum  is  pres- 
ent. Under  the  previous  agreement,  5 
minutes  has  been  allotted  to  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  and  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke]. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  Senators,  I  shall  try 
briefly  to  summarize  what  the  pending 
amendment  would  do. 

The  pending  amendment  would  fix  the 
increase  in  social  security  benefits — the 
general  increase — exactly  as  provided  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  under  the 
Mills  bill.  It  would  take  the  House  method 
of  financing  this  increase  just  as  pre- 
sented by  Mr.  Mills.  On  all  other  things 
pertaining  to  the  bill,  corrective  amend- 
ments, little  additions  here  and  there 
put  on  in  committee  or  on  the  floor,  are 
not  involved  in  the  amendment. 

I  remind  all  Senators  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  passed  a  good  bill.  It 
provided  for  an  increase  of  12  V2  percent 


for  all  beneficiaries.  It  passed  the  House 
by  a  vote  of  414-to-3.  Under  the  rules  of 
the  House,  if  any  Member  had  believed 
that  the  12 ^-percent  increase  was  not 
sufficient,  or  he  wanted  to  establish  a 
minimum,  he  could  have  offered  an  al- 
ternative. Thus,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  414 
Members  of  the  House  approved  the  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  and  its 
financing,  against  three  who  opposed  it. 

Now,  what  does  this  mean  immedi- 
ately? Under  the  House  bill,  or  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  bill,  there  will  be  no 
raising  of  taxes  prior  to  1969.  In  1969, 
under  the  Mills  bill,  employee  taxes  may 
go  as  high  as  $364.20.  Under  the  Hartke- 
Long  proposal — that  is  the  Finance 
Committee  bill — employee  taxes  may  go 
to  $422.44.  In  other  words,  in  the  first 
year  we  have  a  choice  between  the  maxi- 
mum tax  of  $364.20  as  against  $422.40. 

The  small  business  man  has  to  take 
this  increase  on  the  whole  amount  and 
pass  it  on  to  his  customers,  and  so  does 
the  big  one.  The  large  concerns  in  this 
country  call  this  a  "cost  of  operation," 
and  add  it  onto  the  consumers'  bill  who 
pay  it.  It  will  be  that  much  of  an  increase 
taken  out  of  the  workers'  pay. 

Now,  what  is  lost  on  the  benefit  side 
if  we  take  the  House  proposal?  The 
House  is  12V2  percent.  The  Senate  is  15 
percent.  With  a  $70  minimum — all 
right — what  is  the  average  social  security 
benefit  paid  now?  About  $85.  Two  and 
one-half  percent  of  $85  is  approximately 
$2.12.  But  in  order  to  get  that  little 
additional,  we  accept  the  financing  pro- 
posal. That  has  long-range  impacts 
because  under  the  Hartke-Long  proposal, 
the  maximum  social  security  tax  will  go 
to  $66. 

Under  the  Mills  proposal,  the  maxi- 
mum tax  will  go  to  only  $448;  $448  versus 
$626. 

Under  the  Hartke-Long  proposal,  we 
will  reach  that  maximum  7  years  earlier 
than  we  would  under  the  Mills  proposal. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  a  while  ago, 
the  real  friend  of  social  security,  the  real 
friend  of  the  aged  is  he  who  practices 
restraint.  The  House  bill  is  a  good  bill, 
approved  overwhelmingly  by  the  House, 
and  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  adopt 
the  level  of  benefits  and  financing. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  administration  recommended, 
when  their  recommendations  were  being 
formed  about  this  time  last  year,  a  15- 
percent  increase  in  benefits,  and  a  $70 
minimum. 

There  are  5  million  people  living  in 
poverty  in  this  country  today.  By  boost- 
ing the  minimum  to  $70,  accompanied 
by  a  15-percent-benefit  increase,  we  re- 
duced the  number  of  people  in  poverty 
by  1,300,000  beyond  what  the  House 
would  do. 

So  this  bill  would  make  it  possible  for 
2.100,000  people  on  social  security  to 
be  moved  out  of  poverty,  and  that  is 
1,300,000  more  than  under  the  House 
measure.  Two  hundred  thousand  people 
would  be  taken  off  the  welfare  rolls  un- 
less the  States  further  liberalize  their 
welfare  programs. 

In  addition  to  that,  those  who  are 
making  more  and  paying  taxes  on 
higher  wages  would  be  in  a  position  to 
draw  much  more  benefits  when  they 
retire. 


The  House  bill  would  provide  $433  as 
maximum  family  benefits  when  people 
have  paid  on  the  higher  basis  over  a 
longer  period  of  time.  There  would  be  a 
$430  maximum  which  could  perhaps 
provide  decent  retirement  for  all  those 
people.  This  is  necessary  if  we  are  going 
to  have  a  cost-of-living  increase  and 
provide  anything  in  addition  to  that. 

I  would  ask  Senators  a  question.  Do 
we  want  social  security  benefits  to  be 
adequate?  Why  are  we  proposing  to  take 
out  of  poverty  2,100,000  and  to  take 
150,000  more  people  off  the  welfare  rolls 
than  provided  by  the  House  measure? 
The  tax  in  the  first  year  would  be  about 
the  same.  The  only  difference  is  that  the 
bill  which  came  out  of  the  committee 
provides  for  taxing  some  $1,200  a  year 
more  than  the  House  bill  does,  at  the 
same  tax  rate,  but  we  have  provided 
almost  $1  billion  additional  for  widows, 
we  have  raised  the  earnings  test  and  pro- 
vided that  people  can  earn  up  to  $2,000 
and  still  draw  social  security  benefits, 
and  we  have  liberalized  the  treatment  of 
the  blind. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena- 
tor would  seek  to  retain  those  benefits,  in 
addition  to  those  of  the  House  bill,  but 
he  does  not  provide  for  enough  taxes  to 
pay  for  these  benefits.  Yet  the  committee 
is  charged  with  being  irresponsible.  Here 
is  a  letter  from  Mr.  Robert  Meyers  which 
says  the  amendment  would  put  the  so- 
cial security  system  in  a  minus  condition 
at  the  rate  of  $900  million  every  year 
from  now  until  God  calls  us  all  home. 
I  do  not  know  the  reason  why  he  does 
not  propose  to  pay  for  all  the  added 
benefits. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  myself 
1  minute  on  the  bill. 

So  the  amendment  is  not  very  respon- 
sible. It  puts  the  fund  in  the  minus  posi- 
tion to  the  tune  of  $900  million  a  year  on 
an  actuarial  basis  while  it  keeps  the  tax 
rate  low. 

If  we  agreed  to  it,  we  would  have  to  do 
one  of  two  things:  Either  strike  out  the 
benefits,  or  vote  to  increase  the  tax  after 
we  vote  to  cut  the  tax. 

I  think  the  amendment  should  be 
voted  down. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Curtis]. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative).  On  this  vote  I  have  a 
pair  with  the  minority  leader,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen].  If  pres- 
ent and  voting,  he  would  vote  "yea";  if 
I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"nay."  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  On  this 
vote  I  have  a  live  pair  with  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If 
he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  "yea";  if  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  "nay."  I  therefore  with- 
hold my  vote. 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia,  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Mur- 
phy] and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen],  the  Sena- 
tor from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mtjndt]  ,  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  "yea," 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
"nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  22, 


NOT  VOTING — 20 


nays  58,  as  follows: 

[No.  337  Leg.] 

YEAS — 22 

AUott 

Fannin 

Pearson 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Percy 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Spong 

Boggs 

Jordan. Idaho 

Stennis 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kuchel 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Miller 

Eastland 

Morton 

NAYS — 58 

Aiken 

Hatfield 

Moss 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Pastore 

Bible 

Inouye 

Pell 

Brewster 

Jackson 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Randolph 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

Lausche 

Russell 

Cotton 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Ellender 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Fulbright 

McGovern 

Ty  dings 

Gore 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Griffin 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Gruening 

Mondaie 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Harris 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

Hart 

Montoya 

Hartke 

Morse 

Brooke 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Cannon 

Carlson 

Cooper 

Dirksen 

Dodd 

So  Mr. 
jected. 


Fong 

Hansen 

Holland 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Mansfield 

McCarthy 

McGee 


Mundt 

Murphy 

Scott 

Sparkman 

Talmadge 

Tower 


Curtis'  amendment  was  re- 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera- 
tion of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an 
increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  query  the  majority  leader  and  our 
fellow  Senators  as  to  whether  there  is 
any  disposition  to  reduce  the  1-hour 
time  limit  on  debate  on  further  amend- 
ments to  one-half  hour.  I  do  not  see  the 
majority  leader  in  the  Chamber  at  the 
moment,  but  I  told  him  I  wished  to  raise 
the  issue. 

The  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Conimittee  on  Finance  interposes  no 
objection  to  such  procedure. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Lousiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  do  have  one  amendment  which  I  shall 
offer  later,  which  I  believe  will  require  at 
least  a  half  hour  on  each  side.  It  relates 
to  drugs.  If  an  exception  could  be  made 
in  the  case  of  that  amendment,  I  would 
have  no  objection. 

Mr.  ERVTN.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  have  the  next 
amendment,  and  I  would  request  an  ex- 
ception for  it  also. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Then  let  us 
proceed  without  the  additional  limita- 
tion for  the  moment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  451 

Mr.  ERVTN.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  451,  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  for 
himself,  Mr.  Hruska,  and  Mr.  Tydings, 
proposes  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

On  page  99,  beginning  at  line  1,  strike  all 
through  line  6  on  page  103,  as  follows: 
"exclusion  from  coverage,  for  purposes  of 
title  ii  of  the  social  security  act,  civil 
service  retirement  laws,  and  unemploy- 
ment   compensation    laws,    of  services 
performed  by  certain  prisoners 
"Sec  124.  (a)  (1)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  (A)  by 
striking  out  'or'  at  the  end  of  clause  (v) ,  (B) 
by  inserting  'or'  at  the  end  of  clause  (vi) ,  and. 
(C)  by  adding  after  and  below  clause  (vi) 
the  following  new  clause: 

"'(vii)  by  any  individual  who  has  been 
convicted  of  any  offense  under  Federal  or 
State  law  and  sentenced  for  a  term  of  im- 
prisonment for  such  offense  in  any  penal  or 
correctional  institution,  if  such  service  is 
performed  while  he  is  an  inmate  of  such 
institution  or  during  any  period  for  which  he 
has  been  temporarily  released  or  paroled 
therefrom  on  condition  that  he  engage  in 
any  particular  training  or  employment; '. 

"(2)  Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition 
of  employment  for  purposes  of  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is  amended 
(A)  by  striking  out  'or'  at  the  end  of  clause 
(v),  (B)  by  inserting  'or'  at  the  end  of 
clause  (vi),  and  (C)  by  adding  after  and 
below  clause  (vi)  the  following  new  clause: 
"'(vii)  by  any  individual  who  has  been 
convicted  of  any  offense  under  Federal  or 
State  law  and  sentenced  for  a  term  of  im- 
prisonment for  such  offense  in  any  penal 
or  correctional  institution,  if  such  service 
is  performed  while  he  is  an  inmate  of  such 
institution  or  during  any  period  for  which  he 
has  been  temporarily  released  or  paroled 
therefrom  on  condition  that  he  engage  in 
any  particular  training  or  employment;'. 

"(b)  Section  8501(1)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out 
'or'  at  the  end  of  clause  (K) ,  (2)  by  insert- 
ing 'or'  at  the  end  of  clause  (L),  and  (3)  by 
adding  after  and  below  clause  (L)  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

"'(M)  by  any  individual  who  has  been 
convicted  of  any  offense  under  Federal  or 
State  law  and  sentenced  for  a  term  of  im- 
prisonment for  such  offense  in  any  penal  or 
correctional  institution,  if  such  service  is 
performed  while  he  is  an  inmate  of  such  in- 
stitution or  during  any  period  for  which  he 
has  been  temporarily  released  or  paroled 
therefrom  on  condition  that  he  engage  in 
any  particular  training  or  employment; '. 

"(c)  No  service  performed  by  any  individ- 
ual who  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense 
under  Federal  or  State  law  and  sentenced 
for  a  term  of  imprisonment  for  such  offense 
in  any  penal  or  correctional  institution  shall 
be  considered  to  be  performed  by  such  in- 
dividual as  a  Federal  employee  for  purposes 
of — 

"(1)  subchapter  III  (relating  to  civil  serv- 
ice retirement)  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code, 

"(2)  chapter  87  (relating  to  Federal  em- 
ployees group  life  insurance)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code, 

"(3)  chapter  89  (relating  to  Federal  em- 
ployees health  benefits)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  or 

"(4)  subchapter  I  (relating  to  Federal  em- 
ployees compensation  for  work  injuries)  of 
chapter  81  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
if  such  service  is  performed  while  such  indi- 
vidual is  an  inmate  of  such  institution  or 
during  any  period  for  which  he  has  been 
temporarily  released  or  paroled  therefrom  on 
condition  that  he  engage  in  any  particular 
training  or  employment. 

"(d)(1)  Section  3304(a)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  require- 
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ments  for  approval  of  State  laws  for  purposes 
of  the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act)  Is 
amended  by  redesigning  paragraph  (6) 
thereof  as  paragraph  (7)  and  by  adding  after 
paragraph  (5)  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"  '(6)  no  compensation  is  to  be  paid  to  any 
individual  for  or  on  account  of  service  per- 
formed by  him  if  such  individual  has  been 
convicted  of  any  offense  under  Federal  or 
State  law  and  sentenced  for  a  term  of  im- 
prisonment for  such  offense  in  any  penal  or 
correctional  institution  and  if  such  service 
is  performed  while  he  is  an  inmate  of  such 
institution  or  during  any  period  for  which  he 
has  been  temporarily  released  or  paroled 
therefrom  on  condition  that  he  engage  in 
any  particular  training  or  employment;'. 

"(2)  Section  3306(c)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of 
employment  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  Un- 
employment Tax  Act)  is  amended  (A)  by 
striking  out  'or'  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (17), 
(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (18)  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such 
period  ';  or',  and  (C)  by  adding  after  and 
below  paragraph  (18)  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"'(19)  service  performed  by  any  individ- 
ual who  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense 
under  Federal  or  State  law  and  sentenced 
for  a  term  of  imprisonment  for  such  offense 
in  any  penal  or  correctional  institution,  if 
such  service  is  performed  while  such  individ- 
ual is  an  inmate  of  such  institution  or  dur- 
ing any  period  for  which  he  has-been  tem- 
porarily released  or  paroled  therefrom  on 
condition  that  he  engage  in  any  particular 
training  or  employment.' 

"(e)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a),  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  shall  be 
applicable  to  service  performed  after  the 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this 
Act  is  enacted.  The  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (d)  (1)  shall  take  effect  January  1, 
1969,  and  the  amendment  made  by  subsec- 
tion (d)  (2)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  serv- 
ice performed  after  December  31,  1968." 

Renumber  section  124(a)  as  section  124. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  while  there 
are  a  number  of  Senators  present,  I 
should  like  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  will  suspend 
until  order  is  restored.  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  my  co- 
sponsors  and  I  direct  the  Senate's  at- 
tention to  certain  apparently  minor  but 
important  changes  in  H.R.  12080,  which 
the  committee  report  recommends  be 
made  in  the  House  bill.  These  are  the 
provisions  in  section  124  which  would 
exclude  participants  in  work-release 
programs  from  benefits  of  social  security 
and  civil  service  retirement  benefits. 
These  changes  may  destroy  an  effective 
and  important  reform  which  the  Con- 
gress enacted  barely  2  years  ago — The 
Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1965. 

The  Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act  was 
passed  without  objection  in  the  Senate 
and  by  a  vote  of  323  to  0  in  the  House. 
The  reform  was  proposed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Prisons,  recommended  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  and  made  a  part  of  the 
President's  anticrime  program  in  the 
89th  Congress.  In  March  1966,  the  Presi- 
dent stated: 

No  national  strategy  against  crime  can 
succeed  if  we  do  not  restore  more  of  our 
first  offenders  to  productive  society.  The  best 
law  enforcement  has  little  value  if  prison 


sentences  are  only  temporary  and  embit- 
tering way  stations  for  men  whose  release 
means  a  return  to  crime. 

The  cirsis  of  crime  which  they  coun- 
try faces  today  has,  if  anything,  made 
the  work-release  program  even  more 
important  as  a  weapon  to  fight  crime. 

The  work-release  program  was  based 
upon  a  4-year  experimental  program 
operated  by  the  Bureau  of  Prisons.  The 
distinguished  former  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Prisons,  Mr.  James  Bennett, 
testified  before  a  Senate  Judiciary  Sub- 
committee that  it  was  the  most  signif- 
icant legislative  reform  in  the  field  in 
three  decades.  I  am  familiar  with  the 
importance  and  successes  of  the  work- 
release  program  because  a  similar  proj- 
ect has  been  operating  in  North  Caro- 
lina— a  project  which  served  as  a  proto- 
type for  the  Federal  program.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  North  Carolina  and  national 
programs,  21  other  States  now  have 
adopted  the  system. 

The  work-release  legislation  was  spon- 
sored by  Senators  Long  of  Missouri, 
Bartlett,  Burdick,  Tydings,  Fong,  Scott, 
Javits,  Murphy,  Tower,  and  me.  When 
the  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate,  an 
important  amendment  was  made  pro- 
viding that  "the  rates  of  pay  and  other 
conditions  of  employment  will  not  be  less 
than  those  paid  or  provided  for  work  of 
a  similar  nature  in  the  locality  in  which 
the  work  is  to  be  performed." 

The  Finance  Committee  proposes  to 
deny  to  model  prisoners  who  participate 
successfully  in  work-release  programs, 
the  benefits  of  social  security,  unemploy- 
ment compensation,  civil  service  retire- 
ment, and  other  such  rights  established 
by  law. 

In  view  of  the  success  of  both  the  State 
and  Federal  work-release  programs,  I  am 
greatly  disturbed  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee's action,  which  threatens  to  de- 
stroy this  important  and  successful 
experiment. 

The  committee  proposals  are  the  result 
of  confusion  about  the  benefits  and  rights 
a  prison  inmate  has  when  he  is  released 
during  the  last  6  months  of  his  sentence 
for  daytime  employment  in  private  or 
public  occupations. 

The  reason  why  an  inmate  who  is 
gainfully  employed  accrues  eligibility  for 
unemployment  benefits,  or  qualifies  for 
social  security  benefits,  or  has  his  em- 
ployment count  as  Federal  service  for 
purposes  of  retirement,  is  precisely  be- 
cause this  man  is  earning  wages  and 
performing  exactly  the  same  kind  of 
work  that  other  wage  earners  perform. 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  Congress  to 
place  the  inmate  in  a  normal  employ- 
ment environment  so  that  he  would  gain 
work  experience,  perhaps  learn  new 
skills,  and  be  provided  an  avenue  into 
gainful  employment  after  his  release 
from  the  institution.  In  this  context, 
there  is  no  reason  to  deny  the  work-re- 
leased inmate  any  work-related  benefits 
to  which  he  is  entitled  if  he  were  not  an 
inmate  of  a  Federal  prison. 

Presently,  social  security  is  deducted 
from  their  wages  and  their  employers 
pay  the  unemployment  insurance  tax, 
the  same  as  for  any  other  employee. 
Such  wages,  earned  as  members  of  the 
labor  force,  of  course,  count  toward  eligi- 


bility for  future  benefits  under  the  social 
insurance  program.  The  committee  pro- 
visions appear  only  to  be  depriving  these 
people  of  these  limited  benefits.  In  real- 
ity, however,  they  will  serve  to  discour- 
age employers  from  participating  in 
work-release,  because  of  the  special 
bookkeeping  which  will  be  required.  It  is 
unreasonable  to  expect  a  private  busi- 
ness to  set  up  two  accounting  systems, 
one  for  regular  employees  and  another 
for  parolees. 

But  even  if  employers  continue  to  hire 
prisoners,  these  restrictive  provisions 
may  have  an  opposite  effect  from  that 
which  is  intended.  The  work-release  em- 
ployee will  not  have  social  security  de- 
ducted from  his  pay,  and  so  will  actually 
be  taking  more  net  pay  back  from  his 
job  that  his  fellow  workers  who  remain 
subject  to  social  security  taxes.  The  em- 
ployer also  will  not  have  to  contribute 
his  share  to  social  security  for  the  work- 
release  employees.  The  confusion  that 
will  ensue  in  the  entire  program  may  be 
insurmountable. 

What  is  really  at  issue  in  this  con- 
troversy is  the  question  of  the  purpose 
of  Federal  prisons — a  controversy  which 
at  any  rate  should  be  left  to  the  Judiciary 
Committee  which  has  substantive  juris- 
diction over  the  matter. 

To  some,  Federal  prisons  are  solely 
places  of  punishment  for  persons  after 
their  conviction  of  crimes. 

Section  124  reflects  this  narrow  and 
outmoded  view  of  penology.  It  neglects 
perhaps  the  most  important  role  our  pri- 
sons have — to  rehabilitate  those  who 
have  gone  astray  so  that  when  they  are 
released,  they  will  be  able  to  return  and 
contribute  to  society  instead  of  return- 
ing to  crime.  To  ignore  this  aspect  of  our 
prison  system  is  to  ibnore  the  real  facts 
about  criminal  offenders  who  are  sent  to 
our  institutions. 

Here  are  some  of  the  facts : 

Although  over  100,000  persons  leave 
Federal  and  State  prisons  each  year,  few 
ever  receive  adequate  job  training.  This 
is  complicated  further  because  in  many 
communities  in  which  persons  are  re- 
leased, there  are  no  modern  training  pro- 
grams available. 

Most  offenders  entering  penal  institu- 
tions have  little  training  or  occupational 
skills.  More  than  half  of  the  adult  pri- 
soners never  progressed  beyond  elemen- 
tary school;  more  than  four-fifths  of  the 
prison  inmates  between  the  ages  of  25 
and  64  in  1960  had  not  completed  high 
school;  a  majority  of  the  prisoners  have 
worked  in  occupations  requiring  the  least 
skill  and  having  the  highest  unemploy- 
ment rates. 

About  30  percent  of  all  male  prisoners 
are  between  15  and  24  years  old.  Almost 
20  percent  are  between  20  and  24  years 
old,  a  crucial  time  when  most  young  men 
are  embarking  on  careers  and  beginning 
family  life. 

Most  offenders  have  had  unstable  em- 
ployment experiences  and  long  periods  of 
unemployment;  most  offenders  lack  rudi- 
mentary job  deportment. 

When  released,  persons  who  reenter 
the  labor  force  are  hampered  by  their 
penal  records. 

Work-release  programs  are  being 
adopted  in  more  and  more  States  in  this 
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country.  At  present  there  are  now  22: 
California,  Colorado,  Connecticut,  Flor- 
ida, Idaho,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Maine, 
Maryland,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Mis- 
souri, Nebraska,  North  Carolina,  Oregon, 
Pennsylvania,  South  Carolina,  Vermont, 
Virginia,  Washington,  and  Wisconsin. 
Two  other  States,  Montana  and  North 
Dakota,  are  expected  to  adopt  the  pro- 
gram in  the  near  future.  In  the  past,  the 
Senate  has  strongly  supported  a  work- 
release  program  on  the  Federal  level  with 
good  reason.  These  programs  are  good, 
they  are  practical,  and  they  are  humane. 
They  should  not  be  repudiated  or  weak- 
ened in  this  way. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  hearing  rec- 
ords are  replete  with  evidence  demon- 
strating the  need  and  value  of  such  pro- 
grams, and  there  is  no  need  to  detail  this 
evidence  again.  However,  I  would  like  to 
bring  this  body  up  to  date  on  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  Federal  work-release  pro- 
gram which  was  enacted  2  years  ago : 

As  of  October  1,  1967,  inmates  par- 
ticipating in  the  Federal  work-release 
program  earned  over  $3  million  and  re- 
imbursed the  Government  a  total  of 
$300,000  for  their  keep,  which  is  deducted 
from  their  pay. 

They  also  contributed  over  $500,000  in 
Federal,  State,  and  local  taxes  and  to  the 
social  security  trust  fund.  No  doubt,  much 
of  this  money  is  used  to  support  the  State 
unemployment  insurance  program  and 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance program. 

Work-release  inmates  sent  over  $400,- 
000  to  their  dependent  families  which  en- 
abled many  of  them  to  leave  the  public 
welfare  rolls.  This  not  only  provides  dig- 
nity to  the  inmate's  family,  but  also  re- 
duces the  tax  burden  on  the  local  com- 
munity. 

Over  a  million  dollars  was  spent  Jn  the 
community  where  they  worked  for  food, 
clothing,  transportation,  and  other  needs. 

With  this  evidence  of  success,  I  have 
no  hesitation  whatsover  in  voicing  my 
continued  support  for  the  Federal  work- 
release  program.  I  am  certain  that  any- 
one who  takes  the  time  to  examine  and 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  this  program 
both  in  term  of  reducing  recidivism  and 
sound  economics,  could  not  help  but 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  program 
fully  deserves  our  continued  support  on 
both  Federal  and  local  levels. 

The  committee  amendments,  probably 
unintentionally,  amount  to  no  less  than  a 
major  repudiation  of  the  Rehabilitation 
Act.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  committee 
considered  these  changes  carefully  before 
recommending  them,  but  I  do  not  believe 
the  committee  recognized  all  the  rami- 
fications of  its  actions.  Acceptance  of 
these  provisions  will  reduce  the  effective- 
ness of  a  major  effort  to  fight  crime. 

There  is,  at  the  bottom  of  this  matter, 
a  choice  which  we  must  make.  What  kind 
of  a  person  do  we  want  coming  out  of 
prison — an  unreconstructed  criminal, 
ready  to  rob,  and  be  returned  to  prison? 
Or,  do  we  want  a  trained  mechanic  with 
a  job  and  a  reason  to  stay  out  of  trouble. 
Are  we  working  to  lower  the  crime  rate 
or  raise  it? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
as  a  matter  of  fact  we  really  did  not  hold 
any  hearings  on  this  particular  point. 
This  was  the  view  of  a  member  of  a  com- 
mittee. 

I  am  very  much  impressed  by  what 
the  Senator  has  to  say  about  the  matter. 
It  was  felt  that  this  matter  would  be  in 
conference  in  any  event. 

I  appreciate  the  views  of  the  Senator 
and  know  that  he  feels  very  strongly  that 
the  committee  has  made  a  mistake. 

I  doubt  very  much,  if  we  had  heard  the 
Senator's  presentation  before  the  com- 
mittee, that  we  would  have  agreed  to  the 
amendment.  However,  we  had  to  vote  on 
many  amendments.  We  had  almost  500 
amendments  that  were  printed  and  were 
before  the  committee. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  appreciate  that.  I  think 
that  the  committee  has  done  a  fine  job 
on  a  tremendous  bill.  However,  it  would 
be  a  tragic  mistake  if  we  were  to  leave 
this  amendment  in  the  bill.  The  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska [Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  me  would 
take  this  amendment  out  of  the  bill.  I 
think  that  before  anybody  votes  on  this 
amendment  they  ought  to  remember  the 
words  of  Oscar  Wilde  in  "The  Ballad  of 
Reading  Gaol." 

I  have  had  a  lot  to  do  with  people  in 
trouble  because  I  used  to  practice  a  lot 
of  criminal  law.  I  can  always  appreciate 
their  feelings. 

Oscar  Wilde  said: 

I  know  not  whether  Laws  be  right, 
Or  whether  Laws  be  wrong; 

All  that  we  know  who  lie  in  gaol 
Isjhat  the  wall  is  strong; 

And  that  each  day  is  like  a  year, 
A  year  whose  days  are  long. 

Under  the  work-release  program,  the 
prisoners  who  seem  worthy  of  trust  are 
released  from  prison  in  the  daytime  to 
work  at  private  employment,  in  some 
cases  at  Government  employment.  They 
learn  a  job.  In  2  years  on  this  Federal 
program,  they  make  $3  million.  They 
pay  their  board  and  keep  out  of  that. 
They  send  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars  to  their  families.  They  pay  the 
social  security  taxes  and  unemployment 
compensation  taxes.  Why,  in  heaven's 
name,  would  we  deny  them  the  right  to 
have  social  security  in  their  old  age  or 
unemployment  compensation,  just  as 
everybody  else  has? 

I  cannot  understand  why  any  man 
would  favor  the  denial  to  these  people 
of  social  security  and  unemployment 
compensation,  and  an  opportunity  to 
have  self-respect  and  to  return  to  so- 
ciety a  rehabilitated  man.  What  do  we 
want  to  do — deny  him  social  security,  so 
he  will  have  to  steal  for  a  living  in  his 
old  age.  Is  that  what  we  want?  Unless 
you  favor  denying  a  man  social  security 
and  want  to  compel  him  to  steal  for  a 
living  in  his  old  age,  vote  for  my  amend- 
ment. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  propose 
that  these  restrictive  provisions  be  de- 
leted from  the  present  bill.  The  matter 
should  then  be  referred  to  the  Judiciary 
Committee  for  hearings  on  the  successes 
and  failures  of  the  work-release  program 
and  the  appropriateness  of  changes  such 
as  those  proposed  in  the  present  bill. 


The  Department  of  Justice  favors  the 
pending  amendment.  They  say  it  would 
be  very  difficult  to  administer  the  Pris- 
oner Rehabilitation  Act  with  this  bill. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  letter 
from  the  Department  of  Justice  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Attorney 
General, 

Washington,  D.C.,  November  20,  1067. 
Hon.  Samuel  J.  Ervin,  Jr., 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Ervtn:  The  Department  of 
Justice  is  concerned  about  the  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act  which 
would  exclude  state  and  federal  offenders 
who  take  part  in  work  release  programs  from 
participating  in  unemployment  compensa- 
tion and  Social  Security  benefits. 

These  amendments  would  seriously  hamper 
the  effectiveness  of  the  operation  of  the 
Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1965  (Public 
Law  89-176).  That  Act,  you  will  recall,  had 
strong  bi-partisan  support  in  both  Houses. 
It  included  authorization  for  selected  pris- 
oners to  work  in  private  employment  and 
take  part  in  community  education  programs 
prior  to  release  from  custody.  The  pupose  of 
the  program  is  to  improve  the  offender's 
chance  of  maintaining  stable  employment 
and  avoid  return  to  crime  after  release. 

During  the  two  years  since  the  enactment 
of  the  law,  over  3000  carefully  selected  Fed- 
eral offenders  have  been  on  work  release 
placement.  The  average  period  spent  on  work 
release  has  been  less  than  6  months.  They 
earned  more  than  $3,000,000  in  wages;  paid 
$500,000  in  federal,  state  and  local  taxes; 
sent  $400,000  to  dependents  and  reimbursed 
the  government  $300,000  for  room  and  board. 

The  earnings  tell  only  a  part  of  the  story. 
The  program  has  had  broad  community  sup- 
port from  business,  industry,  and  labor  or- 
ganizations. The  men  and  women  who  have 
taken  part  are  not  only  receiving  substantial 
training,  they  are  also  learning  to  work  and 
live  as  contributing  members  of  society. 

More  than  twenty  states  have  recognized 
the  value  of  work  release  as  an  important 
correctional  tool.  The  adoption  of  the 
amendments  would  seriously  hamper  the 
operation  of  these  programs  as  well  as  the 
federal  program.  To  a  large  extent  the  suc- 
cess of  work  release  depends  upon  the  pris- 
oners enjoying  the  same  status  as  their  fel- 
low workers  in  the  community.  The  proposed 
legislation  would  discriminate  against  them 
because  of  their  status.  Their  exclusion  from 
the  benefits  available  to  other  employees  is 
inconsistent  with  the  spirit  as  well  as  the 
intent  of  the  Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act. 
Moreover,  the  enactment  of  the  amendment 
might  well  have  the  practical  effect  of  dis- 
couraging employers  from  employing  work 
releasees  where  such  employment  would  re- 
quire setting  up  separate  payroll  systems. 

For  the  reasons  which  I  have  outlined, 
we  strongly  urge  the  Senate  to  carefully  con- 
sider the  amendments  which  would  impair 
a  correctional  program  of  great  promise. 
Sincerely, 

Warren  Christopher, 
Deputy  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  not  the  Senator's 
contention  that  the  language  in  the  bill 
would  take  social  security  coverage  away 
from  these  prisoners? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  That  is  what  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  says. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  That  is  not  correct? 

Mr.  ERVEN.  The  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration says  one  thing;  it  says  it 
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would  not.  The  Department  of  Justice 
says  that  it  would.  And  that  is  another 
reason  why  the  pending  amendment 
should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the 
Department  of  Justice  has  such  an  elo- 
quent defender.  But  I  would  rather  that 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  re- 
search the  matter. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  am  opposed  to  denying 
a  criminal  all  hope  in  this  world. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  TydingsI. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  be  as- 
signed to  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  join  Senator  Ervin  and  Senator 
Hruska  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment to  which  Senator  Ervin  has  just 
directed  his  very  eloquent  testimony. 

I  should  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  commend  the  senior  Senator  from 
North  Carolina.  I  do  not  see  how  anyone 
who  is  interested  in  reducing  the  crime 
rate  in  this  country  can  argue  effectively 
against  the  eloquence  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

Since  the  report  of  the  President's 
Crime  Commission  last  year  and  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Crime  Commission  the 
year  before,  the  statistics  are  overwhelm- 
ing that  perhaps  the  principal  cause  of 
the  rise  in  the  crime  rate  in  the  United 
States  is  the  failure  of  our  correctional 
program  to  rehabilitate  the  prisoner  who 
is  confined.  In  effect,  the  statistics  show 
that  rather  than  rehabilitate,  in  most  in- 
stances our  correctional  institutions 
train  the  prisoner  to  be  a  far  more  dan- 
gerous threat  to  society  after  he  leaves. 

One  of  the  few  rays  of  light  which 
shine  in  our  otherwise  outdated  and 
anachronistic  correctional  institutions  is 
the  work-release  program — the  Federal 
work-release  program  and  the  State 
work-release  program. 

The  effect  of  the  language  in  the  so- 
cial security  bill  now  before  the  Senate, 
H.R.  10280,  would  be  to  discourage  any 
employer  from  hiring  a  work-release 
parolee.  It  would  not  in  effect  deny  social 
security,  although  the  end  result  would 
be  to  deny  social  security  to  the  indi- 
vidual. It  would  throw  a  bureaucratic 
load  on  the  small  businessman  employer, 
which  would  deter  him  from  wishing  to 
hire  any  parolee.  We  throw  enough 
bureaucratic  regulations  on  the  small 
businessman  without  adding  one  more 
such  as  this. 

In  addition,  Mr.  President,  the  effect 
could  be — because  social  security  and 
withholding  deductions  would  not  be 
made  from  the  work-release  parolee's 
pay — that  his  fellow  employees  would 
feel  that  he  was  receiving  a  greater  take- 
home  check  than  they,  and  they  could 
misunderstand  the  system  or  the  pro- 
gram; and  in  the  end  it  would  result  in 
a  great  deal  of  dissension  in  the  em- 


ployer's small  business  establishment. 
The  work-release  parolees  are  hired  pri- 
marily by  small  businessmen. 

I  believe  it  would  be  a  tragic  mistake  if 
the  Senate  were  to  permit  this  language 
to  remain  in  the  social  security  bill, 
when  we  in  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary are  even  now  working  to  turn  out 
legislation  to  lower  the  crime  rate.  It  can 
result  only  in  lowering  the  total  capacity 
of  the  work-release  program,  in  dis- 
couraging small  businessmen  from  hiring 
work-release  parolees,  and  in  raising  the 
crime  rate  in  this  country. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  was 
correct  when  he  eloquently  pointed  out 
that  the  purpose  of  a  correctional  insti- 
tution is  to  rehabilitate  and  to  return  a 
man  to  society.  Certainly,  the  major 
factor  in  rehabilitation  is  to  train  a  man 
to  become  gainfully  occupied,  so  that  he 
can  be  a  taxpayer  and  a  contributor  to 
society  and  not  wind  up  in  jail  again. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  any- 
one who  takes  the  trouble  to  study  the 
statistics  and  the  results  of  these  com- 
prehensive crime  studies  will  see  that  the 
failure  of  our  correctional  institutions — 
the  rate  of  recidivism  where  they  do  not 
have  work-release  programs,  where  they 
do  not  have  some  type  of  rehabilitation 
program — presents  a  very  frightening 
figure.  Because  this  program  is  so  im- 
portant as  an  instrument  to  prevent  re- 
peated criminal  conduct,  I  believe  it  is 
vital  that  Congress  do  all  it  can  to  safe- 
guard the  effective  operations  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

As  Senator  Ervin  has  so  well  demon- 
strated, the  provision  of  the  social  se- 
curity bill  which  excludes  work  release 
employees  from  coverage  under  social 
security  and  other  programs  could  not 
help  but  endanger — and  might  indeed 
cripple — the  successful  function  of  the 
work-release  program. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  adopts  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  require  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  shall  require  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  two  of  my  colleagues  on  the  Judi- 


Total, 

Work  release  October  1965  to 

October  1967 


Gross  earnings...      $3,089,715 

Net  earnings.    2,620,275 

Federal,  State,  and  local  taxes.    469,440 

Payments  to  U.S.  Treasury  tor  board  and  room.. .  321, 980 

Forwarded  to  dependents  _    484,984 

Savings  ._    879,581 

Expenses  in  community  (clothing,  food,  trans- 
portation)... _    933,730 


The  State  of  North  Carolina,  which  has 
had  an  operational  Work  Release  Program  for 
state  prisoners  from  1957,  reports  the  follow- 
ing work  release  earnings  from  1957  to  Octo- 
ber 15,  1967:  Gross  Earnings,  $11,280,644; 
Forwarded  to  Dependents,  $2,840,388;  and 
Federal  and  State  Taxes,  $1,703,377. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  I 
have  maintained  a  continuing  interest  in 


ciary  Committee,  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin] 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  as  a  cosponsor 
of  amendment  No.  451.  This  amendment 
is  designed  to  protect  and  reaffirm  the 
purpose  and  principle  of  the  Prisoner 
Rehabilitation  Act  of  1965. 

During  the  89th  Congress,  I  was  one 
of  the  principal  sponsors  of  the  Prisoner 
Rehabilitation  Act,  Public  Law  89-176. 
That  is  the  Work  Release  Program  Act. 
As  you  will  recall,  this  act  had  strong 
bipartisan  support  in  both  Houses.  It 
was  passed  in  the  Senate  without  opposi- 
tion, and  in  the  House  it  was  adopted 
in  a  rollcall  vote  323  to  0.  The  intent  of 
this  act  was  to  provide  the  basis  for  de- 
veloping new  programs  and  techniques 
which  would  increase  the  effectiveness 
of  correctional  treatment  and  thus  assist 
in  reducing  crime.  Basic  to  the  act  was 
the  authorization  for  carefully  selected 
inmates  to  work  in  private  employment 
and  participate  in  community  educa- 
tional and  training  programs  during  the 
period  immediately  prior  to  their  release 
from  custody  under  conditions  that  ap- 
proximate a  normal  working  situation. 

This  act  has  been  in  effect  for  approx- 
imately 2  years,  and  its  record  has  been 
impressive.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
a  fact  sheet  which  has  been  issued  by  the 
Bureau  of  Prisons,  dated  November  20, 
1967,  pertaining  to  this  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  fact 
sheet  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Work  Release  and  Community  Center 
Programs 

Since  Public  Law  89-176  was  signed  on 
September  10,  iy65,  there  have  been  3,452 
Federal  prisoner  participants  in  the  Work 
Release  Program.  There  were  479  inmates 
participating  in  the  program  on  September 
30,  1967.  This  represents  2.6  percent  of  the 
prison  population  on  that  date.  There  are 
presently  152  residents  of  the  seven  Com- 
munity Centers,  which  totals  631  individuals 
In  community-based  programs.  Approxi- 
mately 40  work  releasees  have  been  employed 
by  the  Federal  Government  since  the  be- 
ginning of  the  program,  and  about  ten  are 
now  working  for  the  Federal  Government. 

Federal  prisoners  earnings  from  the  Work 
Release  Program  are  shown  below.  Center 
financial  data  collection  began  April  1,  1967. 
Totals  are  estimated  on  present  rates  with 
corrections  for  population  fluctuations  since 
September  1965. 


Total, 

Community  centers  September  1965 

to  October  1967 

Gross  earnings...  _    $747,  426 

Federal,  State,  and  local  taxes   137, 804 

Forwarded  to  dependents     65,  701 

Savings  167,680 


the  act  and  have  followed  the  results 
closely.  During  the  24  months  since  the 
bill  was  signed  into  law,  over  3,000  in- 
mates from  institutions  operated  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Prisons  have  participated 
in  the  work  release  program.  In  keeping 
with  the  intent  of  the  law,  the  institu- 
tions have  screened  offenders  for  place- 
ment in  the  program.  Inmates  with  his- 
tories of  aggressive  or  assaultive  behavior 
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and  those  presenting  serious  emotional 
problems  have  been  excluded.  The  vast 
majority  of  inmates  assigned  to  the  work 
release  program  have  been  committed  for 
offenses  against  property  and  have  little 
or  no  community  or  financial  resources 
to  turn  to  upon  release. 

The  records  established  by  the  inmates 
in  the  program  are  impressive.  They  have 
earned  more  than  $3  million  in  salaries, 
paid  $500,000  in  Federal,  State,  and  local 
taxes,  sent  over  $400,000  to  dependents 
and  have  reimbursed  the  Government 
over  $300,000  for  room  and  board.  In  ad- 
dition, they  have  spent  more  than  a  mil- 
lion dollars  in  the  communities  where 
they  are  employed  for  clothing,  trans- 
portation and  food. 

The  Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act  has 
produced  great  changes  in  the  field  of 
corrections.  By  permitting  inmates  to 
develop  and  maintain  roots  in  the  com- 
munity, we  are  making  it  easier  for  them 
to  become  reestablished  when  their  sen- 
tences are  completed.  The  training  value 
of  private  employment  is  self-evident 
and  an  important  part  of  making  in- 
mates feel  that  they  can  become  con- 
tributing members  of  society.  This  often 
permits  them  to  contribute  to  the  sup- 
port of  their  families,  possibly  keeping 
them  off  relief  rolls.  It  further  benefits 
society  by  making  offenders  taxpayers 
again  and,  hence,  less  of  a  liability  on 
society. 

In  addition  to  the  Federal  program,  22 
State  and  local  governments  have  estab- 
lished various  forms  of  work  release. 

Wisconsin  pioneered  in  this  area  when 
the  well-known  Huber  law  was  enacted 
in  1913.  My  own  State  of  Nebraska  en- 
acted a  bill  during  the  recent  session  of 
the  legislature  patterned  after  the  Fed- 
eral act.  While  the  program  in  Nebraska 
is  still  in  its  infancy,  I  am  certain  that 
it  will  have  far-reaching  benefits. 

The  amendment  we  propose  today  is 
designed  to  protect  the  progress  made  in 
penology  since  1965  under  the  Prisoner 
Rehabilitation  Act  and  to  insure  a  suc- 
cessful future  for  the  work  release  pro- 
gram. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  in  sec- 
tion 124  of  the  committee  bill  expressed 
a  philosophy  that  is  diametrically  op- 
posed to  the  concept  of  work  release  as 
approved  by  this  body,  and  placed  sub- 
stantial obstacles  in.  the  path  of  the 
program.  This  was  done  by  saying,  con- 
trary to  the  approach  of  the  penologist, 
that  the  work  releasee  will  not  be  ac- 
cepted for  employment  on  an  equal  basis 
with  all  other  employees.  He  will  not  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  assume  the  re- 
sponsibilities and  retain  the  benefits  that 
his  coworkers  receive.  Instead,  in  addi- 
tion to  locking  him  behind  bars,  further 
punishment  will  be  imposed  on  him  by 
depriving  him  of  the  benefits  that  his 
labor  would  normally  provide  for  him. 

The  work  release  program  is  volun- 
tary. The  volunteer  is  a  person  who,  care- 
ful screening  indicates,  would  like  to 
find  his  place  in  society.  He  does  this  by 
working  on  the  outside,  paying  room  and 
board,  and  supporting  his  family. 

There  is  no  reason  why  this  man 
should  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  so- 
cial  legislation   which  protects  every 


other  employee.  He  is  paying  for  it  like 
any  other  worker. 

The  committee  bill  would  disqualify 
some  work  releasees  from  social  security 
coverage;  it  exempts  Federal  employees 
from  workman's  compensation,  civil 
service  retirement,  life  insurance  pro- 
grams and  health  insurance  programs. 
In  addition,  Federal,  State  and  private 
employees  are  denied  credit  for  unem- 
ployment compensation.  Here  we  have 
a  situation  where  the  employer,  partic- 
ularly one  with  an  automated  payroll, 
must  set  up  separate  accounts  for  work 
releasees.  The  employer  also  gets  a  fi- 
nancial benefit  by  not  having  to  pay  un- 
employment tax.  Other  employers  need 
not  match  social  security  taxes  or  match 
insurance  contributions. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  enough 
to  persuade  reputable  employers  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  Federal  and  State  work- 
release  programs.  It  is  difficult  enough 
to  receive  acceptance  of  the  program 
from  the  community  and  other  workers. 
If  we  place  administrative  burdens  on 
the  employer  and  if  we  offer  cheaper 
labor,  we  will  discourage  employers  or 
perhaps  raise  animosity  toward  a  pro- 
gram that  is  still  in  its  infancy. 

There  is  a  further  problem  with  sec- 
tion 124  which  requires  it  be  deleted.  It 
discriminates  between  those  prisoners, 
Federal  or  State,  who  accept  Federal  em- 
ployment and  those  that  accept  State 
or  private  employment.  The  Federal  em- 
ployees if  he  loses  a  limb,  or  an  eye  or  is 
permanently  disabled  on  the  job,  receives 
no  workman's  compensation.  His  coun- 
terpart employed  by  a  private  firm  is 
compensated  under  a  workman's  com- 
pensation act.  The  Federal  employee 
who  remains  in  Federal  employment 
after  his  discharge  from  prison  must 
start  anew  to  build  retirement  credit. 
The  prisoner  working  for  the  State  gov- 
ernment already  has  some  time  accumu- 
lated and,  therefore,  even  more  incen- 
tive to  remain  with  his  employers. 

The  issue  here  is  work  release  and 
how  the  work-release  prisoner  is  to  be 
treated.  His  treatment  cannot  be  made 
to  depend  on  whether  he  is  hired  by  a 
Federal,  State,  or  private  employer. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin]  pointed  out, 
it  is  not  clear  what  social  security  cover- 
age is  excluded  by  section  124.  Page  62, 
paragraph  g,  of  the  committee  report 
was  unclear  in  its  coverage  where  it 
stated : 

Under  present  law,  some  convicts  can, 
solely  as  the  result  of  their  work  while  serv- 
ing a  prison  sentence,  establish  eligibility  for 
unemployment  benefits,  earn  credits  under 
the  Federal  Civil  Service  retirement  system, 
or  obtain  credits  under  Social  Security.  The 
committee  believes  that  it  is  inappropriate  to 
provide  the  same  benefits  for  prison  work  as 
for  other  work. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ERVTN.  Does  not  that  language 
show  that  whoever  wrote  the  committee 
report  did  not  understand  what  this  sec- 
tion does  because  work  under  the  work- 
release  program  is  not  prison  work;  it  is 
work  outside  the  prison? 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  There  are  two  kinds  of 
work:  The  work  which  is  performed  by 
the  prisoner  under  a  work-release  pro- 
gram and  work  performed  in  prison. 

The  report  indicates  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  committee  at  variance 
with  the  language  in  the  bill.  The  only 
way  to  clear  up  this  ambiguity  is  to  strike 
that  section. 

I  therefore  renew  my  support  for 
amendment  No.  451.  Eighteen  U.S.C. 
4208(c)  (111)  requires  that  "the  rates  of 
pay  and  other  conditions  of  employ- 
ment will  not  be  less  than  those  paid  or 
provided  for  work  of  similar  nature  in 
the  locality  in  which  the  work  is  to  be 
performed."  The  Ervin  amendment 
would  safeguard  that  provision.  It  elim- 
inates arbitrary  exemption  from  social 
security,  workman's  compensation,  and 
unemployment  insurance  which  would 
vary  the  rates  of  pay  and  working  con- 
ditions. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
amendment  and  approves  it. 

This  work-release  plan  has  been  found 
to  be  the  most  effective  weapon  to  battle 
the  recidivism  that  is  the  bane  of  our 
penal  system.  When  it  was  signed  into 
law  it  was  hailed  as  the  greatest  single 
piece  of  legislation  in  the  field  of  prison- 
er rehabilitation.  Its  purpose  is  to  help 
the  prisoner  adjust  to  civilian  life  and 
thereby  prevent  his  return  to  a  penal  in- 
stitution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Griffin  in  the  chair) .  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, how  much  time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  other 
side  has  used  28  minutes,  and  there  are 
2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  first,  this  language  in 
the  committee  amendment  was  approved 
by  the  Committee  on  Finance  without 
objection.  There  is  no  question  that  we 
respect  the  work-release  program. 

However,  much  has  been  said  that  this 
would  destroy  the  entire  work-release 
program  and  that  we  would  go  back  into 
an  area  of  increasing  the  crime  rate. 
With  all  respect  to  that  argument,  the 
work-release  program  went  into  effect  in 
1966,  and  the  crime  rate  has  increased 
ever  since.  It  is  a  good  program,  but  it  is 
not  a  cure-all,  so  far  as  society  is  con- 
cerned. 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  by 
those  who  would  strike  this  section  out 
that  this  would  affect  recordkeeping  of 
the  small  businessman.  The  committee 
amendment  does  not  affect  the  prisoner 
working  in  civilian  employment  at  all  as 
far  as  social  security  is  concerned.  It 
affects  only  cases  where  this  employment 
is  classified  as  Federal  employment. 

The  committee  bill  and  the  committee 
report  so  states,  and  so  does  the  report 
of  HEW.  It  says  that  for  social  security 
purposes  the  small  businessman  or  the 
farmer  who  employs  this  prison  labor 
could  take  social  security  deductions  the 
same  as  they  have  been  doing.  However, 
it  would  change  the  effect  if  his  work 
is  classified  as  Federal  service. 

Let  me  point  out  why  we  felt  this  was 
necessary.  It  was  called  to  our  attention 
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that  under  the  existing  setup,  a  man 
who  has  been  working,  for  example,  as 
a  Government  employee,  who  is  con- 
victed and  sent  to  prison  because  of  em- 
bezzling money,  or  perhaps  accepting 
a  bribe,  or  some  other  charge  in  connec- 
tion with  his  official  activities,  under  ex- 
isting law,  as  it  is  now  interpreted,  could 
have  some  of  his  work  in  prison  counted 
toward  increasing  his  civil  service  retire- 
ment benefits,  just  the  same  as  if  he  were 
working  at  legitimate  work  on  the  public 
payroll.  How  ridiculous  can  we  get? 
A  public  official  is  sent  to  the  peni- 
tentiary and  he  is  permitted  to  increase 
his  retirement  benefits  while  he  is  in  the 
penitentiary. 

Mr.  President,  another  example  is 
where  a  man  has  gone  to  the  peni- 
tentiary— a  man  who  never  worked  a 
day  in  his  life  before  going  to  the  peni- 
tentiary; then  by  virtue  of  the  work  he 
does  in  the  prison  he  can  establish  eligi- 
bility for  unemploypment  benefits  so  that 
when  he  is  discharged  he  can  go  to  any 
unemployment  office  in  any  State  in  the 
Union  and  draw  full  unemployment 
benefits,  the  same  as  a  respectable 
worker.  Certainly  he  lost  his  job  when 
his  prison  sentence  ended.  The  unem- 
ployment benefits  were  established  solely 
as  a  result  of  work  performed  while  serv- 
ing as  a  prisoner.  Why  would  that  be 
justified?  There  is  such  a  thing  as  a 
work-release  program  to  rehabilitate 
these  people,  and  I  am  in  favor  of  such 
a  program,  but  there  is  a  limit  to  how 
far  we  can  go.  I  think  it  is  about  time 
we  recognize  that  the  taxpayers,  our  law- 
abiding  American  citizens,  who  are  going 
to  have  to  pay  for  these  benefits  to  these 
criminals  likewise  have  some  rights. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Board  confirming  the  fact  that  convicted 
Government  officials  can  increase  their 
Civil  Service  retirement  benefits  solely 
as  a  result  of  serving  in  the  Federal 
penitentiary  under  the  existing  law. 

The  Hruska-Ervin  amendment  would 
continue  this  farcial  situation.  Why? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  CrvrL  Service  Commission, 
Bureau  op  Retirement  and  Insurance, 

Washington,  D.C.,  February  7,  1967. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 
U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  This  Is  in  re- 
sponse to  your  telephone  request  of  Febru- 
ary 1,  1967  for  information  concerning  civil 
service  retirement  credit  for  employment  in 
Federal  agencies  under  the  work  release  pro- 
visions of  the  Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act  of 
1965. 

Since  a  prisoner  employed  in  a  Federal 
agency  under  this  program  is  appointed  for 
a  period  not  to  exceed  one  year,  he  is  not 
covered  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System  during  such  employment  and  may 
not  derive  title  to  any  retirement  benefit  by 
virtue  of  such  employment.  However,  because 
this  employment  is  Federal  service,  it  is 
creditable  for  retirement  purposes  if  after 
discharge  from  prison  the  individual  is  em- 
ployed as  a  regular  Federal  employee  subject 
to  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 
Specific  answers  to  your  questions  are: 
1.  The  prisoner  earns  no  civil  service  re- 
tirement benefits  through  Federal  employ- 
ment under  the  work  release  program  if  this 
is  his  only  Federal  service. 


2.  If  he  has  been  a  regular  Federal  em- 
ployee under  the  retirement  system  before 
his  conviction,  Federal  service  under  the 
work  release  program  may  not  be  added  to 
his  length  of  service. 

3.  If  he  is  a  regular  Federal  employee 
under  the  retirement  system  after  employ- 
ment under  the  work  release  program,  work 
release  service  in  a  Federal  establishment  is 
creditable  for  retirement  purposes. 

4.  If  he  has  regular  Federal  employment 
under  the  retirement  system  both  before  and 
after  employment  under  the  work  release 
program,  such  employment  in  a  Federal  es- 
tablishment is  creditable  for  retirement  pur- 
poses. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  E.  Ruddock, 

Director. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  the  ruling 
from  the  Department  of  Labor  qualify- 
ing these  criminals  for  unemployment 
benefits. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  ruling 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal 
employees,  Bulletin  No.  33  ] 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 

Washington,  B.C.,  June  27,  1967. 
To:  All  Federal  agencies. 
From:  Robert  C.  Goodwin,  Administrator. 
Subject:  Coverage  Under  Title  XV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  of  Inmates  of  Cor- 
rectional Institutions  Appointed  by  Fed- 
eral Agencies  Under  the  Provisions  of 
the  Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1965. 
Pursuant  to  its  authority  under  the  Social 
Security  Act,  the  Department  of  Labor  is- 
sued its  ruling  on  May  17,  1966,  that  an  In- 
mate of  a  Federal  penal  or  correctional  in- 
stitution who  is  appointed  to  a  Federal  posi- 
tion prior  to  his  release  from  the  institution 
and  who  is  permitted  under  the  Prisoner  Re- 
habilitation Act  (PRA)  of  1965,  Public  Law 
89-176,  to  perform  services  outside  the  in- 
stitution, performs  "Federal  service"  and  re- 
ceives "Federal  wages"  within  the  meaning 
of  section  1501  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for 
purposes  of  the  Unemployment  Compensa- 
tion for  Federal  Employees   (UCFE)  Pro- 
gram. 

The  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission's  Fed- 
eral Personnel  Manual  (FPM)  Letter  213-8 
explains  the  new  schedule  A  authority  avail- 
able to  Federal  agencies  to  facilitate  em- 
ployment of  prisoners  under  the  work  re- 
lease provisions  of  the  PRA  of  1965.  Prisoners 
who  within  6  months  wttl  be  eligible  for 
release  or  parole  and  who  otherwise  meet 
the  eligibility  conditions  prescribed  can  be 
given  inltal  Federal  appontments  of  up  to 
1  year's  duration  after  release  from  custody. 

Please  insure  that  Federal  agency  person- 
nel responsible  for  processing  Forms  ES-931, 
Requests  for  UCFE  Wage  and  Separation  In- 
formation, and  other  UCFE  program  docu- 
ments received  from  State  employment  se- 
curity agencies,  understand  that  the  em- 
ployment performed  in  a  PRA  work  release 
program  by  a  Federal  prisoner  in  the  period 
covered  by  the  initial  schedule  A  appoint- 
ment is  "Federal  service"  for  UCFE  program 
purposes  and  item  la  on  Form  ES-931  should 
be  completed  accordingly  (see  facsimile  of 
Form  ES-931  in  section  330.1,  UCFE  Instruc- 
tions for  Federal  Agencies). 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  see  why  any  man  who 
has  committed  a  crime  and  is  serving 
his  time  in  the  penitentiary  should  be 
able,  solely  as  a  result  of  the  work  he  is 
doing  in  a  Federal  penitentiary,  have  it 
counted  as  Government  employment  and 
thereby  become  eligible  for  all  the  civil 


service  retirement  benefits  and  all  the 
other  benefits,  health,  insurance,  and  so 
on,  to  which  a  normal  civil  service  worker 
Is  entitled. 

Certainly,  when  a  man  goes  to  the 
penitentiary  he  should  lose  some  of  his 
benefits.  If  he  does  not  want  to  lose  them 
then  he  should  stop  stealing  from  the 
Government,  stop  accepting  bribes  or 
embezzling,  and  conduct  himself  as  a 
respectable,  law-abiding  citizen. 

There  is  too  much  coddling  of  these 
criminals  with  too  little  regard  to  the  in- 
nocent victims  of  their  crimes. 

I  do  not  understand  the  argument  that 
we  must  sympathize  with  this  man  and 
extend  to  him  all  the  benefits  he  would 
get  in  society  were  he  not  being  confined. 
I  most  certainly  do  not  understand  how 
a  man  can  walk  out  of  prison  and  draw 
unemployment  benefits  on  the  basis  that 
he  has  lost  his  prison  job.  I  admit  that 
he  can  truthfully  tell  the  unemployment 
office  that  he  cannot  get  that  same  job 
back  

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Not  at 
this  moment: — because  the  only  way  to 
get  his  job  back  would  be  to  commit  an- 
other crime  and  go  back  to  jail.  On  that 
argument  it  is  considered  that  he  has  a 
bona  fide  excuse  to  draw  unemployment 
benefits. 

Under  the  interpretation  of  the  exist- 
ing law  it  is  further  possible  for  a  man 
to  be  serving  a  lifetime  sentence  in  the 
penitentiary  and  still  establish  social 
security  benefits. 

Say,  for  example,  he  started  serving  a 
life  sentence  as  a  young  man  and  was 
in  prison  before  social  security  was  ever 
enacted,  which  was  in  1937.  He  can  now, 
solely  as  a  result  of  his  work  in  the  pri- 
son while  serving  this  life  sentence, 
establish  social  security  benefits  under 
the  six  or  10  quarters  requirement,  and 
then  when  he  reaches  the  age  of  65,  he 
can  "retire"  and  get  his  check  sent  to 
his  prison  address  while  he  is  finishing 
the  life  sentence. 

If  that  is  what  Senators  want  then 
they  can  adopt  the  Hruska-Ervin 
amendment. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned  I  will  not 
support  such  a  ridiculous  program. 

The  question  comes  to  my  mind,  how 
would  it  work  if  this  prisoner,  serving 
a  life  sentence,  were  to  decide  to  retire 
at  the  early  age  of  60  instead  of  waiting 
until  65? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  mention  that  these  programs  have 
paid  $400,000  to  $500,000  in  Federal, 
State,  and  local  taxes.  They  have  also 
paid  $300,000  for  room  and  board  to  the 
Federal  Government.  That  is  many  times 
the  amount  unemployment  benefits 
would  give  them,  or  anything  else. 

The  work-release  program  does  not  in- 
volve work  in  prison.  Inmates  gain  no 
social  security  benefits  while  they  are 
in  prison.  The  program  allows  them  to 
get  jobs  outside  the  prison  in  the  period 
just  before  they  complete  their  sentence. 
They  get  regular  jobs,  earn  normal 
salary,  and  get  social  security  benefits 
like  anyone  else.  Nobody  gets  social 
security  while  they  are  in  prison,  or  be- 
cause they  have  been  in  prison. 


November  21,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


G 16919 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  On  the 
question  of  tax  liability  mentioned  by 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina,  that 
would  continue  exactly  the  same,  wheth- 
er the  amendment  were  to  be  accepted 
or  not.  The  committee  amendment  does 
not  affect  that  situation  in  the  least. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Only  1 
minute  remains. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, how  much  time  do  I  have  remain- 
ing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
one  minutes  remain  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware.  He  is  always  very 
generous. 

Mr.  President,  a  couple  of  points  have 
been  made  about  the  work  done  in  prison 
by  a  man  to  enhance  his  civil  service  re- 
tirement pension.  Now  let  us  get  that  in 
perspective.  Nobody  earns  civil  service 
retirement  for  work  performed  in  prison. 
Only  a  work  releasee  can  earn  retirement 
credit. 

Only  40  work  releasees  have  been  hired 
by  the  Federal  Government  since  Sep- 
tember 1965,  when  the  bill  was  passed, 
and  only  10  are  on  the  payroll  as  of 
September  of  this  year.  That  is  as  com- 
pared with  3,452  work  releasees  who  have, 
in  the  past  2  years,  earned  over  $3  million 
in  wages.  They  have  paid  taxes  totaling 
about  $470,000.  Net  earnings  of  over  $2.5 
million.  In  addition  to  that,  money  sent 
to  their  dependents  and  families  has 
totaled  $485,000.  They  have  saved  $879,- 
000.  They  have  paid  into  the  community 
almost  $1  million,  in  the  past  2  years,  for 
the  purpose  of  clothing,  transportation, 
food,  and  so  on. 

Now,  then,  as  against  that  proposition, 
can  it  be  said  that  the  law  is  responsible 
for  crime  going  up  all  the  time?  Crime 
has  not  gone  up  for  the  3,452  workers 
who  have  been  sentenced  to  prison  and 
have  taken  advantage  of  this  law. 

It  is  the  position  of  those  who  urge  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin],  that  the  social  programs  pro- 
hibited by  section  124  are  necessary 
to  a  work-release  program.  To  remove 
these  programs  is  incompatible  with  that 
theory  of  penology  which  recognizes  that 
a  man  must,  sooner  or  later,  return  to 
society.  Let  us  help  them  all  return  under 
the  most  advantageous  conditions.  We 
want  them  to  remain  in  society  as  useful 
citizens.  The  Prisoner  Rehabilitation  Act 
is  one  of  the  great  steps  to  this  goal.  We 
should  not  endanger  it  in  any  way. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  myself  1  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  is  recognized  for  1 
additional  minute. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  point  out  that  nothing  in  the 
committee  amendment  would  at  all  re- 
strict the  rights  which  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  outlined;  namely,  for  a 
prisoner  to  work  to  pay  taxes. 

As  to  the  argument  that  only  40  con- 
victed Government  employees  are  in- 
creasing their  civil  service  benefits  while 
serving  in  prison,  even  if  there  are  only 
40  former  Government  employees  in  a 
Federal  penitentiary  building  up  civil 
service  retirement  benefits  I  say  that  that 
is  40  too  many;  if  it  were  only  four  that 
would  be  four  too  many;  and  so  far  as  I 
am  concerned  only  one  is  too  many. 

In  1954  I  was  the  cosponsor  of  a  bill, 
the  purpose  of  which  was  to  deny  civil 
service  retirement  benefits  to  any  Gov- 
ernment official  who  was  convicted  of 
having  used  the  power  or  influence  of  his 
office  for  his  own  personal  gain  by  ac- 
cept bribes,  embezzling  funds,  and  so 
forth.  Under  that  law,  the  employee  upon 
his  conviction,  would  be  eligible  for  a 
refund  of  all  of  his  contributions  plus 
interest,  but  he  would  not  be  eligible  for 
retirement  benefits  at  the  taxpayers'  ex- 
pense. In  1961  over  my  strenuous  objec- 
tions a  bill  was  passed  by  the  Senate, 
later  becoming  law,  repealing  that  pro- 
vision and  restoring  retroactively  the  full 
retirement  benefits  for  all  convicted 
Government  officials. 

Today  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  and  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin]  would  carry  this  one  step  further. 
They  now  propose  to  allow  these  con- 
victed Government  officials  to  have  a 
part  of  their  time  while  serving  in  the 
Federal  penintentiary  counted  toward 
the  increase  of  their  Government  retire- 
ment benefits. 

In  addition,  they  can  collect  unem- 
ployment benefits  when  discharged  from 
prison  because  they  will  have  lost  their 
prison  job. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  letter  which  was  written  to 
me  today  by  Robert  M.  Ball,  Commis- 
sioner of  Social  Security. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare, 

Baltimore,  Md. 

Hon.  Carl  T.  Curtis, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Curtis:  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  request  for  a  statement  concerning  the 
effect  of  Section  124  of  H.R.  12080,  particu- 
larly as  it  relates  to  social  security  coverage 
of  employment  of  prisoners. 

The  bill  would  exclude  from  social  security 
coverage  the  relatively  few  prisoners  (con- 
victed under  Federal  or  State  law)  who  are 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government  under 
work  release  programs.  Under  the  work  re- 
lease programs,  which  are  provided  by  Fed- 
eral and  State  law  (24  States,  including 
Nebraska),  prison  inmates,  generally  only 
those  who  are  within  6  months  to  a  year 
of  release  or  parole  from  prison,  are  per- 
mitted to  work  and  train  in  nearby  com- 
munities where  labor  shortages  exist.  These 
rehabilitation  programs  generally  specify 
that  the  wages  and  other  conditions  of  em- 
ployment must  be  the  same  for  prisoners 


as  for  other  persons  performing  the  same 
work.  Under  present  law,  prisoners  who  are 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government  under 
work  release  programs  are  covered  under 
social  security  for  such  work  because  their 
employment  is  temporary  and  therefore  ex- 
cluded from  Federal  civil  service  retirement 
coverage.  (Federal  employment  that  is  not 
covered  by  a  Federal  staff  retirement  system 
is  generally  covered  under  social  security.) 

The  bill  would  also  disqualify  prisoners 
thus  working  as  temporary  Federal  em- 
ployees from  participation  in  Federal  em- 
ployee programs  of  group  life  insurance, 
health  benefits,  compensation  for  work  in- 
juries and  unemployment  compensation,  for 
which  they  are  now  eligible,  and  would  pro- 
vide that  such  Federal  service  performed  by 
a  prisoner  would  not  be  creditable  under  the 
civil  service  retirement  system.  (Under  pres- 
ent law,  in  rare  cases  it  would  be  possible 
for  a  prisoner  who  subsequently  has  regular 
Federal  employment,  sufficient  for  establish- 
ing his  entitlement  to  civil  service  retirement 
benefits,  to  obtain  credit  toward  such  bene- 
fits for  the  period  of  temporary  Federal  em- 
ployment in  the  work  release  program.) 

The  great  majority  of  prisoners  in  work 
release  programs  are  employed  by  private 
employers.  Such  employment  is  generally 
covered  under  unemployment  insurance  if 
the  work  of  other  employees  of  the  employer 
is  covered,  and  it  is  also  covered  under  social 
security.  Under  the  bill,  such  employment 
would  be  excluded  from  unemployment  in- 
surance, but  would  continue  to  be  covered 
under  social  security.  The  exclusion  from 
unemployment  insurance  would  be  effectu- 
ated by  requiring  that  State  unemployment 
compensation  laws,  to  receive  Federal  ap- 
proval, must  be  amended  to  conform  with 
the  exclusion  provided  in  H.R.  12080. 

I  hope  that  this  statement  will  be  helpful. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  M.  Ball, 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin] . 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol- 
land]. If  he  were  present  and  voting,  he 
would  vote  "yea."  If  I  were  permitted 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  "nay."  Therefore, 
I  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge], 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Harris],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]  would  each 
vote  "yea." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  ,  the 
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Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Pong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  "yea"  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  75, 
nays  6,  as  follows: 

[No.  338  Leg.] 
YEAS — 75 


Aiken 

Hart 

Mondale 

Allott 

Hartke 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hatfield 

Montoya 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Nelson 

Bible 

Inouye 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Brewster 

Javits 

Pell 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Percy 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Proxmire 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Church 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

L-ausche 

Russell 

Cotton 

Long,  Mo. 

Spong 

Dominick 

Long,  La. 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Fannin 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

Melntyre 

Yarborough 

Griffin 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gruening 

Miller 

Young,  Ohio 

NAYS— 6 

Curtis 

Morton 

Smith 

Gore 

Smathers 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING— 

19 

Brooke 

Hansen 

Murphy 

Cannon 

Harris 

Scott 

Carlson 

Hayden 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Holland 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Tower 

Dodd 

McGee 

Fong 

Mundt 

So  Mr.  Ervin's  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  voted 
in  favor  of  the  Ervin  amendment.  My 
views  did  not  accord  with  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  had 
advocated.  I  want  to  explain  my  failure 
to  support  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
so  that  my  vote  will  be  thoroughly  under- 
stood. 

In  my  opinion,  there  was  complete  con- 
fusion about  the  facts  underlying  the 
two  proposals  that  were  before  the  Sen- 
ate. 


The  Senator  from  Delaware  offered  his 
proposal  on  the  basis  that  prisoners  in 
a  penal  institution,  while  serving  as  pris- 
oners, should  not  have  the  benefit  of  un- 
employment insurance  compensation  and 
social  security.  The  Senator  was  predi- 
cating his  argument  on  the  proposition 
that  when  a  man  is  a  prisoner,  subject 
to  confinement  by  the  State,  and  is  work- 
ing as  a  prisoner  within  the  prison,  he 
should  not  be  given  these  privileges. 

The  argument  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  was  that  in  the  last  6 
months  of  a  parolee  in  a  prison,  while  he 
is  working  outside  for  private  industry 
or  government,  that  outside  work  should 
be  credited  to  the  man  with  the  right 
to  enjoy  the  privileges  of  social  security 
payments. 

My  position  was  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  on  the  basis  of  his  assumption 
of  facts,  properly  sponsored  his  proposal 
in  the  committee.  The  Senator  from 
North  Carolina,  on  the  basis  that  those 
prisoners  who  were  serving  the  last  6 
months  of  their  prison  terms  as  parolees 
should  be  permitted  to  enjoy  social  secu- 
rity payments. 

I  finally  voted  with  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina. 

I  did  by  that  action  mean  to  declare 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  was  not 
right  in  his  understanding  of  the  facts 
and  the  basis  upon  which  he  made  his 
proposal  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, the  manner  in  which  I  explained 
the  amendment  was  exactly  the  form  in 
which  it  was  adopted  by  the  Finance 
Committee. 

The  Labor  Department  ruling  explains 
its  position  taken  on  the  proposal  as 
well  as  the  position  taken  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  confusion  about 
the  whole  matter  is  that  the  Department 
of  Justice  interpreted  the  letter  one  way 
and  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  interpreted  it  in  an- 
other way.  I  am  quite  certain  that  there 
was  not  a  clear  understanding  as  to  ex- 
actly what  the  law  was. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
for  his  efforts  to  prevent  the  Government 
from  making  payments  to  persons  while 
they  are  in  prisons. 

My  support  for  the  Ervin  amendment 
was  because  I  believe  that  in  the  last  6 
months  when  the  prisoners  are  parolees 
and  go  out  and  find  private  employment, 
they  should  be  entitled  to  social  security 
benefits  while  they  and  their  employers 
are  paying  the  taxes  for  coverage  of  the 
worker  under  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  think  I  can  understand  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Department  of  Justice.  They 
were  unalterably  opposed  to  making  the 
correction  in  the  existing  law  when  we 
mentioned  it  in  committee.  Naturally 
they  are  opposed  to  it  now.  The  only 
way  they  knew  how  to  meet  their  ob- 
jective was  to  confuse  the  question. 

The  Department  of  Justice  has  taken 
the  position  throughout  that  a  man  serv- 
ing in  prison,  especially  if  he  is  a  former 
Government  official,  should  still  be  able 
to  increase  his  retirement  benefits  as  the 
result  of  prison  work  the  same  as  if  he 


were  still  working  in  the  Government 
service. 

The  Department  of  Justice  takes  a  lot 
of  positions  that  I  do  not  understand, 
and  this  is  one  of  them. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  mere- 
ly reaffirm  my  deep  faith  in  the  genuine 
efforts  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  to 
achieve  justice  and  deal  fairly  with  all 
people  within  our  community  and  our 
Government. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  benefits  for  additional  cate- 
gories of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

AMENDMENT    NO.  456 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  call  up  my  amendment  No.  456. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order?  I  would  suggest  that  the 
Chamber  be  cleared  except  for  those  who 
have  business  here. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's point  is  well  taken.  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order,  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
will  see  that  order  is  restored.  The  clerk 
will  continue  reporting  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  dispense  with 
the  further  reading  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  456)  of  Mr.  Long 
of  Louisiana,  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  V  of  the  bill,  add  the 
following: 

"TITLE  VI — QUALITY  AND  COST  CONTROL 
STANDARDS  FOR  DRUGS 

"Sec.  601.  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  be- 
low the  heading  of  such  title  the  following: 
'Part  A — Miscellaneous'  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  of  such  title  the  following  new  part : 
"  'Part  B — Quality  and  Cost  Control  for 
Drugs  Payable  From  Federal  Funds 

"  'Sec.  1130.  (a)  (1)  There  is  hereby  estab- 
lished, within  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  a  Formulary  Com- 
mittee, a  majority  of  whose  members  shall 
be  physicians  and  which  shall  consist  of 
three  officials  of  such  Department  designated 
by  the  Secretary,  and  of  six  individuals  (not 
otherwise  in  the  regular  full-time  employ  of 
the  Federal  Government)  who  are  of  recog- 
nized professional  standing  in  the  fields  of 
medicine  and  pharmacy,  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  ap- 
pointments in  the  competitive  service.  The 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  shall  be  elected, 
from  the  appointed  members  thereof,  by 
majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee. The  term  of  office  of  the  Chairman 
shall  be  one  year,  but  the  same  person  may 
hold  such  office  for  any  number  of  terms. 


"  '(2)  Each  appointed  member  of  the  For- 
mulary CX>mrnittee  shall  hold  office  for  a 
term  of  five  years,  except  that  any  member 
appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed 
for  the  remainder  of  such  term,  and  except 
that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first 
taking  office  shall  expire,  as  designated  by 
the  Secretary  at  the  time  of  appointment,  one 
at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  one  at  the  end 
of  the  second  year,  one  at  the  end  of  the 
third  year,  one  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year, 
and  one  at  the  end  of  the  fifth  year,  after 
the  date  of  appointment.  A  member  shall  not 
be  eligible  to  serve  continuously  for  more 
than  two  terms. 

"'(b)  Appointed  members  of  the  Formu- 
lary Committee,  while  attending  meetings 
or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serving 
on  business  of  the  Committee,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed 
by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per 
day,  including  traveltime,  and  while  so  serv- 
ing away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places 
of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 
penses, as  authorized  by  section  5703  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  for  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

"  '(c)  (1)  The  Formulary  Committee  is  au- 
thorized to  engage  such  technical  assistance 
as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  its  functions, 
and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make 
available  to  the  Formulary  Committee  such 
secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  assistance  as 
the  Formulary  Committee  may  require  to 
carry  out  its  functions. 

"'(2)  The  Secretary  shall  furnish  to  the 
Formulary  Committee  such  office  space,  ma- 
terials, and  equipment  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  Formulary  Committee  to  carry  out 
its  functions. 

"  'formulary  of  the  united  states 

"'Sec.  1131.  (a)(1)  The  Formulary  Com- 
mittee shall  compile,  publish,  and  make 
available  a  Formulary  of  the  United  States 
(hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  the 
"Formulary") . 

"  '(2)  The  Formulary  Committee  shall  pe- 
riodically revise  the  Formulary  and  the  list- 
ing of  drugs  so  as  to  maintain  currency  in 
the  contents  thereof. 

"'(b)(1)  The  Formulary  shall  contain  an 
alphabetically  arranged  listing,  by  estab- 
lished name,  of  those  drugs  which  the 
Formulary  Committee  finds  are  necessary  for 
recipients  of  aid,  assistance,  benefits,  or  serv- 
ices under  the  several  programs  operated  or 
supported  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Ed- 
ucation, and  Welfare  and  for  which  Federal 
funds  are  to  be  expended.  The  Formulary 
Committee  may  exclude  from  the  Formulary 
any  drugs  which  the  Formulary  Committee 
determines  are  not  necessary  for  proper 
patient  care,  taking  into  account  other  drugs 
that  are  available  from  the  Formulary. 

"  '(2)  The  Formulary  Committee  may  also 
include  in  the  Formulary,  either  as  a  sep- 
arate part  (or  parts)  thereof  or  as  a  supple- 
ment (or  supplements)  thereto,  any  or  all  of 
the  following  information: 

"  '(A)  A  supplemental  list  or  lists,  ar- 
ranged by  diagnostic,  prophylactic,  thera- 
peutic, or  other  classifications,  of  the  drugs 
included  in  the  listing  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1) . 

"  '(B)  The  proprietary  names  under  which 
a  drug  listed  in  the  Formulary  by  estab- 
lished name  is  sold,  and  the  names  of  each 
supplier  (as  manufacturer,  wholesaler,  or 
distributor)  of  such  a  listed  drug  who,  on 
the  basis  of  inspection,  sample  examination, 
and  a  scientific  review  of  promotional  claims 
is  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  produc- 
ing or  distributing  such  drug  in  conformity 
with  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  and  (where  appli- 
cable) the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 

"  '(C)  Prescribing  information  (including 
conditions  of  use  required  in  the  interest  of 
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rational  drug  therapy)  which  will  promote 
the  safe  and  effective  use,  under  professional 
supervision,  of  the  drugs  referred  to  in  para- 
graph ( 1 ) . 

"'(D)(i)  A  listing  of  the  prices  charged 
by  the  suppliers  named  in  the  Formulary; 
and  (ii)  the  guide  or  guides  as  to  reasonable 
cost  ranges  issued  pursuant  to  section  1133. 

"'(E)  A  prominent  statement  that  pay- 
ment from  Federal  funds  is  restricted  to  a 
reasonable  acquisition  cost  range,  plus  fee, 
established  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this 
part,  for  a  drug  listed  in  the  Formulary,  un- 
less the  prescriber,  in  his  order,  has  spe- 
cifically designated  a  drug  by  its  established 
name  together  with  the  name  of  the  man- 
ufacturer of  the  final  dosage  form  thereof. 

"  '(F)  Any  other  information  which  in  the 
judgment  ofthe  Formulary  Committee  would 
be  useful  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this 
part. 

"'(c)  In  considering  whether  (under  the 
authority  contained  in  subsection  (b) )  a 
particular  drug  shall  be  included  in  the 
Formulary,  the  Formulary  Committee  is  au- 
thorized to  obtain  (upon  request  therefor  ^ 
any  record  pertaining  to  the  characteristics 
of  such  drug  which  is  available  to  any  other 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and,  as  a  condition 
of  such  inclusion,  to  require  suppliers  of 
drugs  to  make  available  to  the  Committee 
information  (including  information  to  ob- 
tained through  testing)  relating  to  such 
drug.  If  any  such  record  or  information  (or 
any  information  contained  in  such  record)  is 
of  a  confidential  nature,  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee shall  exercise  utmost  care  in  pre- 
serving the  confidentiality  of  such  record  or 
information  and  shall  limit  its  usage  thereof 
to  the  proper  exercise  of  such  authority. 

"'(d)  (1)  The  Formulary  Committee,  in 
addition  to  such  data  and  testing  as  it  may 
require  of  a  proponent  of  the  listing  of  a 
drug  in  the  Formulary,  shall  have  authority 
to  cause  to  be  made  such  tests,  and  shall 
establish  such  procedures,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  determine  the  propriety  of  the  inclu- 
sion or  exclusion,  in  the  Formulary,  of  any 
drug.  The  Formulary  Committee  may  enter 
into  agreements,  on  a  reimbursable  basis  or 
otherwise,  with  public  or  private  agencies 
or  organizations  which  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee finds  qualified  to  conduct  such  tests 
under  which  such  agencies  or  organizations 
will  make  all  or  any  of  such  tests  for  and  on 
behalf  of  the  Formulary  Committee. 

"'(2)  The  Formulary  Committee,  prior  to 
making  a  final  determination  to  remove  from 
listing  in  the  Formulary  any  drug  which 
would  otherwise  be  included  under  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section,  shall  afford  a  reason- 
able oppportunity  for  a  hearing  on  the  matter 
to  any  person  engaged  in  manufacturing, 
preparing,  propagating,  compounding,  or 
processing  such  product  who  shows  reason- 
able grounds  for  such  a  hearing.  Any  person 
adversely  affected  by  the  final  decision  of  the 
Formulary  Committee  may  obtain  judicial 
review  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
specified  in  section  505(h)  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 

"  '(3)  Any  person  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture, preparation,  propagation  compound- 
ing, or  processing  of  any  drug  not  included 
in  the  Formulary  which  such  person  believes 
to  possess  the  requisites  to  entitle  such  drug 
to  be  included  in  the  Formulary  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b),  may  petition  for  inclusion 
of  such  drug  and,  if  such  petition  is  denied 
by  the  Formulary  Committee,  shall,  upon 
request  therefor,  showing  reasonable  grounds 
for  a  hearing,  be  afforded  a  hearing  on  the 
matter.  The  final  decision  of  the  Formulary 
Committee  shall,  if  adverse  to  such  person,  be 
subject  to  judicial  review  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  specified  in  section  505(h) 
of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 
"  'qualified  drug 

"  'Sec.  1132.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term 
"qualified  drug"  means  a  drug — ■ 
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"  '(a)  which  (1)  is  listed  in  the  Formulary, 
or  (2)  is  furnished  to  a  patient  by  a  hos- 
pital which  (A)  is  accredited  by  the  Joint 
Commission  on  Accreditation  of  Hospitals  or 
the  American  Osteopathic  Association  and 
(B)  utilizes  a  formulary  system  established 
by  a  pharmacy  and  therapeutics  committee 
(or  equivalent  committee)  in  accordance  with 
standards  established  by  such  commission  or 
association,  or  (3)  is  a  prescription  legend 
drug  prescribed  in  the  handwriting  of  a  law- 
ful prescriber  by  its  established  name  to- 
gether with  the  name  of  the  manufacturer 
of  the  final  dosage  form  thereof,  and 

"'(b)  the  label  on  the  package  or  con- 
tainer from  or  in  which  such  drug  is  dis- 
pensed in  final  dosage  form  bears,  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  of  the  Secretary, 
the  registration  number  (assigned  under  sec- 
tion 510(e)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act)  of  the  person  or  establishment 
which  manufactured,  prepared,  propagated, 
compounded,  or  processed  such  drug  in  such 
form  and,  if  different,  also  the  registration 
number  (so  assigned)  of  the  final  packager 
of  such  drug. 

"  'REASONABLE  ACQUISITION   COST  RANGE 

"'Sec.  1183.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall 
establish  and  publish  (and  periodically  re- 
vise so  as  to  keep  current)  a  guide  or  guides 
showing  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  (to  establishments  dispensing  drugs) 
of  each  qualified  drug  listed  in  the  Formulary 
and  the  names  of  the  suppliers  of  the  prod- 
ucts upon  which  the  cost  range  for  a  quali- 
fied drug  is  based.  If  the  sources  from  which 
such  a  drug  is  available  charge  different 
prices  therefor  to  different  classes  or  types  of 
dispensers,  the  Secretary  may,  in  establishing 
the  reasonable  acquisition  cost  range  for  any 
drug,  establish  such  a  range  for  each  class  or 
type  of  dispenser  of  such  drug. 

"'(2)  (A)  The  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  of  any  particular  drug  shall  not  exceed 
the  amount  or  amounts  at  which  such  drug 
is  generally  available  for  sale  (to  establish- 
ments dispensing  drugs)  in  a  given  strength 
or  dosage  form  by  its  established  name  or,  if* 
lower,  by  proprietary  designation;  and  in  any 
case  in  which  a  drug  is  so  available  and  so 
sold  by  more  than  one  supplier,  the  Secretary 
shall  exclude,  in  determining  such  cost 
range,  amounts  (at  which  such  drug  is  so 
available  and  so  sold)  which  vary  signifi- 
cantly from  the  amounts  at  which  such  drug 
is  so  available  and  sold  by  other  suppliers 
thereof.  If  a  particular  drug  in  the  Formulary 
is  available  from  more  than  one  supplier,  and 
such  drug  as  available  by  proprietary  designa- 
tion possesses  distinct  therapeutic  advan- 
tages (as  determined  by  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee) ,  then  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  of  the  drug  bearing  such  proprietary 
designation  shall  be  the  price  at  which  it  is 
generally  available  to  such  establishments. 

"'(3)  In  considering  (for  purposes  of 
establishing  a  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  for  any  drug)  the  various  sources  from 
which  and  the  varying  prices  at  which  such 
drug  is  generally  available,  there  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account  the  price  of  any  drug 
which  does  not  meet  the  conditions  set  forth 
in  section  1132(b) . 

"  'REASONABLE  CHARGE  FOR  DRUGS 

'•  'Sec.  1134.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  part, 
the  term  "reasonable  charge"  means  the  fol- 
lowing : 

"'(1)  When  used  with  respect  to  a  pre- 
scription legend  drug,  such  term  means  the 
lesser  of — 

" '(A)(i)  those  charges  for  a  qualified 
drug  which  do  not  exceed  the  actual  or  ac- 
counting basis  cost  to  the  dispenser  of  the 
drug  dispensed  and  which,  in  the  case  of  a 
drug  described  in  section  1132(a)  (1)  or  (2), 
are  within  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  established  pursuant  to  section  1133, 
plus  (i)  a  reasonable  fee  as  determined  pur- 
suant to  this  section,  or 


"'(B)  the  usual  or  customary  charge  at 
which  the  dispenser  sells  or  offers  such  drug 
to  the  public. 

"'(2)  When  used  with  respect  to  a  pre- 
scribed nonlegend  drug,  such  term  means 
those  which  do  not  exceed  the  usual  or  cus- 
tomary price  at  which  the  dispenser  offers  or 
sells  the  product  to  the  general  public,  plus 
a  reasonable  billing  allowance. 

"'(b)  The  Secretary  shall,  after  appropri- 
ate consultation  with  private  organizations 
representing  those  who  render  pharmaceu- 
tical services  and  governmental  agencies  af- 
fected, establish  criteria  for  determining  the 
amounts  of  (1)  the  fee  (which  shall  include 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to  costs  of  overhead, 
professional  services,  and  a  fair  profit)  and 
(2)  reasonable  billing  allowances  for  pre- 
scribed nonlegend  drugs  dispensed. 

"'(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  on  a  reimbur- 
sable basis  or  otherwise,  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment with  any  State  which  designates  a  pub- 
lic agency  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
reasonable  fees  for  the  dispensing  of  drugs  in 
suoh  State  under  which  agreement  such 
agency  will  (for  purposes  of  this  title)  deter- 
mine, in  accordance  with  such  criteria,  and 
after  appropriate  consultation  with  organi- 
zations and  agencies  of  the  kinds  referred  to 
in  subsection  (b),  reasonable  fees  or  billing 
allowances  for  or  in  connection  with  the 
dispensing  of  drugs  in  such  State. 

"'(d)  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines 
that,  in  a  particular  State  or  other  geo- 
graphic area,  the  price  at  which  a  particu- 
lar drug  is  generally  available  varies  substan- 
tially from  the  price  at  which  such  drug  is 
usually  sold  in  other  areas,  he  may  make 
appropriate  adjustments  in  the  reasonable 
acquisition  cost  range  for  such  drug  with  re- 
spect to  such  area. 

"  '(e)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  any  supplier  or  dispenser  of 
any  drug  from  charging  less  than  the  rea- 
sonable acquisition  cost  or  reasonable  charge. 

"  'DEFINITIONS 

"'Sec.  1135.  For  the  purposes  of  this  part — 
"  '(1)  The  term  "drug"  means  a  "drug"  as 
defined  in  section  201  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (including  those 
specified  in  section  351  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act) . 

"'(2)  The  term  "established  name"  with 
respect  to  a  drug  means  its  "established 
name"  as  defined  in  section  502(e)  of  such 
Act. 

"  '(3)  The  term  "prescription  legend  drug" 
means  a  drug  described  in  section  503(b)  (1) 
(A),  (B),  or  (C)  of  such  Act. 

"'(4)  The  term  "prescribed  nonlegend 
drug"  means  a  drug  which  is  not  a  prescrip- 
tion legend  drug  but  is  dispensed  upon 
prescription  of  a  practitioner  licensed  by  law 
to  administer  such  drug. 

"  'LIMITATIONS   ON   FEDERAL   LIABILITY  FOR 
CHARGES  OF  PROVIDERS  OF  SERVICES 

"'Sec  1136.  Any  supplier  of  drugs  whose 
services  (including  the  cost  of  the  drug  sup- 
plied) are  reimbursable  under  any  title  of 
this  Act  on  the  basis  of  "reasonable  cost" 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  a  fee  or  billing  allow- 
ance as  determined  pursuant  to  this  part; 
nor  shall  such  fee  or  billing  allowance  be 
payable  under  any  such  title  with  respect  to 
any  drug  that  can  (as  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  regulations)  be  self-administered, 
is  furnished  as  an  incident  to  a  physician's 
professional  service,  and  is  of  a  kind  com- 
monly furnished  in  physicians'  offices  and 
commonly  either  rendered  without  charge  or 
included  in  the  physicians'  bills." 

"LIMITATIONS  ON  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  LIABILITY 
UNDER  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  AND  ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS 

"Sec.  602.  (a)  Effective  with  respect  to  ex- 
penditures made  after  June  30,  1970,  section 
1903  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended 
by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 


the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsec- 
tion: 

"  '(g)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  in  determining  (for 
purposes  of  subsection  (a) )  the  amounts  ex- 
pended as  medical  assistance  by  a  State 
under  its  State  plan  approved  under  this 
title,  there  shall  not  be  counted  (1)  so  much 
of  the  cost  of  any  drug  as  exceeds  the  rea- 
sonable charge  for  such  drug  as  determined 
under  section  1134,  or  (2)  any  part  of  the 
cost  of  such  drug  if  such  drug  is  not  a  quali- 
fied drug  as  determined  under  section  1132.' 

"(b)  With  respect  to  services  furnished 
after  June  30,  1970,  section  1861  (v)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"  '(5)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  subsection,  if  any  services  pro- 
vided under  this  title  include  the  furnishing 
of  any  drug  or  biological  to  an  individual, 
there  shall  not  be  counted  in  determining 
the  cost  of  such  services — 

"  '(A)  so  much  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  or 
biological  as  exceeds  the  reasonable  charge 
therefor  as  determined  under  section  1134, 
or 

"'(B)  any  part  of  the  cost  of  such  drug 
or  biological  if  it  is  not  a  qualified  drug  as 
determined  under  section  1132.' 

"ASSIGNMENT    OF    REGISTRATION    NUMBERS  TO 

DRUG   PRODUCTS  USE   OF   SUCH   NUMBER  ON 

DRUG  LABEL 

"Assignment  of  registration  numbers 
"Sec  603.  (a)  Section,  510(e)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

"'(e)  The  Secretary  shall  assign  a  regis- 
tration number  to  every  person  or  establish- 
ment, registered  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion, that  manufactures,  prepares,  propa- 
gates, compounds,  or  processes  a  drug  or 
drugs  in  final  dosage  form,  or  that  (if  differ- 
ent) is  the  final  packager  (as  defined  by  regu- 
lation) of  such  drug  or  drugs  in  such  form, 
and  he  may  assign  a  registration  number  to 
any  other  person  or  establishment  so  reg- 
istered.' 

"Label  disclosure  of  registration  number — 
When  required  or  prohibited 
"(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  in- 
serting after  section  510  and  before  section 
511  the  following  new  section: 

"  'PLACEMENT     OF    REGISTRATION    NUMBER  ON 
DRUG  LABEL  WHEN  REQUIRED  OR  PROHIBITED 

"  'Sec  510A.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  — 

"  '(1)  every  person  who  owns  or  operates  an 
establishment,  registered  under  section  510, 
in  which  is  manufactured,  prepared,  prop- 
agated, compounded,  or  processed,  in  final 
dosage  form,  a  drug  or  drugs  intended  for  use 
by  man,  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations, 
cause  the  registration  number  assigned  to 
such  person  or  establishment  pursuant  to 
subsection  (e)  of  such  section  and  the  com- 
plete name  of  such  person  or  establishment 
to  be  placed  on  the  label  of  each  package  or 
container  containing  any  such  drug  so  manu- 
factured, prepared,  propagated,  compounded, 
or  processed,  in  such  establishment,, and 

"  '(2)  unless  the  establishment  referrebl  to 
in  paragraph  (1)  is  also  the  final  packager 
(as  defined  by  regulation)  of  such  drug  or 
drugs  in  such  form,  the  person  who  owns  or 
operates  the  establishment  which  is  such 
final  packager  shall  cause  to  be  placed  on  the 
label  of  each  final  package  or  container  of 
such  drug  so  packaged  both  the  complete 
name  and  registration  number  (assigned  pur- 
suant to  section  510(e)  )  of  such  person  or 
final  packaging  establishment  and  the  name 
and  registration  number  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1). 

"  '(b)  Any  other  person  owning  or  operat- 
ing an  establishment  having  a  registration 
number  assigned  pursuant  to  section  510 
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may,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sub- 
section (c)  or  by  regulation,  place  such  reg- 
istration number  on  packages  of  drugs  of 
which  it  is  a  manufacturer,  packer,  or  dis- 
tributor. 

■"Prohibition  against  placing  of  registra- 
tion number  on  packages  of  drugs  made 
during  period  of  law  violation 
"'(c)(1)  If  the  Secretary  has,  by  order, 
determined  that  a  drug  that  is  intended  for 
use  by  man  and  that  is  being  manufactured, 
prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or  proc- 
essed by  a  person  to  whom,  or  in  an  estab- 
lishment to  which,  a  registration  number 
has  been  assigned  pursuant  to  section  510 
(e),  is  not  in  conformity  with  applicable 
law,  the  registration  number  assigned  to 
such  person  or  to  such  establishment  (as 
may  be  specified  in  such  order)  may  not, 
after  the  Secretary  has  served  notice  of  such 
order  (or,  if  the  order  specifies  a  later  effec- 
tive date,  then  such  date)  and  while  such 
order  is  in  effect,  be  placed,  by  anyone  hav- 
ing notice  cf  such  order,  on  the  label  of  any 
package  of  such  drug  manufactured,  pre- 
pared, propagated,  compounded,  or  processed 
by  such  person  or  in  such  establishment.  The 
Secretary's  order  shall  set  forth  the  re- 
spects in  which  he  has  determined  that  such 
drug  is  not  in  conformity  with  applicable 
law. 

"'(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
a  drug  shall,  with  respect  to  any  person 
or  establishment  referred  to  in  an  order  pur- 
suant to  such  paragraph,  be  deemed  not  to 
be  in  conformity  with  applicable  law  if  such 
drug  (A)  is  deemed  to  be  adulterated  or  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act,  or 
(B)  is  a  new  drug  with  respect  to  which 
there  is  not  in  effect  an  approval  of  an  ap- 
plication filed  pursuant  to  section  505(b)  of 
this  Act  or  which  is  not  in  conformity  with 
such  approved  application,  or  (C)  is  a  drug 
with  respect  to  which  occurs  an  act  or  omis- 
sion (attributable  to  such  person  or  estab- 
lishment or  to  any  person  in  his  employ  or 
under  his  control)  that  is  prohibited  by  sec- 
tion 301  (e),  (f),  (i),  (o),  (q),  or  (s)  of  this 
Act,  or  (D)  is  a  product  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 351  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  and 
(i)  fails  to  meet  a  standard  relating  thereto 
prescribed  pursuant  to  that  section,  or  (ii) 
with  respect  to  which  there  is  not  in  effect  a 
required  license  issued  by  the  Secretary,  or 
(iii)  with  respect  to  which  there  is  a  viola- 
tion of  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  that  section. 

"'(3)  Notice  of  the  Secretary's  order  is- 
sued pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
served  by  telecommunication,  or  in  the  man- 
ner specified  in  section  505(g) ,  upon  the  per- 
son registered  under  section  510  and  referred 
to  in  such  order,  and  thereupon  such  person 
and  all  other  persons  in  such  person's  employ 
or  under  his  control  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
notice  of  such  order  for  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection. 

"'(4)  The  Secretary  shall  terminate  an 
order  issued  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(1)  with  respect  to  a  drug  when  he  is  satis- 
fied that  the  conditions  or  practices  giving 
rise  to  such  drug's  not  being  in  conformity 
with  applicable  law  no  longer  obtain. 

"  '(5)  Any  person  adversely  affected  by  an 
order  of  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1)  may,  at  any  time  while  such  order  is  in 
effect,  file  with  the  Secretary  a  petition  to 
modify,  revoke,  or  terminate  such  order. 
The  Secretary,  prior  to  making  a  final  deci- 
sion on  such  petition,  shall  afford  to  the 
petitioner,  upon  a  showing  of  reasonable 
grounds  therefor,  a  reasonable  opportunity 
for  a  hearing  on  the  matter.  When  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Secretary  the  public  in- 
terest will  not  be  jeopardized  thereby  he  may 
stay  the  effectiveness  of  his  order  pending 
his  final  decision  on  such  petition.  The  peti- 
tioner, if  adversely  affected  by  the  final  deci- 
sion of  the  Secretary,  may  obtain  judicial 
review  thereof  in  accordance  with  the  proce- 
dures specified  in  section  505(h). 


"  '(6)  The  Secretary  may  cause  such  in- 
spections to  be  made  of  the  establishments 
of  persons  registered  as  producers  of  drugs 
under  section  510,  and  such  samples  of  drugs 
to  be  obtained  from  such  persons  and  estab- 
lishments and  analyzed,  and  in  conjunction 
with  the  Formulary  Committee  (established 
by  title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  em- 
ploy such  other  tests  and  procedures,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  determine,  on  a  current  basis, 
whether  any  drug  being  manufactured,  pre- 
pared, propagated,  compounded,  or  processed 
by  any  such  person  or  establishment  for  use 
by  man  is  not  in  conformity  with  applicable 
law  within  the  meaning  of  this  subsection. 
In  conducting  such  inspections  (or  any  in- 
vestigation or  other  proceeding  related 
thereto)  the  Secretary  may  exercise  any  au- 
thority conferred  upon  him  under  this  Act 
with  respect  to  inspections  and  other  pro- 
cedures for  the  enforcement  of  section  510.' 

"(c)  Section  301  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

"'(r)  The  placing^  or  permitting  to  be 
placed,  on  the  label  of  any  package  contain- 
ing any  drug  a  registration  number  in  vio- 
lation of  section  510A(c). 

"  '(s)  (1)  The  failure  to  place  on  the  label 
of  a  drug  package  a  registration  number  or 
other  information  required  to  be  placed 
thereon  by  section  510A(a). 

"  '(2)  The  labeling  of  any  drug  in  such 
manner  as  to  indicate  or  imply,  contrary  to 
fact,  that  the  label  of  any  package  of  such 
drugs  conforms  to  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  (or 
both)  of  section  510A(a)  (when  read  with- 
out regard  to  the  exception  preceding  such 
paragraphs) ." 

"(d)  Section  301  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  imme- 
diately before  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (i)  :  'or  by  section  510A'. 

"(e)  Section  503(a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  after 
'labeling  or  packa-ging  requirement  of  this 
Act':  ',  except  any  applicable  requirement 
of  section  510A(a) 

On  page  325  of  the  bill,  insert  "(including 
drugs)"  after  "assistance"  in  line  14,  and 
insert  "community  pharmacy,"  after 
"agency,"  in  line  15. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  suspend  until  order  is  restored. 
The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  clear  all  per- 
sons from  the  Chamber  who  do  not  have 
business  here. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  may  pro- 
ceed. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  relates  to  drugs.  It 
would  save  about  $100  million  a  year  in 
providing  drugs  under  medicaid,  under 
State  plans.  This  is  one  amendment 
which  would  help  offset  the  cost  of  some 
of  the  items  added  to  the  bill,  which 
increase  the  total  cost. 

Basically,  the  way  the  amendment 
would  save  a  great  deal  of  money  is  that 
it  would  require,  under  State  plans  for 
medicaid,  that  drugs  payments  wherever 
possible  be  on  a  generic-name  basis,  and 
that  those  drugs  must  all  be  tested  to 
assure  adequate  quality.  That,  may  I 
say,  might  require  stricter  testing  and 
inspection  requirements  than  those 
presently  employed,  to  assure  that  when 
people  buy  drugs,  they  will  be  safe  to 
use  and  conform  to  established  stand- 
ards. 

Hearings  before  the  Nelson  committee 
have  shown  that  all  sorts  of  drugs 
bought  by  the  Government  from  major 
manufacturers,  have  not  always  been  up 


to  the  standards  that  trey  should  have. 
This  amendment  would  require  that 
such  drugs  be  tested  to  make  sure  that 
they  conform  to  desirable  standards. 
Consequently,  the  drugs  prescribed  would 
be  safer  drugs,  they  would  be  of  a  better 
quality,  and  the  Government  would  save 
about  $100  million  a  year  in  buying  them, 
because  they  would  generally  be  pur- 
chased on  a  competitive  basis,  by  the 
actual  name  of  the  product,  rather  than 
on  a  brand-name  basis. 

Let  me  just  give  some  examples,  Mr. 
President.  Here  are  some  drugs  produced 
by  some  of  the  bigger  companies — well 
known.  These  examples  are  typical,  and 
not  at  all  unusual,  cases  in  which  the 
drugs  were  complained  of  as  not  meeting 
speflcations  and  not  up  to  quality  stand- 
ards. That  situation  would  be  prevented 
by  better  testing,  as  provided  for  in  my 
amendment. 

For  example,  here  is  tetanus  toxoid 
produced  by  the  Lederle  Laboratories;  it 
had  a  bad  patient  reaction,  and  was  not 
of  the  proper  quality. 

Diptheria  typing  serum,  for  anti- 
RHO,  the  same  thing;  improper  results 
obtained. 

Penicillin  tablets,  by  Eli  Lilly;  un- 
satisfactory patient  reaction. 

Tuberculin  purified  protein  derivative, 
by  Parke.  Davis;  lack  of  activity. 

Antigen  Lymphogranuloma  Venereum, 
by  Squibb;  positive-negative  response. 

Proparacaine  hydrochloride,  by 
Squibb;  patient  reaction. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  can  come  and 
look  at  the  list.  All  of  these  various  com- 
panies are  listed  as  putting  out  drugs 
that  do  not  meet  with  the  required  qual- 
ity standards.  Senators  will  recognize 
many  of  the  names :  Wyeth  Laboratories, 
Winthrop  Laboratories,  Eh  Lilly,  Nor- 
wich Pharmaceutical,  Abbott  Labora- 
tories— all  of  these  major  companies 
have  been  known  to  put  out  drugs  and 
sell  them  to  the  Government  which  al- 
legedly do  not  not  provide  the  quality 
they  are  supposed  to  have.  I  can  name 
others — Pfizer,  Schering,  Merck,  Sharp 

Dohme,  Winthrop  Laboratories,  Warn- 
er Chilcott,  and  various  other  well- 
known  companies — practically  all  the 
major  companies — have  put  out,  from 
time  to  time,  drugs  that  were  not  of 
proper  quality. 

This  amendment  provides  that  when 
the  drugs  are  manufactured,  the  regis- 
tration number  and  the  name  of  the 
company,  are  put  on  the  package,  and 
that  number  means  the  laboratory  has 
been  inspected  and  its  products  have 
been  adequately  tested,  by  whatever  the 
appropriate  method  would  be  to  guaran- 
tee proper  quality;  and  that  whenever 
the  druggist  puts  that  commodity  up  on 
the  shelf  to  sell,  it  is  of  the  quality  it 
should  be. 

The  amendment  requires  in  the  main, 
that  products  be  described  by  generic 
name  in  the  formulary  but  it  provides 
further  that  if  States  wish  to  go  along 
with  a  doctors  who  believes  that  in  a 
particular  case  one  company  manufac- 
tures the  only  acceptable  drugs,  even 
though  50  others  manufacture  it,  of  a 
quality  adequate  to  meet  his  needs,  if  he 
has  perfect  faith,  for  example,  in  Pfizer, 


S 16924 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  November  21,  1967 


or  perfect  faith  in  Squibb,  or  perfect 
faith  in  Lederle ;  if  he  believes  in  them,  or 
in  Eli  Lilly,  as  by  all  means  the  best 
manufacturer,  if  a  State  so  provides  in 
its  plan,  as  some  do,  the  doctor  may 
simply  write  down,  let  us  say,  tetra- 
cycline, which  is  a  generic  name — the 
drugs  come  under  different  brand  names, 
but  that  is  the  real  name — if  the  doctor 
wants  to  write  in,  following  the  generic 
term,  the  name  of  his  preferred  manu- 
facturers— Pfizer,  Squibb,  or  Lilly— then 
the  pharmacist,  in  filling  the  prescrip- 
tion, is  required  to  furnish  that  par- 
ticular product;  and  thus  they  can  meet 
the  doctor's  argument  that  he  may  know 
more  about  one  company's  product  than 
another's  and  therefore  prefers  it. 

New  York  City  has  used  procedure, 
and  I  am  told  that  in  only  a  small  per- 
centage of  the  cases  do  the  doctors  un- 
dertake to  specify  a  particular  brand  of 
the  same  drug. 

Here  is  a  letter  from  the  Department 
of  Welfare  of  the  City  of  New  York, 
signed  by  Dr.  Linda  Mazzola,  M.D.,  direc- 
tor of  the  division  of  medical  care,  saying 
that: 

The  department's  generic  prescribing  policy 
has  been  very  successful  in  limiting  expendi- 
tures for  drugs. 

Kentucky  has  a  similar  plan.  They  are 
saving  about  $1,600,000  a  year  on  drugs 
there. 

Here  is  a  letter  from  Dr.  Russell  E. 
Teague,  M.D.,  commissioner  of  health 
for  the  State  of  Kentucky.  He  said  that 
a  study  there  indicates  that : 

Within  a  12-month  period,  we  will  have 
saved  the  program  $1,600,000,  by  the  use  of 
generic  drugs. 

Mr.  President,  the  price  variation  is 
utterly  fantastic.  In  many  instances,  we 
have  the  same  company  manufacturing 
the  generic  drug  and  the  same  product 
under  a  trade  name,  and  selling  it  for 
about  10  times  the  price  of  its  own 
generic  name  product. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  had  a  chart 
placed  in  front  of  the  Senate  Chamber 
so  that  we  can  exhibit  this  enlarged 
Her  block  cartoon. 

Let  me  just  give  an  example.  Lilly  and 
Squibb,  for  example,  are  two  of  the  larg- 
est manufacturers  of  drugs  by  their  ge- 
neric names.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  95  per- 
cent of  the  generic  drugs  are  manufac- 
tured by  the  Pharmaceutical  Manfactur- 
ers  Association,  according  to  their  testi- 
mony. They  all  claim  to  be  quality  drug 
manufacturers.  They  manufacture  prod- 
ucts to  sell  by  generic  name  and  also  by 
trade  name. 

There  is  one  thing  that  these  drug 
manufacturers  have  in  common.  They 
have  always  tried  to  see  that  the  generic 
name,  the  real  name  of  the  product,  is 
some  unpronounceable  mouth-filling 
word,  sometimes  more  than  filling  one's 
mouth  when  it  get  tangled  up  in  his  wis- 
dom tooth. 

These  companies  arrange  it  so  that 
the  generic  name  is  not  as  easy  to  pro- 
nounce or  describe  and  it  therefore 
makes  it  very  easy  to  get  doctors  to  use 
short,  catchy  brand  names  and  to  charge 
10  times  as  much  as  they  could  charge 
for  the  same  drug  by  the  awkward 
generic  name. 


Within  the  last  week,  a  cartoon  by 
Herblock,  has  illustrated  that  situation 
extremely  well. 

We  see  in  this  cartoon  the  pharma- 
ceutical companies  injecting  drugs  into 
the  doctors  and  patients.  They  are  us- 
ing a  big  hypodermic  needle  which  says 
on  it:  "Promotion  and  propaganda." 

Senators  will  note  that  the  drug  comes 
out  of  the  same  bottle,  a  bottle  which  is 
labled  "High-price  brand  name:  Re- 
searcho  Puro — Generic  name:  Phonus 
balonus." 

Mr.  President,  this  drug  comes  out  of 
the  same  bottle  in  the  carton.  So,  if  one 
gets  the  Researcho-Puro,  he  pays  10 
times  as  much  as  he  would  if  he  were 
to  receive  the  drug  by  the  generic  name. 

If  one  is  talking  about  a  wonder  drug, 
one  of  the  finest  of  these  drugs  is  Tetra- 
cycline. If  we  call  that  wonder  drug  by 
that  name,  it  would  be  like  calling  the 
drug  in  the  carton  by  the  name  of 
"phonus  balonus."  The  drug  is  made  by 
the  same  manufacturer  on  the  same  pro- 
duction line. 

If  one  buys  the  drug  under  the  name 
of  Tetracycline,  he  pays  one-tenth  as 
much  as  if  he  were  to  buy  it  from  the 
same  manufacturer  under  the  name  of 
Achromycin.  In  that  event,  he  would 
have  to  pay  a  lot  more  money  for  the 
same  drug. 

Achromycin,  sold  by  its  generic  name, 
would  cost  $2.75.  Sold  by  the  trade  name, 
it  would  cost  $12.74. 

Benadryl  is  a  generic  name  of  another 
drug.  These  are  all  wholesale  prices  pro- 
vided to  me  by  the  people  who  sell  these 
drugs,  the  American  Pharmaceutical 
Association. 

If  one  were  to  buy  Benadryl  by  its 
generic  name,  it  would  cost  $4.75.  How- 
ever, if  one  were  to  buy  the  same  drug 
by  its  fancy  name,  it  would  cost  $13.75. 

Butisol  sodium  is  a  drug  that  h'elps 
people  to  sleep  at  night.  It  is  a  sleeping 
tablet.  If  one  were  to  buy  that  drug  by 
its  generic  name,  it  would  cost  $1.08.  By 
the  trade  name,  it  would  cost  $18.45. 
Imagine  that.  It  would  cost  almost  20 
times  as  much. 

Chlor-Trimeton  is  a  very  much  used 
drug.  By  its  generic  name  it  costs  $1.20; 
by  the  trade  name  it  costs  $19.50. 

Some  people  take  some  of  these  drugs 
habitually.  They  take  a  great  deal  of 
them.  For  example,  in  connection  with 
the  drug  Thyroid,  people  who  have  a 
thyroid  deficiency  take  one  of  those 
tablets,  several  grains,  two  or  three  times 
a  day  every  day  for  their  entire  lives. 

If  one  were  to  by  Thyroid  by  its  generic 
name,  it  would  cost  $1.04,  by  trade  name 
the  cost  is  four  time  as  much. 

If  we  want  to  go  along  with  all  this 
hocus-pocus  and  have  a  fancy  name  put 
on  the  bottle,  it  is  like  the  story  I  used 
to  tell,  a  story  told  to  me  by  my  father 
about  low  poplarhirum  and  high  poplar- 
lorum. 

If  we  want  to  buy  a  product  by  the 
official  name  of  the  product,  there  can 
be  a  saving  of  a  fantastic  amount  of 
money. 

Huge  amounts  of  money  have  been 
spent  propagandizing  doctors.  All  sorts 
of  evidence  is  avaiable.  Evidence  was 
presented  before  the  committee  so  ably 
headed  by  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 


[Mr.  Nelson],  who  is  a  sponsor  of  this 
amendment. 

This  evidence  demonstrates  that  a 
fantastic  amount  of  free  samples  are 
given  away  by  drug  companies.  One  doc- 
tor who  is  working  at  Vanderbilt  Univer- 
sity, and  who  is  probably  not  even 
practicing — indicated  that  over  a  short 
period  of  time  he  received  enough  free 
samples  and  propaganda  mailed  to  him 
by  the  drug  companies,  to  fill  three  big 
shopping  baskets.  * 

I  believe  studies  indicate  that  the  drug 
companies  spend  about  $4,000  per  doctor 
to  propagandize  the  doctors  to  the  effect 
that  drugs  should  be  prescribed  by  the 
trade  name  rather  than  by  their  official 
names. 

If  one  talks  to  the  pharmacists  about 
this,  he  will  find  that  they  are  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  amendment.  This  would 
help  the  druggists  because  it  provides 
that  the  druggists  can  sell  drugs  to  wel- 
fare clients  at  their  acquisition  cost  plus 
a  professional  fee. 

Let  us  look  at  what  might  be  a  fair 
price  range  for  a  product.  Suppose  we 
had  40  brands  of  tetracycline.  About  10 
of  them  would  seem  to  be  priced  within  a 
reasonable  range.  Suppose  that  these  10 
products  were  priced  from  $1  to  $4.  We 
might  say  that  $4  is  about  as  high  as  we 
ought  to  pay.  So,  we  would  allow  $4  plus 
a  professional  fee  of,  let  us  say,  $2.  That 
would  be  a  total  of  $6,  compared  to  a 
wholesale  price  of  as  much  as  $18  for 
another  brand  of  the  same  drug. 

I  am  happy  to  report  that  the  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States  sup- 
ports the  amendment.  The  amendment 
is  also  supported  and  approved,  in  this 
modified  form  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  I 
have  been  so  informed  by  Under  Secre- 
tary Cohen,  who  said  that  I  can  say 
that  the  Secretary  also  approves  the 
amendment.  The  Department,  I  expect, 
will  also  ultimately  receive  the  appro- 
tions  necessary  to  implement  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
intend  to  challenge  the  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  How- 
ever, is  the  Senator  in  a  position  to  give 
the  argument  of  the  pharmaceutical 
companies  in  answer  to  this  charge  con- 
cerning the  extraordinary  difference  in 
the  costs  of  buying  under  a  generic  name 
and  under  a  straight  brand  or  trade 
name?  What  answers  do  the  companies 
give  for  that? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  believe  it  would  be  best  if  one  who 
speaks  for  them  were  to  make  their 
argument. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  have  heard 
those  arguments  ad  infinitum.  I  am  not 
impressed  by  them. 

A  number  of  companies  do  try  to  sug- 
gest, for  example,  that  some  companies 
might  not  have  adequate  manufacturing 
resources,  and  that  a  doctor  would  know 
whether  one  product  were  better  than 
another. 

The  companies  make  all  sorts  of  argu- 
ments. Frankly,  I  gain  the  impression 
that  most  of  these  arguments  are  mis- 
leading. How  would  a  doctor  know 
whether  Pfizer's  tetracycline  is  better 
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than  Squibb 's  tetracycline,  if  he  had  not 
tried  both  products  on  the  same  patient 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Ever  since  this  issue 
has  been  discussed  in  the  Senate.  I  have 
been  of  the  belief  that  we  should  do 
something  about  the  shocking  disparity 
between  the  price  of  a  drug  of  .the  same 
quality,  and  the  same  ingredients,  sold 
under  the  trade  name  as  distinguished 
from  its  generic  name. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

We  are  talking  about  drugs.  This  has 
nothing  to  do  with  a  drug  that  is  pat- 
ented to  a  particular  manufacturer,  a 
drug  that  cannot  be  produced  by  others. 
In  that  case,  we  would  pay  whatever  the 
manufacturer  usually  charges. 

Mr.  NELSON  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  if  the  au- 
thor of  the  amendment  has  no  objection, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
name  of  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Ktxxzdy]  listed  as 
a  cosponsor  at  the  next  printing  of  the 
admendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  happy  to 
add  the  name  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  if  it  has 
not  already  teen  done,  the  name  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mox- 
toya]  be  listed  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  a  moment  or  two,  I 
want  to  comment  on  a  question  raised  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio. 

I  point  out  that  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  establishes  a 
formulary  committee.  This  is  an  old  idea. 
It  is  not  a  new  idea. 

The  city  of  New  York,  for  example,  has 
a  formulary  committee,  and  most  major 
hospitals  in  America  have  formulary 
committees. 

The  formulary  committee  of  a  hospital 
or  a  city,  or  whatever  organization  it  is, 
purchases  for  that  institution  or  for 
those  institutions. 

The  formulary  committee  is  composed 
of  distinguished  practicing  physicians, 
clinicians,  pharmacologists,  and  phar- 
macists in  the  particular  hospital  if  it  is  a 
hospital  formulary  committee.  Then  this 
hospital  formulary  committee  decides 
what  drugs  they  shall  use,  and  they  will 
include  in  almost  every  formulary  brand- 
name  drugs  and  generic  drugs.  As  a 
consequence  of  the  development  of  this 
formulary,  they  have  drugs  of  high 
quality,  and  they  are  able  to  save  large 
amounts  of  money.  The  monopoly  sub- 
committee hearings  on  prescription  drugs 
has  had  considerable  testimony  on  this 
point.  I  shall  not  attempt  to  put  it  all 
in  the  Record,  but  I  should  like  to  submit 
one  example.  This  is  from  a  statement  by 
Dr.  Margaret  M.  McCarron,  associate 
clinical  professor  of  medicine,  Univer- 
sity of  Southern  California  School  of 
Medicine.  She  is  assistant  medical  di- 
rector and  chairman  of  the  therapeutic 
committee,  Los  Angeles  General  Hos- 


pital. Los  Angeles  Calif.  I  might  say,  as 
an  aside,  that  this  hospital  has  a  formu- 
lary that  is  nationally  recognized. 

This  is  what  Dr.  McCarron  said: 

Because  of  recent  advances  in  pharma- 
cology, many  potent  therapeutic  agents  are 
available  that  require  special  knowledge  for 
safe  administration  The  medical  staff  needed 
an  authoritative  guide  to  the  selection  of 
drugs,  an  understanding  of  their  pharma- 
cological properties,  information  regarding 
adverse  effects  and  contraindications,  and 
specific  instructions  regarding  the  policies 
and  procedures  for  using  these  drugs  at  the 
Los  Angeles  County  General  Hospital. 

Believing  that  the  chance  for  error  would 
be  less  if  the  entire  staff  became  familiar 
with  a  limited  number  of  medications,  the 
therapeutics  committee  at  the  Los  Angeles 
County  General  Hospital  evaluated  each  of 
the  1.500  drugs  in  the  pharmacy,  and  in  con- 
sultation with  the  medical  staff,  selected 
550  items  to  be  included  in  the  hospital  for- 
mulary as  "standard"  hospital  drugs. 

Senator  Nelson.  These  550  made  up  your 
formulary;  is  that  correct? 

Dr.  McCarson.  Yes. 

Senator  Kelson.  And  the  doctors  are  re- 
quired to  prescribe  from  the  formulary? 
Dr.  McCa2hon.  Yes. 

Senator  Nelson.  Is  your  formulary  aU  in 
generic  terms? 

Dr.  McCasson.  Yes.  In  our  formulary  the 
drugs  are  listed  in  alphabetical  order  by 
generic  name. 

With  respect  to  the  cost,  she  testified 
as  follows: 

The  annual  drug  budget  at  the  Los  An- 
geles County  General  Hospital  is  approxi- 
mately -S2  million.  This  is  based  on  maintain  - 
ing  an  inventory  of  about  550  drugs.  If  we 
were  not  operating  on  a  formulary  system, 
the  inventory  would  be  multiplied  many 
times  on  some  items  and  the  total  inventory 
would  probably  be  doubled. 

For  example,  the  1967  edition  of  the  ''Phy- 
sicians' Desk  Reference"  lists  108  different 
brands  of  antihistamines.  The  Los  Angeles 
County  General  Hospital  Drug  Formulary 
lists  t.z':.-  If  we  cirr.ei  each  brand  accord- 
ing  to  the  physician's  preference,  we  would 
be  unable  to  accurately  gage  consumption 
and  would  lose  our  advantage  in  competi- 
tive bidding. 

We  have  recorded  testimony,  from  New 
York  City  and  elsewhere,  by  representa- 
tives of  distinguished  hospitals  in  the 
country  that  use  a  formulary.  Each  hos- 
pital has  made  substantial  savings:  and 
all  drugs  selected  by  the  formulary  com- 
mittee are  quality  drugs,  so  that  the  doc- 
tors have  confidence  in  prescribing  them. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  is  a  sound, 
sensible  approach  that  will  provide  great 
economies. 

Let  me  cite  one  example,  on  the  retail 
level,  of  a  recent  development,  I  have  a 
letter  signed  by  John  P.  Kern,  manager 
of  prescription  operations  of  Gray's  Drug 
Stores,  and  another  from  the  Peoples 
Drug  Stores.  A  few  months  ago  the  Peo- 
ples drug  chain  and  the  Grays  drug 
chain,  consisting  of  over  400  retail  out- 
lets, announced  that  they  were  going  to 
maintain  complete  inventories  of  quality 
generic  drugs.  The  advertisement  of  the 
Gray's  Drug  Stores  contained  this  state- 
ment : 

Gray's  generic  prescription  prices  are  set 
on  a  flexible,  "professional  fee"  basis,  which 
enables  us  to  offer  best  quality  available  at 
the  lowest  possible  cost.  Generally,  a  generic 
drug  prescription  will  be  about  half  the  price 
or  less  than  that  of  a  prescription  written  for 
a  brand  name  of  the  drug. 


So  that  what  Gray's  Drug  Stores  and 
Peoples  Drug  Stores  are  now  saying  is 
that  they  will  stock  a  supply  of  quality 
generic  drugs  upon'  which  doctors  can 
rely,  and  which,  if  used,  will  result  in 
prescription  prices  being  cut  in  half, 
compared  with  the  trade  name  prices  in 
those  drug  stores. 

Now,  if  a  formulary  system  can  be 
used  in  the  most  advanced  hospitals  in 
America — and  all  the  advanced  hospitals 
use  them — arid  can  be  used  by  the  pur- 
chasing agents  of  the  city  of  New  York 
and  other  great  cities,  then  a  formulary 
system  to  save  money  can  be  used  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  President. 
I  have  8  minutes  remaining. 

I  appreciate  what  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  said.  I  refer  to  a  statement 
which  was  developed  by  the  Nelson  com- 
mittee, I  believe.  It  is  a  statement  made 
by  Dr.  Burack  who  is  a  professor  of 
pharmacology  at  Harvard  University  and 
a  practicing  physician.  He  said: 

According  to  Dr.  Goddard,  as  much  as  -$300 
million  is  spent  per  year  on  something  more 
than  200,000  prescribing  doctors. 

This  means  that  approximately  S3. 000 
to  $4,000  a  year  is  spent  on  each  doctor 
in  an  effort  to  influence  his  prescribing 
habits.  If  these  companies  can  spend 
S800  million — S800  million — 34,000  per 
doctor,  for  the  purpose  of  propagandiz- 
ing doctors  with  the  idea  that  achro- 
mycin is  far  better  if  bought  by  the  trade 
name  than  by  the  official  name  of  the 
drug — if  they  can  afford  to  spend  S800 
million  to  propagandize  something  that 
is  generally  not  true,  that  their  product 
is  better  than  the  other  fellow's — when 
it  is  all  usually  the  same  thing — this  is 
an  area  where  tremendous  savings  can 
be  made.  The  public  can  have  better 
quality  because  of  improved  inspection 
and  testing,  and  the  consumer  will  also 
have  the  benefit  of  reduced  prices.  This 
is  an  area  in  which  great  incidental  sav- 
ings also  can  be  made. 

Mr.  President.  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time.  I  believe  that  the  time  in 
opposition  should  be  assigned  to  another 
Senator,  and  I  believe  it  would  be  appro- 
priate that  the  Senator  from  Indiana  be 
assigned  the  time  in  opposition. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  for  a 
question 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  like  to  re- 
mind the  Senator  from  Louisiana  of  my 
interest  in  this  matter.  It  was  vividly 
brought  to  my  mind  with  the  untimely 
death  of  Airs.  Kefauver.  Senator  Ke- 
fauver  and  I  started  a  long  time  ago  to 
do  what  the  Senator  is  doing  in  the 
pending  measure. 

At  that  time,  because  the  Committee 
on  Commerce  did  not  have  the  staff,  we 
permitted  Senator  Kefauver  to  take  the 
matter  in  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. We  made  a  beginning  in  this  field. 

The  subject  is  now  in  the  proper  com- 
mittee because  this  situation  hurts  in  the 
main  the  people  on  social  security. 

The  latest  figures  from  my  State  in- 
dicate that  between  17  and  20  percent 
of  the  little  money  received  by  people 
on  social  security  is  spent  for  drugs.  This 
is  where  it  hurts. 


S 16926 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  November  21,  1967 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana that,  under  the  rules,  the  time  in  op- 
position should  be  under  the  control  of 
the  minority  leader  or  someone  des- 
ignated by  him,  unless  by  unanimous 
consent  the  time  is  assigned  to  some- 
one else. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
speak  in  opposition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator can  still  use  time,  but  the  Chair 
wished  to  clear  up  that  point. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  at  this 
time  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  am  grate- 
ful that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  reminded  all  of  the  role  that 
the  late  Senator  Kefauver  played  in  this 
field.  The  man  from  Tennessee  made 
considerable  progress  over  very  heavy 
opposition. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  amendment 
pending  here  is  a  mild  and  restrained 
response  to  a  most  serious  problem.  I 
thing  the  time  is  close  at  hand  when 
we  will  move  far  beyond  this  and  again 
the  initial  driving  force  will  have  been 
Senator  Kefauver. 

I  remember  the  fight  that  Senator 
Kefauver  made  in  1962.  I  was  proud  to 
be  with  him  in  the  Judiciary  subcommit- 
tee and  all  the  way  through.  That  effort 
resulted  in  putting  the  generic  name  in 
bold  print  on  the  package  or  material. 
However,  that  does  not  assure  that  the 
physician  will  prescribe  generically. 

There  has  been  talk  about  unknown 
products,  that  generics  are  unsafe.  In 
my  book,  that  was  semi-nonsense  8  years 
ago.  In  those  early  hearings,  we  had 
testimony  from  physicians  who  said  the 
patient  could  not  be  protected  if  he  pre- 
scribed generically.  Yet  in  the  same  hear- 
ings 8  years  ago  there  will  be  found 
testimony  by  the  director  of  health  of  a 
major  city  in  Connecticut,  I  believe, 
stating  that  that  city  required  that  in 
the  case  of  a  welfare  patient,  the  pa- 
tient be  given  a  generically  prescribed 
drug.  I  remember  the  position  taken 
by  a  county  medical  society.  I  think  it 
was  in  Texas.  The  physicians'  society  re- 
quired that  prescriptions  given  welfare 
cases  be  generic.  Imagine:  Not  safe  for 
me — unless  I  am  a  welfare  case.  This 
was  before  the  1962  Food  and  Drug 
amendments;  before  the  additional  in- 
spection authority  and  control  given  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  in  the 
1962  amendments. 

I  think  this  was  a  charge  overstated 
8  years  ago.  It  should  be  laid  to  rest  now. 
This  amendment,  I  hope,  will  be  agreed 
to.  It  will  do  deserved  credit  not  alone 
to  Estes  Kefauver,  but  also  to  those  who 
have  continued  his  good  fight.  The  able 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
Senator  Russell  Long,  whose  amend- 
ment it  is,  and  the  effective  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson],  whose  recent 
hearings  continue  to  remind  us  of  the 
needs  of  the  people  of  this  country  to 
obtain  safe  drugs  at  reasonable  cost. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair).  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  is  recognized. 


Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  the  other 
day  the  Senate  rejected  an  amendment 
relating  to  drug  control.  The  amendment 
before  us  is  not  identical,  but  it  involves 
the  same  area.  The  amendment  pre- 
sented to  us  today  is  amendment  No.  456, 
and  it  consists  of  21  pages.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  a  program  of  this  magnitude 
could  be  instigated  by  agreeing  to  an 
amendment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as 
as  an  amendment  to  the  social  security 
bill.  Many  committees  have  spent  a  great 
deal  of  time  on  this  subject.  I  am  sure 
if  those  committees  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  a  particular  program  of 
drug  control  is  necessary,  they  will  re- 
port a  bill  together  with  a  committee 
report  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  make  no  mistake  about 
it.  We  are  asked  at  this  time  to  place 
far-reaching  controls  on  the  drug  in- 
dustry as  an  amendment  to  the  social 
security  law,  with  30  minutes  of  debate 
on  each  side. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  these  21  pages 
we  are  asked  to  buy.  On  page  2  there  is 
established  a  Formulary  Committee.  On 
page  3  that  Formulary  Committee  shall 
receive  compensation,  but  not  exceeding 
$100  per  day. 

The  Formulary  Committee  is  authorized  to 
engage  such  technical  assistance  as  may  be 
required  to  carry  out  its  functions. 

How  big  a  bureau?  They  will  decide 
that. 

The  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make 
available  to  the  Formulary  Committee  such 
secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  assistance  as 
the  Formulary  Committee  may  require  to 
carry  out  its  functions. 

The  Secretary  shall  furnish  to  the  Formu- 
lary Committee  such  office  space,  materials, 
and  equipment  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
Formulary  Committee  to  carry  out  its 
functions. 

On  page  4  it  is  stated  that  the  Formu- 
lary Committee  shall  compile  and  make 
available  a  Formulary  of  the  United 
States.  In  the  amendment  before  us  the 
other  day  it  was  brought  out  that  the  in- 
tention was  to  provide  a  copy  of  that  to 
druggists,  doctors,  and  beneficiaries  of 
the  medicare  program.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  copies  there  will  be;  perhaps 
it  may  be  25  million.  Here  in  30  minutes 
we  are  asked  to  set  up  such  a  bureau, 
have  them  decide  what  medicines  should 
go  in  there,  and  make  it  available.  Also, 
we  should  make  no  mistake  about  it,  this 
is  price  fixing. 

On  page  5  it  is  stated: 

A  listing  of  the  prices  charged  by  the  sup- 
pliers named  in  the  formulary;  and  the  guide 
or  guides  as  to  reasonable  cost  ranges  issued 
pursuant  to  section  1133. 

In  the  next  paragraph  it  is  stated: 
A    prominent    statement    that  payment 
from  Federal  funds  is  restricted  to  a  reason- 
able acquisition  cost  range,  plus  fee,  estab- 
lished by  the  Secretary. 

If  they  ascertain  the  cost  and  add  up 
B,  is  that  not  price  fixing?  Are  we  going 
to  enlarge  our  Government  to  take  on 
additional  functions  and  pretend  to  save 
money? 

Mr.  President,  on  page  6  it  is  stated: 
(c)   In  considering  whether  (under  the 
authority  contained  in  subsection   (b) )  a 
particular  drug  shall  be  included  In  the 


Formulary,  the  Formulary  Committee  is  au- 
thorized to  obtain  (upon  request  therefor) 
any  record  pertaining  to  the  characteristics 
of  such  drug  which  is  available  to  any  other 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and,  as  a  condi- 
tion of  such  inclusion,  to  require  suppliers 
of  drugs  to  make  available  to  the  Committee 
information  (including  information  to  ob- 
tained through  testing)  relating  to  such 
drug. 

Mr.  President,  this  matter  calls  for 
policing  the  drug  industry.  In  speaking 
on  this  subject  a  few  days  ago  I  pointed 
out  that  I  have  no  interest  in  the  drug 
industry.  No  one  that  is  near  and  dear 
to  me  has  any  connection  whatever  with 
that  industry.  However,  since  this  issue 
has  been  battered  around  over  a  few 
years  I  have  made  it  a  point  to  make 
inquiry  of  individuals  in  whom  I  have 
the  greatest  confidence,  who  are  knowl- 
edgeable in  medicines,  as  to  what  is 
best  for  the  patient.  The  reply  I  get  is 
that  the  basic  proposal  forcing  drugs  to 
be  handled  by  their  generic  terms,  as 
contrasted  to  the  trade  name,  is  not  in 
the  interest  of  the  patient. 

Let  us  think  about  something  that 
merely  meets  the  requirement  of  con- 
tents and  generic  terms.  That  is  like  say- 
ing that  every  house  that  has  the  same 
number  of  bricks  and  the  same  amount 
of  board  feet  of  lumber  in  It  is  equal 
to  every  other  house  of  the  same  amount 
of  material.  It  is  to  say  that  every  gar- 
ment, whether  it  be  a  suit  or  dress,  that 
has  the  same  weight  of  materials  and 
the  same  number  of  yards  of  material 
in  it  is  equal  as  a  finished  product  to 
every  other  suit  or  dress.  We  know  that 
is  not  true. 

The  question  of  processing,  of  manu- 
facturing, the  question  of  testing  at  var- 
ious points  along  the  way,  the  question 
of  additional  ingredients  in  the  way  of 
filler,  besides  the  generic  contents,  are 
all  important.  The  skill  and  the  care,  the 
equipment  and  the  packaging,  and  the 
age  and  reputation  of  the  manufacturer 
are  all  part  of  the  medicine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for  1 
additional  minute. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  come  to 
this  conclusion,  because  the  information 
that  I  obtain  from  knowledgeable  in- 
dividuals who  are  not  financially  inter- 
ested at  all,  is  that  such  regulation  of 
the  drug  industry  is  not  good  for  pa- 
tients and  it  is  not  encouraging  to  the 
advance  of  medicine. 

Frankly,  I  doubt  very  much  whether 
we  can  set  up  all  this  Government  con- 
trol and  in  the  end  save  any  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say,  first  of  all,  that  I  am  very  much  in 
sympathy  with  the  declared  objectives 
of  the  sponsor  of  the  pending  amend- 
ment. After  all,  drug  purchases  should 
be  managed  effectively  and  wisely,  with- 
out the  sacrifice  of  quality  or  efficiency. 

I  speak,  Mr.  President,  from  a  back- 
ground of  some  3  to  3V2  years  of  legis- 
lative inquiry  with  the  Antitrust  and 
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Monopoly  Subcommittee  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  when  it  was  headed 
by  the  late  and  highly  esteemed  Senator 
Estes  Kefauver.  The  committee  proc- 
essed the  Drug  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

We  took  18  volumes  of  testimony,  I 
believe  in  the  hearings,  on  this  situa- 
tion in  the  drug  industry.  The  formulary 
committee  was  one  suggested  approach 
among  those  which  were  considered.  Mr. 
President,  that  approach  was  turned 
down  after  careful  consideration.  We 
turned  out  a  good  Drug  Reform  Act 
which  was  long  overdue.  The  Antibiotics 
Act  had  passed  in  1937,  but  it  was  25 
years  old. 

Many  ideas  were  advanced  in  com- 
mittee which  were  discarded  because 
when  we  got  into  the  problem,  we  found 
it  was  very  complicated  and  complex. 
Proposed  laws  were  attacked  on  the  basis 
of  legislative  interference  in  scientific 
and  professional  efforts,  judgment,  dis- 
cretion. Those  things  are  not  lightly  un- 
dertaken. They  certainly  should  not  be 
undertaken  now  with  only  30  minutes 
of  debate  to  each  side. 

Throughout  the  antitrust  hearings 
we  went  back  to  the  basic  proposition 
that  America  has  the  most  spectacularly 
developed  system  of  medicine  and  drugs 
in  the  world.  Certainly,  7  or  8  years  have 
passed  since  we  had  hearings  on  this  in 
the  Antitrust  and  Monopoly  Subcom- 
mittee. Therefore,  let  us  reexamine  this 
situation,  but  let  us  do  it  right.  The  com- 
mittee wisely  decided  to  refer  this  mat- 
ter to  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  and  have  it  make  a 
study.  The  Department  is  to  issue  a  re- 
port by  January  1969.  Then  let  us  have 
hearings  upon  the  basis  of  that  report 
to  determine  what,  if  anything,  should  be 
done. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  an  expert  in 
this  field.  It  was  only  by  my  work  on  the 
Judiciary  Committee  and  in  the  hearings 
that  I  have  gained  some  background  in 
this  area.  But,  I  have  learned  this:  I 
have  learned  to  treat  with  respect,  and 
deliberate  carefully  over  anything  which 
is  as  complicated  as  this  subject.  It  calls 
for  Federal  legislative  interference  in  a 
highly  scientific,  professional,  and  tech- 
nical field. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.-HRUSKA.  I  yield  myself  one-half 
minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
one-half  minute. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  would  suggest  that  we 
follow  the  deliberate  and  advised  judg- 
ment of  the  Committee  on  Finance.  Let 
us  await  submission  of  the  report  and 
then  act  with  intelligence  and  with  some 
degree  of  assurance.  Acting  too  quickly 
and  without  the  necessary  information 
would  be  ill  advised.  That  kind  of  ap- 
proach certainly  must  be  avoided.  Let  us 
do  this  on  an  intelligent  basis,  on  the 
basis  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  and  adopted  by  the  Finance 
Committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  remains  to  the  opposition? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  op- 
position has  16  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  me  2 
minutes? 

"  Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  happy  to  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
concerned  about  the  effect  of  this  legis- 
lation on  the  ability  of  the  drug  industry 
to  turn  out  new  solutions  to  some  of  our 
existing  problems  which  have  to  be  met 
on  the  basis  of  drugs. 

I  realize  that  this  pattern  would  place 
a  terrific  burden  on  some  manufacturer 
who  had  developed  a  drug,  and  as  soon 
as  he  has  done  his  work,  a  group  of 
chemists  in  his  competitor's  shop  would 
tear  it  to  pieces  in  a  few  weeks.  Their 
interest  would  be  in  manufacturing  that 
same  product  as  cheaply  as  possible. 

I  have  discovered,  in  my  experience  in 
business,  in  which  a  much  less  compli- 
cated product  was  sold,  which  involved 
chemical  analysis,  that  there  are  ways  of 
cheating  on  chemical  analysis  so  that  we 
get  by  the  minimum,  but  in  order  to  do 
that,  we  destroy  or  eliminate  desirable 
and  most  important  related  physical 
characteristics.  So  that  one  product  will 
stand  analysis  in  the  laboratory,  but  it 
will  not  stand  up  to  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  manufactured. 

We  talk  a  lot  about  the  leading  drug 
manufacturers  whose  burden  of  research 
and  development  is  very  high  and  who 
assume  the  burden  of  educating  doctors 
as  to  how  to  use  the  product  their  labora- 
tories develop.  But  there  is  always  the 
other  fellow  on  the  fringe  who  steps  in 
at  that  point,  when  all  the  expensive 
work  has  been  done,  and  tries  to  capi- 
talize on  the  efforts  of  the  successful 
developer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Utah  has  expired. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Their  only  interest  is 
to  turn  out  a  product  as  cheaply  as  pos- 
sible which  will  pass  the  minimum  test- 
ing. I  think  that  is  a  risk  we  run  in  this 
situation.  Apparently,  so  does  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  because  it  would  not  ac- 
cept this  concept  and  support  it  at  the 
present  time.  It  asks  for  more  time  to 
investigate  the  consequences  of  this  ap- 
proach. The  Hartke  amendment  would 
give  them  only  until  January  1,  1969.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  time  enough.  I  think 
they  want  more  time  because  if  we  are 
undertaking  to  upset  the  whole  pattern 
of  drug  development  and  distribution,  we 
are  doing  it  for  a  financial  reason. 

That,  to  us,  becomes  more  important 
than  the  scientific  and  technical  reasons 
which  set  our  drug  industry  apart  from 
those  of  the  imitators,  the  copiers,  and 
the  fellows  who  try  to  figure  out  how 
cheaply  they  can  make  it  and  still  get  it 
by  a  committee  on  the  basis  of  a  bare 
chemical  test. 


My  opinion  is  that  the  Hartke  amend- 
ment, now  part  of  the  bill,  provides  the 
minimum  opportunity  to  study  this 
thing  at  the  other  end.  I  wish  it  had 
been  longer  but,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  pre- 
serve at  least  that  privilege  for  the 
people  of  the  United  States  and  not  drive 
into  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  now  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twelve 
minutes  remain. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator ftom  Indiana  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  person- 
ally, I  am  in  favor  of  a  bill  for  cheap 
drugs  for  the  elderly.  I  hope  that  we  go 
about  it  in  a  sensible  and  concrete  way. 
We  have  a  provision  now  for  a  new  auto- 
mobile. It  has  not  been  tested.  This 
amendment  was  submitted  yesterday.  It 
was  not  before  the  Finance  Committee. 
I  have  not  been  in  the  committee  on 
which  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  ..been  holding  hearings. 
He  has  not  reported  a  bill,  to  my  knowl- 
edge, and  I  am  anxiously  awaiting  it.  I 
probably  would  be  in  support  of  such  a 
measure  if  it  did  what  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  indicated  it  would  do.  But 
it  is  not  before  the  Senate. 

The  measure  before  the  Senate  is  one 
which  attempts  to  do  what  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  has  been  attempting  to 
do  while  holding  hearings,  and  he  still 
is.  This  demonstrates  how  confusing  and 
complex  the  situation  is. 

The  problem  before  the  Senate  is 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  take  a 
step  providing  second-rate  drugs  for 
first-class  citizens.  That  can  be  the  effect 
of  it. 

I  know  much  has  been  said  today  in 
behalf  of  a  former  distinguished  Sen- 
ator of  the  United  States,  Estes  Ke- 
fauver, who,  unfortunately,  passed  from 
us,  and  all  of  us  share  the  deep  sorrow  of 
his  family  upon  reading  last  night  of  the 
death  of  his  widow.  But  the  expert  of 
that  committee  speaks  as  eloquently  as 
any  one  can  against  this  measure.  The 
late  Senator  Kef&uver's  expert,  Louis 
Lasagna.  of  Johns  Hopkins  University, 
wrote  a  letter  under  date  of  September 
15,  1967,  on  this  subject,  addressed  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  which  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Johns  Hopkins  University. 

School  of  Medicine. 
Baltimore,  Md.,  September  15,  1967. 
Senator  Russell  B.  Long, 
Chairman,  Finance  Committee, 
U.S.  Senate  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long:  I  should  like  the  op- 
portunity to  comment  on  your  Bill  (S.  2299). 
For  years  I  have  been  sympathetic  to  the  no- 
tion of  patients  paying  reasonable  prices  for 
drugs.  I  have  also  been  unconvinced  by  the 
arguments  of  the  pharmaceutical  industry 
that  generic  drugs  are  often  defective  in 
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quality.  It  can  thus  be  said  that  I  am  sym- 
pathetic to  some  of  your  interests  and  goals. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  recent  years  it  has 
become  increasingly  apparent  that  the  medi- 
cal and  scientific  communities  are  in  no  po- 
sition to  speak  from  actual  evidence  on  the 
problem  of  therapeutic  equivalency  of  chem- 
icals alleged  to  be  identical.  For  example, 
research  in  our  own  group  and  in  other 
groups  has  shown  quite  celarly  that  certain 
aspects  of  pharmaceutical  formulation  which 
even  the  larger  industrial  firms  have  taken 
for  granted  for  years  are  not  at  all  clear-cut, 
and  may  have  exceedingly  important  impli- 
cations in  regard  to  the  treatment  of  pa- 
tients. 

I  suspect  that  if  proper  examination  is 
made  of  this  problem,  we  will  find  ourselves 
completely  revising  the  requirements  for  ade- 
quacy of  manufacturing  techniques.  The 
United  States  Pharmacopoeia  standards  are 
outdated,  in  my  opinion,  and  the  American 
public  will  not  be  protected  in  its  search  for 
effectively  manufactured  drugs  until  we  re- 
vise these  criteria.  These  considerations  ap- 
ply to  large  firms  as  well  as  small. 

In  view  of  the  above,  I  think  it  premature 
to  attempt  to  pass  legislation  along  the  lines 
of  your  Bill.  The  creation  of  a  restrictive 
formulary  is  at  best  a  difficult  problem.  In 
our  own  institutions,  we  are  just  beginning 
to  do  this,  and  find  great  problems  to  be 
overcome.  Within  our  institution,  however,  it 
is  at  least  possible  to  be  flexible  in  regard  to 
the  application  of  the  formulary  and  accom- 
modate the  requirements  of  patients  and  of 
doctors  when  these  requirements  are  not  met 
by  the  formulary.  Such  accommodation  would 
be  impossible  at  the  national  level,  in  view  of 
the  element  of  times  and  red  tape  involved. 

While  I  am  not  an  economist,  I  believe  that 
attention  should  also  be  paid  to  the  problems 
involved  in  assessing  "fair  price"  for  com- 
pounds that  are  thought  to  be  identical  in 
biologic  impact,  and  also  to  the  actual  sav- 
ings that  may  or  may  not  be  involved  for  the 
American  public  if  regulations  of  the  type 
envisaged  were  to  be  passed.  I  would  not  be 
surprised  if  it  would  be  more  expensive  to 
audit  every  prescription  than  to  pay  it  out  as 
indicated. 

Sincerely, 

Louis  Lasagna,  M.D. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  letter  reads,  in 
part : 

I  should  like  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  your  bill  (S.  2299)  — 

Which  is,  for  all  intents  and  purposes, 
the  same  bill  that  is  before  us  today — 

For  years  I  have  been  sympathetic  to  the 
notion  of  patients  paying  reasonable  prices 
for  drugs.  I  have  also  been  unconvinced  by 
the  arguments  of  the  pharmaceutical  in- 
dustry that  generic  drugs  are  often  defec- 
tive in  quality.  It  can  thus  be  said  that  I 
am  sympathetic  to  some  of  your  interests 
and  goals. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  recent  years  it  has 
become  increasingly  apparent  that  the  med- 
ical and  scientific  communities  are  in  no 
position  to  speak  from  actual  evidence  on 
the  problem  of  therapeutic  equivalency  of 
chemicals  alleged  to  be  identical.  For  ex- 
ample, research  in  our  own  group  and  in 
other  groups  has  shown  quite  clearly  that 
certain  aspects  of  pharmaceutical  formula- 
tion which  even  the  larger  industrial  firms 
have  taken  for  granted  for  years  are  not  at 
all  clear-cut,  and  may  have  exceedingly  im- 
portant implications  in  regard  to  the  treat- 
ment of  patients. 

***** 

While  I  am  not  an  economist,  I  believe 
that  attention  should  also  be  paid  to  the 
problems  involved  in  assessing  "fair  price" 
for  compounds  that  are  thought  to  be  iden- 
tical in  biologic  impact,  and  also  to  the  ac- 
tual savings  that  may  or  may  not  be  in- 
volved for  the  American  public  if  regula- 


tions of  the  type  envisaged  were  to  be  passed. 
I  would  not  be  surprised  if  it  would  be  more 
expensive  to  audit  every  prescription  than 
to  pay  it  out  as  indicated. 

Those  are  the  words  of  the  expert  of 
the  Kefauver  committee. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  If  the  Senator  will  get 
time  from  the  other  side.  I  have  only  a 
little  time  left. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  1 
minute  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Will  the  Senator  ex- 
plain why  it  is  that  we  can  have  several 
formulary  committees,  such  as  in  the 
city  of  Los  Angeles  and  New  York,  and 
in  dozens  of  distinguished  hospitals  in 
the  State  of  Indiana,  using  generic  and 
trade  name  drugs  that  are  of  high  qua- 
lity, but  that  a  formulary  committee  of 
the  Federal  Government  could  not  do  the 
same  thing? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  am  in  no  position  to 
say  why.  On  page  397  of  the  hearings  the 
formulary  proposition  is  discussed.  The 
Department  says  it  is  not  prepared  to 
answer  that  question.  I  am  no  expert. 
The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  has  all  the  experts.  They 
say  they  are  not  ready  to  answer. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  Mr.  Gardner,  urged  us  very 
definitely  on  this.  He  said,  in  his  own 
words,  in  making  his  report  upon  the 
question  of  the  formulary  and  the  entire 
study,  that  he  would  be  extremely  reluc- 
tant at  this  time  to  go  ahead  and  ask 
for  the  consideration  of  a  measure  of 
this  kind. 

Dr.  Goddard  said  he  would  be  ex- 
tremely reluctant  to  take  any  step  in  this 
direction  prior  to  the  task  study  and 
report. 

I  admire  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
for  his  diligence  and  tenacity  in  fighting 
for  his  measure,  because  he  is  an  ex- 
tremely capable  individual.  I  know  the 
impression  has  been  left  that  something 
is  going  to  happen.  Nothing  is  going  to 
happen  before  July  1,  1970.  In  fact,  the 
formulary  committee  would  be  estab- 
lished 12  months  after  the  study  re- 
quired in  the  bill  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  May  I  have  1  additional 
minute? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  1  additional  min- 
ute to  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  We  should  be  patient 
and  accept  the  proposition  that  men  of 
good  will  are  trying  to  provide  low-cost 
drugs  for  elderly  people,  and  not  take 
this  action  on  an  emotional  binge  be- 
cause of  some  idea  that  aspirin  is  aspirin. 
Very  probably,  everybody  agrees  on  that. 
But  this  is  not  true  of  other  drugs.  The 
Senator  speaks  of  the  high  price  of  drugs 
when  he  proposes  the  formulary  commit- 
tee. He  may  be  right,  but  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
says  he  is  not  right.  I  did  not  write  the 
report.  It  would  have  the  duty  of  evalu- 
ating every  prescription  drug  used, 
numbering  more  than  5,000,  and  would 
have  to  exclude  drugs  it  considers  un- 
necessary, and  the  magnitude  of  the  task 
should  not  be  underestimated. 


All  I  am  saying  is,  for  goodness'  sake 
and  for  the  sake  of  the  elderly  people, 
let  us  try  a  procedure  which  is  tried  and 
true.  Let  us  have  the  Department  which 
is  going  to  administer  the  program  pro- 
pose a  recommendation.  Then  we  will 
have  18  months  under  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  to  accomplish  what  he 
wants  to  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  is  left  on  both  sides? 

Tire  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  has  1  minute  re- 
maining. The  opposition  has  6  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  think  the 
opposition  should  use  some  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  op- 
ponents have  6  minutes;  the  proponents 
have  1  minute. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  the  pro- 
ponents reserve  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
will  observe  that  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska is  not  a  proponent;  he  is  an  op- 
ponent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  such  time  as  I  have  left  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon- 
toya]  . 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  said  that  the  Long  amendment  is 
similar  to  the  Montoya  amendment 
which  was  acted  on  the  other  day.  It  is 
not.  The  Montoya  amendment  was  di- 
rected to  prescription  drugs  for  old-age 
recipients  across  the  board.  The  Long 
amendment  is  directed  only  at  prescrip- 
tion drugs  which  are  designed  for  recipi- 
ents of  public  assistance.  There  is  a  dif- 
ference. 

I  might  say  that  the  American  Phar- 
maceutical Association,  in  convention  at 
Las  Vegas,  adopted  the  principle  of  the 
formulary  and  the  formulary  system  ap- 
plying to  the  Veterans'  Administration 
and  Government  hospitals  all  across  the 
expanse  of  this  land.  Eighty  percent  of 
the  hospitals  in  America  resort  to  the 
formulary  system  which  the  amendment 
would  authorize  in  the  bill  before  us. 

I  say  it  is  about  time  that  we  woke  up 
to  our  responsibility  from  the  stupor  that 
the  drug  industry  has  imposed  upon  us 
and  enact  the  Long  amendment,  so  we 
can  save  the  taxpayers  of  this  country 
and  the  States  some  money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  ? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  would  just  like  to  say 
that  this  matter  needs  study.  I  have  no 
desire  to  use  additional  time.  If  no  Sena- 
tor wishes  to  speak,  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  my  time. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  a  motion  to  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded  back. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  table  the  amendment,  and  I  yield  back 
my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 
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The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  table  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey  (when 
his  name  was  called) .  Mr.  President,  on 
this  vote  vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If 
he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  "yea."  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  "nay."  Therefore,  I  with- 
hold my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  HOLLLNGS  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative).  Mr.  President,  on 
this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Mondale].  If  he  were  present  and  vot- 
ing, he  would  vote  "nay."  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  "yea." 
Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  DirksenL  If  he  were  present 
and  voting,  he  would  vote  "yea."  If  I 
were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"nay."  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale], 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Talmadge],  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  "yea." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Sen- 
itor  from  Massachusetts  would  vote 
"nay." 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  37, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

[No.  339  Leg.] 
TEAS — 37 


Allott 

Fannin 

Miller 

iviuiii  uncy 

Bartlett 

Harris 

Morton 

Bayh 

Hartke 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Bible 

Hickenlooper 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Spong 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Lausche 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Ervin 

McCiellan 

NATS — 11 

Aiken 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Anderson 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Brewster 

Javits 

Pell 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Case 

Long,  La. 

Ribicoff 

Church 

Magnuson 

Russell 

Clark 

McGovern 

Smathers 

Ellender 

Mclntyre 

Smith 

Fulbright 

Metcalf 

Symington 

Gore 

Montoya 

Ty  dings 

Gruening 

Morse 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

Hill 

Muskie 

NOT  VOTING— 

22 

Brooke 

Hayden 

Murphy 

Cannon 

Holland 

Scott 

Carlson 

HoUings 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Tower 

Dodd 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fong 

Mondale 

Hansen 

Mundt 

So  Mr.  Hartke's  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  On  this  question,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  a  point  of 
order.  There  are  more  non-Senators  in 
the  Chamber  than  there  are  regular 
Sens,  tors 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  is  well  taken.  The  Sergeant  at 
Arms  is  instructed  to  clear  the  floor  of 
all  unauthorized  attaches  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  who  do  not  have  business 
relating  to  this  amendment. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  is  instructed 
to  ask  the  attaches  not  involved  in  the 
pending  amendment  to  withdraw  from 
the  floor. 

The  rollcall  will  not  be  resumed  until 
this  is  done. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  Presiding  Officer  order  all 
attaches  who  are  standing  to  get  out 
of  the  aisle  and  to  leave  the  Chamber. 
They  are  not  needed  here  by  any  Sen- 
ators obviously.  They  are  here  because  of 
curiosity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser- 
geant at  Arms  is  instructed  to  clear  the 
Chamber  of  all  unauthorized  personnel. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest that  both  sides  be  cleared,  even  of 
some  of  the  authorized  personnel,  or  I 
will  ask  that  the  Senate  go  into  recess 
until  it  is  done. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  point 
is  well  taken. 


Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  state  it. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  a  rollcall  in  progress? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  rollcall 
is  in  progress. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  We  cannot  hear. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
rules  that  Senators  are  unable  to  hear 
the  rollcall  because  of  the  noise.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  clear  the  Chamber. 

The  clerk  will  resume  the  rollcall. 

The  assistant  legislative  derk  resumed 
the  rollcall. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey  (when 
his  name  was  called) .  On  this  vote  I 
have  a  pair  with  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If  he  were  pres- 
ent and  voting,  he  would  vote  "nay."  If 
I  were  permitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"yea."  Therefore,  I  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative).  On  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen].  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  "nay."  If  I  were  permitted 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  "yea."  Therefore, 
I  withdraw  my  vote. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  resumed 
and  concluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale], 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge] are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present 
and  voting  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale]  would  each 
vote  "yea." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy] 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  "nay." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Brooke]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  would  vote  "yea"  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  43, 
nays  37,  as  follows: 
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YEAS — 43 

Aiken 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Anderson 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Bartlett 

Javits 

Pell 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Proxmire 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Magnuson 

Russell 

Church 

McCarthy 

Smathers 

Clark 

McGovern 

Smith 

Fulbright 

Mclntyre 

Symington 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Tydings 

Gruening 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

Hayden 

Moss 

Hin 

Muskie 

NAYS— 37 

Allott 

Fannin 

Miller 

Baker 

Griffin 

Monroney 

Bayh 

Harris 

Morton 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Pearson 

Bible 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Boggs 

Hickenlooper 

Prouty 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hollings 

Spong 

Cotton 

Hruska 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Jordan,  N.C. 

i  11  Ul  lllL'HU 

Dominick 

Jordan, Idaho 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Kuchel 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Eilender 

Lausche 

Ervin 

McClellan 

NOT  VOTING— 

20 

Brooke 

Hansen 

Murphy 

Cannon 

Holland 

Scott 

Carlson 

Long,  Mo. 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

McGee 

Tower 

Dodd 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fong 

Mundt 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Long  of 
Louisiana  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
3  minutes  of  the  time  controlled  by  the 
minority,  on  the  bill,  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  propound  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  state  it. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  should  like  to  inquire 
under  what  rule  or  under  whose  juris- 
diction the  determination  is  made  as  to 
exhibits  displayed  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  when  the  Senate  is  in  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
no  rule  with  respect  to  this  matter.  A 
Senator  who  wishes  to  display  exhibits 
during  the  course  of  a  presentation  and 
debate  on  a  bill  generally  takes  up  this 
matter  with  the  Sergeant  at  Aims,  to  de- 
termine whether  the  space  is  available. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  suggest,  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Senate,  that  a  rule  might  well 
be  considered.  I  have  no  particular  per- 
sonal objections  to  the  exhibit  today,  but 
in  the  well  of  the  Senate  there  has  been 
a  caricature — a  cartoon — -which  was 
taken  away  very  quickly  while  I  was  pro- 
pounding my  parliamentary  inquiry.  I 
have  never  seen  an  exhibit  of  that  nature 
in  the  well  before.  Another  one  is  at  the 
rear  of  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  accus- 
tomed to  having  charts,  graphs,  maps, 
and  other  material  displayed.  Such  ma- 
terial is  usually  kept  in  the  rear  of  the 
Senate  Chamber.  Sometimes  it  is  brought 
down  to  the  well  to  Illustrate  facts  and 


alleged  facts  in  arguments  on  various 
questions.  It  is  often  useful  in  our  de- 
bates. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  think  that  it  is 
something  entirely  different  to  bring  to 
the  well  of  the  Senate  a  caricature — a 
mockery — of  any  group  or  any  individ- 
ual. I  do  not  believe  that  any  Senator  is 
so  weak  that  he  would  be  prejudiced  or 
affected  by  such  a  presentation.  I  doubt 
that  any  Senator  would  derive  any  aid 
from  such  exhibits  in  analyzing  questions 
before  him.  However,  as  my  mind  goes 
back  I  can  think  of  cartoons  I  have  seen 
in  newspapers  that  should  hardly  be 
brought  in  here  if,  say,  we  were  debating 
a  military  appropriations  bill.  I  think 
that  there  would  be  a  good  deal  of  pro- 
test if  one  of  these  cartoons  showing  a 
general  in  an  ill-fitting  uniform,  carry- 
ing a  sword,  and  representing  jingoism, 
was,  Mr.  President,  displayed  in  the  well 
of  the  Senate,  or  even  in  the  back  of  the 
Chamber. 

Certainly  there  would  be  objection  if, 
in  connection  with  some  question  involv- 
ing law  and  order  or  civil  rights,  an  edi- 
torial cartoon  of  a  rioter — colored  or 
white — was  displayed  in  the  well  of  the 
Senate.  And  it  would  be  a  proper  objec- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
mention  this  matter  during  the  debate 
because  I  did  not  want  to  delay  the  mat- 
ter at  the  time  we  were  discussing  the 
amendment.  However,  in  the  well  of  the 
Chamber  there  was  a  cartoon  or  carica- 
ture which  I  assume  represented  a 
bloated  drug  industry  perpetrating  high 
prices  on  innocent  victims. 

I  am  not  objecting  in  this  instance, 
and  I  am  not  making  an  issue  of  it.  But 
I  want  to  emphasize,  Mr.  President,  that 
this  practice  is  not  in  keeping  with  the 
dignity  of  the  Senate. 

As  I  have  said,  such  a  practice  will  not 
affect  Senators'  votes.  But  these  carica- 
tures are  seen  from  the  galleries.  They 
are  part  of  the  picture  of  the  Senate  the 
public  received. 

I  would  respectfully  suggest  that  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration 
consider  either  suggesting  a  rule  govern- 
ing such  displays,  or  the  designating  an 
officer  of  the  Senate  to  exercise  judgment 
in  admitting  them  because  I  hope  never 
again  to  see  this  type  of  caricature  dis- 
played on  the  floor  of  the  Senate — in  the 
well  of  the  Senate  Chamber. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  1  minute  on  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  been  in  the  Senate  for  19 
years  now  and  I  have  never  seen  any 
Senator  inhibited  from  holding  up  any 
chart  he  wants,  any  cartoon  he  wants, 
or  displaying  them  in  any  way  he 
wants  in  the  Chamber.  If  there  is  any 


impropriety  in  what  a  Senator  does, 
certainly  any  other  Senator  has  the 
right  to  call  him  to  order. 

In  some  of  the  most  historical  de- 
bates I  can  remember  here  both  sides 
have  brought  in  charts  to  illustrate 
points  they  wished  to  make.  I  might 
mention  that  charts  cannot  be  printed 
in  the  Congressional  Record. 

It  has  never  occurred  to  me  that 
anyone  would  object  to  someone  bring- 
ing in  a  cartoon  illustrating  his  argu- 
ment, even  though  it  is  humorous.  I 
have  never  found  anything  vicious 
about  the  cartoons. 

Mr.  Presidem,  the  cartoon  I  had  in 
mind  I  requested  to  have  made  and  it 
showed  a  bottle  of  drugs  with  two  dif- 
ferent names  on  it,  which  all  came  out 
of  the  same  bottle,  to  illustrate  the 
point  I  had  in  mind.  It  never  occurred 
to  me  that  it  would  offend  the  sensibil- 
ities of  anybody. 

From  time  to  time  I  have  seen  Sen- 
ators become  quite  critical  of  one 
another. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  1  additional 
minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  was  not  a  Senator  in  the 
cartoon.  It  was  a  cartoon  which  I  saw, 
and  I  found  it  amusing  and  I  asked 
that  it  be  reproduced.  I  liked  it  and  I 
thought  it  was  amusing. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  had  no 
idea  of  reflecting  on  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  in  any  manner 
whatsoever.  I  am  sure  that  his  motives 
and  his  purposes  were  without  question. 
I  assure  him  that  I  am  not  saying  this 
with  any  cheek,  prejudice,  or  anger.  But 
I  do  think  that  any  representation,  caric- 
ature, or  cartoon  that  reflects  on  any 
citizen,  or  any  group  of  citizens,  or  on 
any  legitimate  business  in  this  country, 
is — to  put  it  mildly — somewhat  out  of 
place  when  exhibited  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  That  is  only  my  opinion. 

All  I  am  suggesting  is  that  the  matter 
should  be  considered  by  an  appropriate 
committee  and  that  perhaps  some  rule 
should  be  laid  down. 

I  repeat  to  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  that  we  seem  to  be  fated  to 
disagree  on  some  issues,  but  no  personal 
reflection  on  him  is  intended. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

I  would  be  happy  to  have  the  commit- 
tee consider  any  rule  that  it  would  like 
to  consider.  I  will  abide  by  it  if  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  and  Administration  sees 
fit  and  imposes  a  new  rule.  We  will  abide 
by  it. 

It  has  been  my  experience  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  especially  in  connec- 
tion with  tariff  matters,  that  if  one 
wishes  to  discuss  a  change  of  classifica- 
tion, or  something  of  that  nature,  if 
Senators  were  shown  something,  I  have 
found  out  that  they  are  much  better 
satisfied  and  know  better  what  they  are 
doing  when  they  vote  on  these  things. 
I  am  a  great  believer  in  charts  and  visual 
evidence  to  illustrate  a  particular  point. 
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Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  wish  to  refer  to  another 
matter. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  1  min- 
ute to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  three  times 
today  Senators  have  felt  it  necessary  to 
make  a  point  of  order  that  unauthorized 
people  were  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
and  twice  that  was  done  by  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the 
fact  that  to  improve  decorum  and  to  im- 
prove the  ability  of  Senators  to  hear  the 
debate,  the  Chair  had  to  insist  that  per- 
haps 100  people  standing  around  the 
Chamber,  who  were  not  intending  to  be 
impolite,  but  who  were  whispering  to- 
gether and  talking  and  giving  aid,  must 
leave  the  Chamber. 

I  hope  the  leadership  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  will  in  the  caucuses  of  their 
respective  parties  beginning  next  year 
take  up  this  matter,  not  only  to  facilitate 
their  removal,  but  to  prevent  their  en- 
trance into  the  Chamber  unless  they  are 
authorized  and  must  be  here. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator.  In  line  with  that  suggestion  I 
wish  to  point  out  that  the  technical  staff 
is  needed  to  provide  details  and  facts  on 
the  bill,  such  as  this  bill,  and  we  have  to 
have  consent  to  have  them  here  so  that 
they  would  be  permitted  to  be  here.  I 
understand  the  Senator's  view.  He  does 
not  want  a  lot  of  assistants  who  are  mere 
spectators  in  the  Chamber,  crowding  up 
the  Chamber  when  it  is  time  to  vote. 

I  had  the  misfortune,  when  the  Cham- 
ber was  cleared,  to  have  need  of  a  letter 
which  was  in  the  possession  of  one  of  the 
technical  assistants.  The  letter  was  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  in 
it  he  had  approved  of  the  amendment 
that  we  agreed  to.  I  could  not  find  the 
letter  because  the  staff  assistant  had  it 
and  he  had  been  cleared  from  the  Cham- 
ber. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  ask  that 
immediately  after  the  vote  there  be 
printed  in  the- Record  this  letter,  which 
is  dated  November  20,  1967,  signed  by 
Mr.  Gardner,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  in  which  it  is 
stated  that  the  Department  approved  of 
the  proposal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Secretary  of  Health, 

Education,  ant  Welfare, 
Washington,  November  20, 1967. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  request  for  our  views  on  your  pro- 
posed amendment  to  H.R.  12080  relating  to 
drugs  which  would  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment in  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  of  a  Drug  Formulary  Com- 
mittee, the  development  of-  a  drug  formulary, 
the  establishment  of  acquisition  costs  and 
professional  fees  for  drugs,  anad  the  im- 
provement of  drug  quality  controls. 

The  Finanace  Committee  added  to  the 
House  bill  a  provision  requiring  a  study  and 
report  to  the  Congress  by  January  1,  1969, 
of  the  above  issues  plus  the  question  of  the 
coverage  of  drugs  under  Title  XVIII  of  the 
Social   Security   Act.   The   Department  of 


Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  such  a 
study  now  under  way,  and  supports  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Committee  Amendment. 

The  drug  proposal  which  you  have  pre- 
pared would  have  an  effective  date  of  July  1, 
1970,  18  months  after  completion  of  the 
study  required  by  the  Committee  provision. 
While  we  agree  in  principle  with  the  objec- 
tives of  this  proposal,  and  while  the  amend- 
ment incorporates  all  the  technical  sug- 
gestions we  have  made,  we  do  not  believe 
that  we  have  enough  information  at  this 
time  upon  which  to  make  satisfactory  judge- 
ments about  many  of  the  aspects  of  its  ad- 
ministrative feasibility,  the  costs  involved 
or  its  effects  on  the  several  professional 
groups  involved. 

The  successful  implementation  of  the  pro- 
posal could  only  be  achieved  by  adequate 
staffing  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion and  the  Formulary  Committee.  Ade- 
quate appropriations  by  the  Congress  would 
be  essential.  Moreover,  the  full  cooperation 
of  the  various  professional  groups  would  be 
essential. 

Recognizing  these  problems  we  would  not 
object  to  the  inclusion  of  the  proposal  in 
the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  with  the  de- 
layed effective  date  proposed,  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  further  amendments  may 
prove  to  be  desirable  in  Conference  and  the 
report  of  the  study  may  well  require  changes 
in  your  proposal  before  the  provisions  be- 
come effective. 

Sincerely, 

J.  W.  Gardner. 

Secretary. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  from  the  time  control- 
led by  the  minority  for  two  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
make  the  following  unanimous  consent 
request  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke]. 

Early  last  week  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke]  asked  and 
received  consent  to  have  the  name  of 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  listed  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  120, 
to  create  a  special  Commission  on  Trade 
and  Tariffs. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
that  order  be  vacated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
remainder  of  the  time  available  to  me, 
while  the  Senator  from  Vermont  is  in 
the  Chamber,  and  the  manager  of  the 
bill,  the  leader,  and  others,  I  would  ask 
them  and  other  Senators  to  consider 
agreeing  to  a  one-half  hour  time  limita- 
tion. 

unanimous-consent  agreement 
Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  debate  on 
further  amendments  be  limited  to  one- 
half  hour,  with  the  time  to  be  equally 
divided,  15  minutes  to  each  side. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object — and  I  shall  ob- 
ject— I  wish  to  assure  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  I  do  not 
intend  to  take  very  much  time,  but  I  just 
wish  to  reserve  that  right. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Would  the 
Senator  let  us  make  this  agreement  and 
I  will  yield  him  time  on  the  bill — as  much 
as  he  will  need.  I  think  that  we  will  be 
able  to  work  this  out  satisfactory. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  So  will  the  acting  mi- 
nority leader  be  glad  to  yield  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  With  that 
understanding  made,  I  renew  the  request 
thit  debate  on  further  amendments  be 
limited  to  one-half  hour,  with  15  minutes 
on  each  side. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Rule,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  it  the 
intent  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to 
abandon  the  previous  ruling  wherein  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
would  be  given  2  hours  on  his  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  believe  that 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  offered  the 
amendment  he  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  the  Record  to  show  that  I  cleared 
this  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  earlier;  but  so  that  there  will 
be  no  misunderstanding,  I  would  be  glad 
to  have  the  unanimous-consent  request 
now  before  the  Senate  include  an  excep- 
tion in  the  case  of  the  Senator  from 
D  ( '  1  i  wsirc 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  or  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  would  allow  me  3 
minutes  on  the  bill,  in  order  to  ask  a 
question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  would  be  honored  to 
do  that  for  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  us  get 
this  agreement  first. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes;  of  course. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the  act- 
ing minority  leader  is  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington  for  3 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  appreciate  that 
very  much. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  or  any  other  committee  mem- 
bers now  in  the  Chamber,  to  refer  to 
page  30  of  the  report,  dealing  with  a 
committee  amendment  which  clarifies 
the  status  of  truck  loaders  and  un- 
loaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  will  suspend. 
The  Senate  will  please  come  to  order. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  deals  also  with 
certain  commercial  fishermen  by  fixing 
rules  under  which  the  truck  or  the  own- 
ers of  a  vessel  will  be  treated  as  their 
employer  for  employment  tax  purposes. 
It  also  provides  rules  for  treating  other 
persons,  and  so  forth. 

Could  someone  clarify  this  amend- 
ment? I  am  speaking  only  about  fisher- 
men now.  Just  what  does  that  mean? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  question 
as  to  whether  fishermen  are  employees 
or  independent  contractors  for  social  se- 
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curity  tax  purposes  is  in  dispute.  The 
committee  seeks  to  resolve  it  by  holding 
that  fishermen  are  to  be  classified  as  em- 
ployees. This  means  that  generally  the 
boatowner  will  be  classified  as  the  em- 
ployer and  pay  half  of  the  tax  and  as  a 
result  that  the  fishermen  will  have  less 
social  security  tax  to  pay.  If  a  fisherman 
were  treated  as  self-employed,  he  would 
pay  6.4  percent.  Under  the  bill,  as  an 
employee,  he  is  to  pay  4.4  percent,  and 
this  is  to  be  matched  by  4.4  percent  paid 
by  the  person  classified  as  the  employer. 
Prom  the  employee's  standpoint  if  he  is 
treated  as  self-employed,  his  tax  would 
be  higher. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Approximately  6 
percent? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes;  6.4  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  problem  that 
arises  with  many  of  us  who  supply  the 
fishermen  all  over  is  that  many  of  them 
go  out  under  a  share  basis.  They  are  all, 
therefore,  jointly  involved.  They  get  a 
certain  percentage  of  the  catch.  Who 
would  be  considered  an  employer  and 
the  employee  in  that  case? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  boat- 
owner  is  to  be  considered  the  employer 
in  most  cases;  that  is,  unless  he  does  not 
share  in  the  catch  and  the  person  leas- 
ing the  boat  does.  In  this  latter  case  the 
leasee  is  to  be  considered  the  employer. 
Generally,  however,  the  boatowner  is  to 
be  the  employer. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Even  on  a  share 
basis? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  cannot  find  any 
testimony  on  it.  What  was  the  reason  for 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Treasury 
asked  for  it  in  both  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate. It  wanted  to  clear  up  the  matter.  If 
the  Senator  does  not  agree  with  this,  and 
has  some  change  to  suggest,  I  hope  he 
will  let  me  know  about  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  trying  to  clar- 
ify this  only,  because  as  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  knows  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  House 
does  not  have  anything  about  this  in  its 
bill.  , 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  probably  knows  that  there 
have  been  several  court  cases  in  this  mat- 
ter, some  of  them  coming  out  of  Louisi- 
ana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes  and  some 
in  Texas,  Florida,  and  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  One  circuit  court 
ruled  one  way,  that  they  were  not  em- 
ployees, and  I  believe  it  was  the  fifth  cir- 
cuit— was  it? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  fifth  cir- 
cuit, yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  fifth  circuit 
said  they  were  to  be  treated  as  share- 
holders, as  individisal  employers.  We 
know  that  the  purpose  of  the  amend- 
ment now  is  to  treat  fishermen  as  em- 
ployees for  employment  tax  purposes; 
is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  cor- 
rect— for  social  security  and  income  tax 
withholding  purposes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  And  the  owners  of 
the  boat,  whether  it  be  the  skipper  or  the 
company,  would  then  be  considered  the 
employer  and  both  would  contribute  to 
social  security. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Generally, 
that  is  correct.  We  think  this  treatment 
would  be  better  for  the  employee.  How- 
ever, if  the  Senator  after  studying  this 
question  has  something  new  to  offer  on 
it,  if  he  will  advise  me,  we  will  discuss  it 
in  conference. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  appreciate  that 
very  much.  This  came  up  most  unex- 
pectedly. It  was  difficult  to  understand 
it,  in  view  of  the  court  cases.  Ifc  is  a  prob- 
lem that  we  have  had  in  this  field  for 
some  time. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me  1 
minute? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  1  min- 
ute to  the  Senator  from  Washington. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Following  up  the  col- 
loquy with  my  able  senior  colleague,  I 
take  it  that  where  the  skipper  operates 
his  own  vessel,  and  he  is  alone,  of  course, 
he  is  treated  as  self-employed,  like  any- 
one else,  and  he  would  pay  the  full  tax; 
but  if  he  brings  in  someone,  even  on  a 
share  basis,  then  the  one  who  is  brought 
in,  or  more  than  one,  would  become  em- 
ployees of  the  skipper  or  the  owner  of  the 
ship;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  cor- 
rect. That  would  be  it,  yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  very  much. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  I  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  399, 
line  1,  section  306  is  renumbered  section 
307  and  a  new  section  306  is  inserted 
prior  thereto  as  follows: 

Sec.  306.  Section  231(d)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1965  (P.L.  89-97)  is. 
amended  by  striking  out  the  word  "two"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "three". 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965 
established  a  Joint  Commission  on  Men- 
tal Health  of  Children.  The  Commission 
was  established  with  the  expectation 
that  it  would  submit  a  report  which 
would  capture  the  imagination  and  sup- 
port of  a  concerned  public — that  would 
come  up  with  comprehensive  and  solid 
recommendations  for  a  national  attack 
on  this  serious  problem  area,  as  did  the 
earlier  report  of  the  Joint  Commission 
on  Mental  Illness  and  Health. 

Dr.  Reginald  S.  Lourie,  President  of 
the  Joint  Commission,  reports  that  ex- 
tremely valuable  data  is  now  beginning 
to  come  in.  Outstanding  groups  and 
specialists  have  been  obtained  to  com- 
prise the  task  forces.  However,  initial 
staffing  problems  and  organizational 
difficulties  beyond  the  control  of  the 
Commission  got  them  off  to  a  slow  start. 
The  Commission  does  expect  to  submit 
a  report  and  basic  recommendations  on 
June  30,  1968,  in  accordance  with  its 
legislative  mandate.  However,  in  view  of 
the  work  now  being  done,  this  should 
be  considered  an  interim  report  and  the 
final  date  for  the  Commission's  final  re- 
port should  be  extended  by  1  year  to 
June  30,  1969. 


This  1-year  extension  would  allow  at 
least  6  more  months  beyond  the  present 
limit  for  the  data-collection  phase  of  the 
Commission's  work.  It  would  then  have 
time  for  the  careful  study  and  evalua- 
tion study  of  the  data  and  the  formula- 
tion of  recommendations  and  consulta- 
tion with  a  broad  range  of  experienced 
persons.  Finally,  the  extension  would 
allow  the  time  needed  for  the  editorial 
preparation  of  the  final  report. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  committee 
would  support  the  objectives  of  this 
amendment  and  that  the  chairman 
would  be  willing  to  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  know  of  no 
objection  to  the  amendment,  and  I  would 
be  very  happy  to  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back  on  the  amend- 
ment. The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  another  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  162, 
lines  19  through  22,  strike  out  the 
comma  following  "them"  and  all  that 
follows  through  line  22,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  a  period. 

On  page  163,  line  7,  insert  after  "re- 
spect to",  "(A)  the  detection  of  eye  dis- 
eases or  (B)". 

On  page  163,  line  8  insert  after  "1861 
(r)  (1) ) "  a  comma. 

On  page  163,  lines  9  and  10,  strike  out 
"diagnosis  or". 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  clarifies  an  amendment  per- 
taining to  optometrists  which  I  offered 
in  committee  and  which  was  adopted  by 
the  committee.  The  amendment,  drafted 
and  supported  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  clarifies 
the  existing  language  in  the  bill  to  re- 
flect the  fact  that  optometrists  do  not 
treat  eye  diseases  and  that  the  detection 
of  eye  diseases  is  not  a  covered  service 
under  medicare. 

Mr.  President,  since  this  clarifying 
amendment  has  the  support  of  both 
the  Department  and  the  optometrists. 
I  hope  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee  would  see  fit  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  the  amendment  would  be  in 
conference. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  The  amendment 
would  be  in  conference;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  With  that  un- 
derstanding, I  would  agree  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
my  time. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Connecticut. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment,  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated.  It  is  being  offered  on  behalf 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  and  myself. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  by  the  clerk. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  an  appropriate  place,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"UTILIZATION  OF  CARE  AND  SERVICES  FURNISHED 
UNDER  TITLE  XTS 

"Sec.  234d.  Effective  April  1,  1968,  section 
1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this 
Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

"(a)  striMng  out  the  period  at  the  end 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following 
';  and';  and 

"(b)  inserting  after  paragraph  (28)  (added 
to  the  Social  Security  Act  by  section  234c  of 
this  Act)  the  following  paragraph: 

"'(29)  provide  such  methods  and  pro- 
cedures relating  to  the  utilization  of,  and 
the  payment  for,  care  and  services  available 
under  the  plan  as  may  be  necessary  to  safe- 
guard against  unnecessary  utilization  of  such 
care  and  services'." 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  provides  that  effective  April 
1,  1968,  the  medicaid  program  in  title 
XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  will  re- 
quire States  to  establish  methods  and 
procedures  relating  to  the  utilization  of 
medical  services  and  to  safeguard  against 
unnecessary  utilization. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  assure 
that  unnecessary  services  are  eliminated. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  allega- 
tions that  unnecessary  services  are  be- 
ing provided  and  that  some  charges  have 
been  made  which  are  exorbitant.  The 
amendment  I  have  proposed  will  give 
the  States  the  explicit  responsibility  of 
instituting  the  necessary  methods  and 
procedures  to  prevent  these  undesirable 
practices.  Among  the  steps  which  they 
could  take  would  be  periodic  review  of 
utilization  and  charges  of  specific  pro- 
viders of  service,  in  comparison  with 
other  providers,  establishment  of  State 
and  local  committees  to  review  experi- 
ence and  practices,  provision  for  appeal 
by  interested  persons  of  any  alleged  un- 
necessary services  to  special  committees, 
public  reports  on  experience,  and  estab- 
lishment of  special  professional  and  con- 
sumer committees. 

I  have  discussed  this  amendment  with 
the  manager  of  the  bill,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee.  It  was  some- 
thing that  was  discussed  in  committee. 
I  would  hope  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  would  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  amendment  amends  an  amend- 
ment which  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  offered  to  the  bill  and  which 
the  committee  agreed  to.  It  is  to  make 


sure  there  will  be  no  abuse  of  the  direct 
billing  procedure  under  the  bill.  It  ap- 
plies to  a  great  many  people  in  Louisi- 
ana. I  do  not  think  this  amendment 
interferes  with  the  pur-pose  of  that 
amendment,  and  I  am  therefore  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment. 

I  yield  back  my  time  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  yield  back  my  time 
on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  428 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  428. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  reading  of  the  amendment 
be  dispensed  with.  I  will  make  a  brief 
explanation  of  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  428)  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  38,  immediately  after  line  25, 
insert  the  following: 

"CHILD  OVER  AGE  18  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  IN  CARE 
OF  MOTHER  LF  CHILD  IS  FULL-TIME  STUDENT 
LN  ELEMENTARY  OR  SECONDARY  SCHOOL 

"Sec  111.  (a)  Section  202(s)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  before  the  period  the  follow- 
ing: ',  or  unless  such  child  is  a  full-time  stu- 
dent (for  purposes  of  subsection  (d)  )  in  an 
elementary   or  secondary  school'. 

"(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  be  applicable  with  respect  to 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  beginning  with  the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted;  but  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  who  was  not  entitled  to  a  month- 
ly insurance  benefit  under  section  202  of 
such  Act  for  the  first  month  following  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  only  on 
the  basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted." 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  correct  a  long  over- 
looked inequity  in  the  social  security 
laws,  and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

It  would  provide  for  the  continuation 
of  a  widow's  benefits  if  her  child  were 
a  full-time  student  in  a  secondary  school. 

Presently,  the  surviving  wife  of  a  de- 
ceased worker  is  entitled  to  receive  a 
mother's  benefit,  provided  she  has  in  her 
care  a  child  of  the  deceased  worker  who 
is  under  age  18  or  who  was  disabled  be- 
fore reaching  that  age.  The  mother's 
payment  is  equal  to  75  percent  of  the  de- 
ceased worker's  full  rate  of  social  secur- 
ity benefit,  This  benefit  terminates  when 
the  mother  becomes  entitled  to  widow's 
insurance  benefits  at  age  60,  or  when  the 
deceased  worker's  child  attains  age  18, 
unless,  of  course,  the  child  is  disabled. 

It  may  occur  that  a  child  who  is  in 
high  school  and  reaches  age  18  before 
he  completes  his  high  school  education 
may  very  well  have  to  leave  school  in 
order  to  support  his  mother  whose  bene- 
fits cease  on  his  18th  birthday.  Thus,  the 
child  is  unable  to  complete  his  education, 
particularly  where  the  mother  cannot 
find  any  suitable  work  to  provide  for  her 


son  and  herself  with  the  necessities  of 
life. 

This  amendment  would  eliminate  this 
inequity  and  remove  the  penalty  present- 
ly imposed  upon  a  mother  and  her  son 
or  daughter  who  wishes  to  complete  his 
or  her  education,  but  finds  it  financially 
impossible  to  do  so.  This  amendment 
would  permit  the  mother  to  continue  to 
receive  the  social  security  benefit  after 
her  child  reaches  age  18,  provided  that 
her  son  or  daughter  is  a  full-time  student 
in  high  school. 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  accept  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  can  understand  the 
equities  of  the  Senator's  amendment.  I 
would  like  to  ask  a  question,  at  least  for 
legislative  history.  Suppose  someone  con- 
tinues high  school  ^definitely.  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  Senator  to  perpetuate 
these  benefits? 

Mr.  NELSON.  The  Senator  makes  a 
good  point.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  my 
amendment  to  continue  benefits  indefi- 
nite^. Under  present  law  there  is  an 
automatic  cutoff  at  age  22,  anyway.  The 
student  has  to  be  in  high  schoool.  Some 
students  finish  high  school  at  16,  some  at 
17,  some  at  18,  some  at  19,  some  at  19*2. 
The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  as- 
sure that  the  widow  will  receive  benefits 
that  a  widow  is  entitled  to  so  long  as  the 
child  continues  in  high  school. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  the  Senator's  in- 
tention that  the  child  must  be  in  high 
school  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the 
regular  course,  making  progress  toward 
graduation? 

Mr.  NELSON.  That  is  correct.  He  has 
to  be  a  full-time  student  in  high  school. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, assuming  that  the  amendment  goes 
no  further  than  the  Senator  has  de- 
scribed, I  think  it  would  be  meritorious. 
If  it  goes  beyond  that,  we  can  place 
protective  language  in  it  in  conference. 
Therefore,  I  shall  not  oppose  the  amend- 
ment. I  think  it  has  merit,  I  am  willing 
to  take  it  to  conference. 

I  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  yield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  shielded 
back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident. I  send  to  the  desk  and  call  up  for 
consideration  a  package  of  amendments 
which  I  discussed  this  morning  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  and, 
during  the  course  of  the  day,  with  the 
staff  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ments be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  con- 
sidered en  bloc.  The  clerk  will  state  the 
amendments. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  waive 
the  reading  of  the  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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The  amendments  are  as  follows : 

On  page  239,  strike  out  line  15  and  insert 
the  following: 

"plan;  and 

except  that,  in  the  case  of  a  dependent  child 
who  has  been  deprived  of  parental  support 
or  care  by  reason  of  the  continued  absence 
from  the  home  of  a  parent  and  such  parent 
is  making  contributions  pursuant  to  an  order 
of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  such 
child,  a  relative  (specified  in  section  406(a) 
(1)),  or  any  other  individual  (living  in  the 
same  home  as  such  relative  and  child)  whose 
needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  such 
determination,  the  State  agency  shall,  in  dis- 
regarding earned  income  under  subparagraph 
(A) ,  consider — 

"(E)  (for  purposes  of  clause  (ii)  of  such 
subparagraph  (A) )  such  contribtuions  for 
any  month  as  earned  income  with  respect  to 
such  month  (but  not  for  purposes  of  sub- 
paragraph (C) ) ;  and 

"(F)  (for  purposes  of  clause  (i  )of  such 
subparagraph  (A)  )  the  first  $50  of  such  con- 
tributions for  any  month  plus  one-half  of 
the  remainder  of  such  contribution  for  such 
month  as  earned  income  with  respect  to 
such  month;". 

On  page  350,  insert  between  lines  2  and  3 
the  following: 

"differences  in  standards  with  respect  to 
income  eligibility  under  title  xix 

"Sec.  234d.  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section 
1902(a)  (17)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by — 

"(a)  striking  out  '(17)'  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  '(17(A) '; 

"(b)  redesignating  clauses  (A),  (B),  (C), 
and  (D)  as  clauses  (i),  (ii),  (iii),  and  (iv), 
respectively; 

"(c)  striking  out  ';  and  provide'  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  ',  and  (B)  provide'; 

"(d)  striking  out  'income  by'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  'income  (i)  by';  and 

"(e)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the 
semicolon  the  following:  ',  and  (ii)  by  es- 
tablishing, in  accordance  with  standards 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  differences  in 
income  levels  (but  only  in  the  case  of  appli- 
cants or  recipients  of  assistance  under  the 
plan  who  are  not  receiving  aid  or  assistance 
under  the  State's  plan  approved  under  title 
I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV)  which 
take  into  account  the  variations  in  shelter 
costs  as  between  such  costs  in  urban  areas 
and  such  costs  in  rural  areas'." 

On  page  275,  on  lines  16  through  18,  strike 
out  "and  whose  presence  in  the  home  is  nec- 
essary and  in  the  best  interest  of  such  chil- 
dren, or"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ",  or". 

On  page  225,  line  19,  insert  immediately 
after  "individual"  the  following:  ",  in  order 
to  assist  such  relative,  child,  and  individual 
to  attain  or  retain  capability  for  self-support 
and  care  and  in  order  to  maintain  and 
strengthen  family  life  and  to  foster  child 
development". 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  these  amendments  accom- 
plish a  number  of  different  purposes. 
Two  of  them  are  portions  of  my  amend- 
ment No.  465  which  I  will  call  up  in 
modified  form  for  consideration  later 
this  afternoon. 

A  third  is  my  amendment  No.  411  re- 
lating to  medicaid,  and  the  fourth  relates 
to  another  aspect  of  the  public  welfare 
provisions  of  the  bill. 

First,  the  pending  amendment  would 
clarify  what  I  am  told  was  the  commit- 
tee's intent  in  any  event  with  regard 
to  the  obligation  of  mothers  of  preschool 
children  to  work.  Tbe  bill  as  reported  by 
the  committee.  In  discussing  mothers  of 
preschool  children,  exempts  only  "a 
mother  who  is  actually  caring  for  one  or 


more  children  of  preschool  age  and  whose 
presence  in  the  home  is  necessary  and 
in  the  best  interest  of  such  children." 

The  amendment  would  remove  the 
language  which  implies  that  even  if  she 
is  actually  caring  for  preschool  children, 
an  additonal  finding  would  have  to  be 
made.  Thus,  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
is  to  insure  that  any  mother  who  is  ac- 
tually caring  for  preschool  children  is 
exempted  from  participation  in  the 
work-incentive  program. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  may  say  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  York  that  it 
was  the  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska 
who  offered  the  amendment  in  commit- 
tee. I  have  no  objection  to  deleting  that 
language.  It  was  my  intention^  and  I  did 
not  so  observe  until  after  the  drafting 
was  completed,  that  there  be  relieved 
from  compulsory  work  training  any 
mother,  or  as  modified  on  the  Senate 
floor,  any  person  taking  the  place  of  the 
mother,  in  a  home  where  there  were 
one  or  more  children  of  preschool  age, 
provided  that  person  had  been  caring 
for  the  children. 

May  I  ask  what  other  amendments  are 
included  en  bloc? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  am 
going  through  them  right  now. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  was  the  number 
of  this  one? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  is  im- 
printed. It  is  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  the  Senator  will  yield  on  my 
time  and  I  yield  myself  1  minute  for  this 
purpose — so  long  as  the  legislative  his- 
tory shows  that  the  purpose  here  is  that 
so  long  as  a  mother  is  actually  caring 
for  a  child,  she  is  not  expected  to  work 
when  she  has  children  of  preschool  age, 
I  believe  there  is  really  no  problem  in- 
volved. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  That  is 
the  intent. 

Second,  the  amendment  clarifies  the 
purpose  of  the  family  and  child  welfare 
services  referred  to  by  reference  in  the 
new  clause  (14)  of  section  402(a).  The 
amendment  clarifies  that  the  primary 
purposes  of  these  services  are  what  the 
purposes  of  welfare  assistance  have  al- 
ways been :  maintaining  and  strengthen- 
ing family  life,  fostering  child  develop- 
ment, and  assuring  the  welfare  of  the 
children  involved. 

The  effectiveness  of  any  social  serv- 
ices and  counseling  offered  to  parents 
of  dependent  children — whether  with  re- 
spect to  employment,  day  care,  child 
support,  child  welfare,  family  planning, 
or  any  other  social  objective — depends 
on  the  confidence  of  those  assisted  by 
such  services  that  the  welfare  of  their 
children  is  the  prime  consideration.  In- 
deed, the  effectiveness  of  the  work  in- 
centive program  created  by  the  bill — the 
chance  it  has  of  achieving  its  purpose  of 
getting  individuals  into  meaningful  em- 
ployment— depends  on  the  confidence  of 
the  mother  and  the  family  in  the  accept- 
ability and  effectiveness  of  the  services 
offered. 

All  of  these — family  counseling,  child 
welfare,  day  care,  family  planning,  and 


employment  counseling — depend  on  the 
clear  understanding  of  the  mother  and 
the  welfare  worker  that  their  primary 
purpose  is  the  welfare  of  the  children 
concerned.  Every  national  organization 
concerned  with  these  services — the  Child 
Welfare  League  of  America,  the  National 
Committee  for  the  Day  Care  of  Chil- 
dren, the  Family  Service  Association  of 
America,  Planned  Parenthood,  the  major 
Protestant,  Catholic,  and  Jewish  welfare 
organizations,  the  American  Public  Wel- 
fare Association  and  about  30  others — 
have  strongly  stressed  this  point. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment,  then, 
is  to  stress  further,  if  further  stress  be 
needed,  that  the  primary  purpose  of 
what  we  are  doing  here  on  the  Senate 
floor  is  the  welfare  of  the  child  and  his 
family. 

Third,  the  amendment  contains  a  pro- 
vision which  is  complementary  to  the 
earnings  incentive  contained  elsewhere 
in  the  bill.  It  provides  that  when  a  father 
pays  support  to  his  family  pursuant  to 
a  court  order,  the  first  $50  of  that  pay- 
ment each  month  and  half  of  the  rest  of 
It  are  not  to  be  counted  in  determining 
the  resources  of  the  family  and  the  con- 
sequent size  of  the  welfare  payment  to 
the  family.  I  believe  this  amendment  is 
fair  and  equitable  and  would  bring 
greater  income  to  the  family  when  the 
father  is  found  since  the  support  pay- 
ment would  not  reduce  the  welfare  pay- 
ment dollar  for  dollar  as  it  does  under 
the  present  welfare  law. 

Fourth,  the  amendment  contains  what 
was  previously  my  amendment  No.  411 
introduced  on  October  19.  This  amend- 
ment would  require  States  as  part  of 
their  State  plans  under  medicaid  to  es- 
tablish income  eligibility  variations 
based  on  differences  in  shelter  costs  as 
between  urban  and  rural  areas  within 
the  State. 

This  amendment  is  particularly  help- 
ful where  the  costs  of  medicaid  have  been 
a  great  burden  on  rural  counties.  The 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  equity:  to 
even  out  the  impact  of  medicaid  around 
States  which  have  both  urban  and  rural 
areas  where  there  are  variations  in  the 
cost  of  living.  Under  the  amendment  we 
might  expect  States  that  have  developed 
liberal  programs  which  have  been  help- 
ful in  cities  but  burdensome  in  rural 
localities  to  lower  the  eligibility  levels  in 
the  rural  areas. 

I  am  advised  by  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Under  Secretary 
Wilbur  Cohen  that  the  Administration 
has  no  objection  to  this  amendment.  The 
amendment  is  cosponsored  by  my  col- 
league from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  and 
six  other  Senators. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  briefly  at  that  point? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
emphasize  to  the  Senate  the  importance 
of  this  amendment,  in  view  of  fairness 
as  to  what  is  being  done  in  the  medicaid 
program  as  brought  in  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

Very  strict  limits  are  being  placed  -on 
the  income  limitation  in  terms  of  Fed- 
eral participation.  We  fought  a  battle 
concerning  the  problems  of  those  who 
are  not  cash  welfare  recipients  being 
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eligible,  even  to  the  extent  of  25 -percent 
matching.  More  than  half  of  those  were 
under  medicaid  in  New  York,  as  it  is  a 
very  big  State,  and  there  are  very  mate- 
rial differences,  especially  in  shelter 
costs — Senator  Kennedy's  approach  was 
shelter  costs;  mine  had  been  the  general 
cost  of  living,  and  on  inquiry,  I  found 
that  his  was  superior,  so  I  joined  with 
him  and  adopted  his — in  fairly  reflecting 
the  real  differences  that  should  or  should 
not  make  people  eligible  for  medicaid, 
depending  on  different  brackets  of  in- 
come in  different  parts  of  the  State. 

As  we  are  going  to  absorb  a  burden, 
now,  that  looks  like  $100  million  more 
for  New  York,  because  of  this  bill,  this  is 
one  way  in  which  we  can  be  materially 
helped,  and  in  which  many  people  can  be 
helped.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  sym- 
pathetically consider  the  amendment, 
and  that  it  will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  yield  to  me  at  this 
time  if  I  yield  myself  time  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  can  give  the  Senator  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  did  not  wish  to  consume 
the  time  allotted  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

In  reference  to  this  part  of  the  Sena- 
tor's amendment,  I  was  looking  through 
the  printed  amendments  at  the  time 
unanimous  consent  was  granted  to  con- 
sider these  amendments  en  bloc.  Some 
of  them  are  unrelated  to  others,  and  for 
that  reason,  I  felt  it  necessary,  for  clari- 
fication, to  interrupt  the  Senator  at  this 
time. 

In  reference  to  medicaid,  what  the 
Senator  is  proposing  is  more  flexibility 
within  the  bill? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  the  Senator's  inten- 
tion to  increase  the  amount  of  money 
that  would  go  into  a  State,  over  and  be- 
yond what  the  formula  in  the  bill  pro- 
vides? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  would 
love  to  be  able  to  do  that,  I  might  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  but  the 
amendment  is  not  designed  to  accom- 
plish that. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  That  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  is  not 
the  intention  of  the  amendment  to  ac- 
complish that. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the 
amendment,  in  providing  flexibility  with- 
in the  State,  that  it  will,  for  a  partic- 
ular family,  increase  the  maximum 
amount  of  income  eligibility  in  order  to 
grant  this  aid,  over  and  above  what 
would  work  out  under  the  bill? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  No,  it  is 
not.  It  is  just  the  basic  fact  that  circum- 
stances differ  in  different  areas.  For  ex- 
ample, in  a  rural  area,  a  family  with  a 
$5,000  income  who  live  there  have  an 
entirely  different  kind  of  problem  than 
a  family  with  a  $5,000  income  living  in 
an  urban  center. 

Studies  have  shown  that  shelter  costs 
are  the  most  significant  variable  in  the 
cost  of  living  as  between  urban  and  rural 
areas.  The  cost  of  rent  and  home  pur- 
chase in  rural  areas  is  far  less  than  in 
the  cities.  An  income  of  $5,000  a  year 


therefore  buys  far  more  in  rural  areas 
than  it  does  in  the  city.  As  a  result,  there 
is  no  real  need  that  eligibility  levels  for 
medicaid  be  as  high  in  rural  areas  as 
they  are  in  the  large  cities,  and  this 
amendment  would  require  the  States  to 
take  variations  in  shelter  costs  into  ac- 
count when  they  determine  eligibility 
levels.  Officials  at  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  assisted 
in  the  drafting  of  this  amendment,  and 
indicated  that  it  is  feasible  and  work- 
able. 

This  amendment  would  alleviate  what 
has  become  a  near-crisis  situation  in 
some  States.  In  some  of  our  rural  coun- 
ties in  New  York,  75  to  80  percent  of  the 
population  is  eligible  for  medicaid  under 
the  income  eligibility  levels  which  the 
States  established.  In  these  counties, 
welfare  costs  have  skyrocketed  over  the 
past  18  months.  Increases  of  50  per- 
cent and  60  percent  in  the  cost  of  wel- 
fare are  common,  and  90  percent  or  more 
of  the  increases  are  due  to  the  cost  of 
medicaid,  almost  bankrupting  some 
counties.  Under  this  amendment,  the 
State  would  objectively  determine  dif- 
ferences in  shelter  costs  around  the 
State,  and  would  accordingly  establish 
differences  in  eligibility  levels.  This  is 
an  effort,  and  I  think  a  reasonable,  re- 
sponsible effort,  to  try  to  cut  down  the 
cost. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  a  fair  statement 
that  the  flexibility  the  Senator  seeks 
would  in  no  way  change  the  maximum 
limits  set  forth  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me?  I  yield  myself  1 
minute.  I  do  not  wish  to  intrude  on  the 
Senator's  time. 

I  point  out  to  the  Senate  that  this 
amendment  is  exactly  like  what  the  Sen- 
ate is  doing  in  allowing  the  flexibility 
feature  to  stay  on.  This  is  directed  to- 
ward the  same  end,  and  it  will  be  within 
the  framework  allowed  by  the  Senate 
bill,  within  which  flexibility  within  the 
States  is  provided. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  might 
say  the  result  would  be  decreases  of  as 
much  as  20  percent  in  eligibility  levels 
in  some  of  the  counties  which  are  the 
hardest  pressed  at  the  present  time.  A 
further  result  would  be  that  medicaid 
would  come  closer  to  being  a  program 
which  in  fact  serves  only  those  who 
need  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  is  a  sen- 
sible amendment.  It  will  be  of  great  help 
in  those  States  where  there  are  signifi- 
cant variations  in  the  cost  of  living  as 
between  urban  and  rural  areas. 

I  have  discussed  all  these  amendments 
with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  I 
understand  that  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana is  willing  to  accept  them. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

I  am  well  aware  of  everything  in  the 
amendment,  and  how  to  apply  it,  except 
with  respect  to  the  shelter  cost  aspect  of 
the  amendment  which  the  Senator  has 
offered.  The  experts  in  the  Department 
tell  me  that  it  does  not  involve  any  sub- 
stantial cost  as  far  as  the^program  is 


concerned,  and  would  help  to  administer 
the  program  more  equitably.  As  such, 
I  do  not  oppose  it.  I  think  that  probably 
we  in  Louisiana  would  not  use  it,  but  if 
New  York  wants  to  use  it,  that  would 
be  all  right  with  me. 

Having  had  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
these  matters,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  I  more  or  less  reached  a  meet- 
ing of  the  minds,  with  some  give  and 
take,  as  to  what  parts  of  these  amend- 
ments we  felt  would  be  appropriate;  and 
I  believe,  in  the  spirit  of  compromise, 
this  should  pretty  well  resolve  our  dif- 
ferences on  these  issues,  and  I  would  be 
willing  to  vote  on  it  or  take  it  to  con- 
ference. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

These  are  matters  which  deeply  con- 
cern Senator  Kennedy  and  me,  and  our 
State.  This  is  an  item  which  particularly 
interests  us.  I  join  in  thanking  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  for  his  consideration 
and  understanding  of  the  problems 
which  have  been  raised,  and  which  he  is 
helping  us  solve  in  a  way  which,  I  can 
assure  him',  is  completely  in  keeping  with 
the  spirit  of  his  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re- 
maining time  having  been  yielded  back, 
the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  state  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  reads  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

"EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF 
CERTAIN  RETIREMENT,  ETC.,  PAYMENTS  UNDER 
EMPLOYER   ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

"Sec.  508.  (a)  Section  3121  (a)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (definition  of 
wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  'or'  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (11),  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  or',  and  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"  '(13)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  made  or  begins — 

"'(A)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  dis- 
ability of  the  employee,  and 

"'(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the 
employer  wThich  makes  provision  for  his  em- 
ployees generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or 
clase  of  employees  and  their  dependents).' 
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"(b)  Section  3308(b)  of  such  Code  (defini- 
tion of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
'or'  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8) ,  by  striking 
out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  or',  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"  '(10)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  made  or  begins — 

"  '(A)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disa- 
bility of  the  employee,  and 

"  '(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  em- 
ployer which  makes  provision  for  his  em- 
ployees generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class 
or  classes  of  employees  and  their  depend- 
ents) .' 

"(c)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  'or'  at  the  end  of  subsection  (k),  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
section (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '; 
or',  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (1)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"  '(m)  Any  payment  or  series  of  payments 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  made  or  begins — 

"  '(1)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disa- 
bility of  the  employee,  and 

"'(2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the 
employer  which  makes  provision  for  his  em- 
ployees generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class 
or  classes  of  employees  and  their  de- 
pendents) .* 

"(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  with  respect  to  remunera- 
tion paid  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act." 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  adds  a  new  paragraph  to 
section  3121(a)  and  section  3306(b)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  and  a  new 
subsection  to  section  209  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  which  define  the  term 
".wages"  for  employment  tax  and  social 
security  purposes.  This  amendment 
makes  it  clear  that  the  term  "wages"  for 
those  purposes  does  not  include  any  pay- 
ment or  series  of  payments  by  an  em- 
ployer to  an  employee  or  his  dependents 
which  is  made  or  begins  upon  the  em- 
ployee's retirement,  death,  or  disability, 
and  is  made  under  any  plan  established 
by  '"he  employer,  regardless  of  whether 
or  not  the  plan  provides  for  other  pay- 
ments at  other  times  or  for  other 
purposes. 

For  example,  an  employer  may  estab- 
lish an  incentive  compensation  plan  for 
his  employees  generally  or  for  a  class 
of  his  employees  providing  for  the  pay- 
ment of  deferred  compensation  on 
termination  of  employment,  including 
termination  upon  an  employee's  retire- 
ment, death,  or  disability.  Payments 
under  such  a  plan  which  are  made  or 
begin  upon  an  employee's  retirement, 
death,  or  disability  or  within  a  reason- 
able time  thereafter — rather  than  on 
termination  of  employment  for  any  other 
reason — will  be  excluded  from  the  term 
"wages"  whether  made  in  a  lump  sum  or 
in  installments.  However,  a  payment 
which  would  have  been  made  or  begun 
at  the  same  time  even  if  the  employee 
had  not  retired,  died,  or  become  dis- 
abled will  not  be  excluded  from  the  term 
"wages." 

It  would  appear  that  the  tax  law  al- 
ready takes  care  of  the  situation  to  which 
this  amendment  is  directed.  Three  times 
the  law  excludes  from  wages  for  employ- 


ment tax  purposes,  payments  made  for 
retirement  and  twice  there  are  exclu- 
sions for  payments  made  for  disability. 
Nevertheless,  the  Internal  Revenue  Serv- 
ice has  decided  that  a  certain  type  of 
payment  meant  to  be  received  at  retire- 
ment or  for  disability  or  at  death  is 
includible  as  "wages"  and  subject  to  em- 
ployment taxes.  Therefore,  to  prevent 
such  an  interpretation  by  the  Service 
in  the  future  and  to  express  congres- 
sional intent  on  how  these  payments 
should  have  been  treated  all  along,  it 
appears  that  we  must  add  another  pro- 
vision to  the  law  to  make  it  plain  that 
the  type  of  payment  which  the  Service 
is  challenging  is  not  to  be  considered 
"wages"  and,  therefore,  is  not  to  be  sub- 
ject to  employment  taxes — the  social  se- 
curity tax  and  the  unemployment  tax.  I 
urge  the  distinguished  floor  manager  and 
committee  chairman  to  take  this  amend- 
ment. I  think  it  has  merit  and  deserves 
the  support  of  the  Senate. 

I  am  sure  that  the  committee  chair- 
man understands  the  amendment.  I  think 
he  agrees  with  me  that  it  has  merit  and 
deserves  the  support  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  seeks,  I  believe,  to  resolve 
that  controversy  in  a  way  that  he  thinks 
is  appropriate. 

Ordinarily  I  would  urge  the  Senator  to 
wait  until  we  conduct  hearings  on  it  and 
study  the  matter  and  then  bring  it  in  as 
part  of  a  bill,  after  we  had  studied  the 
matter  in  depth.  However,  I  think  the 
revenue  cost  is  negligible  since  it  involves 
the  employment  tax  which  goes  into  a 
trust  fund  rather  than  the  income  tax 
which  is  used  for  financing  the  costs  of 
Government. 

Inasmuch  as  the  pending  bill  is  the 
only  social  security  bill  we  are  likely  to 
pass  between  now  and  the  time  Congress 
adjourns,  and  this  is  an  amendment  to 
resolve  a  hiatus  in  the  social  security  tax 
law,  I  would  not  object  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

I  think  it  is  something  we  could  well 
discuss  in  conference  and  see  if  we  can 
resolve  it  one  way  or  the  other. 

At  that  time  we  will  have  experts  from 
the  Treasury  testify  as  to  their  side  of  the 
argument,  and  we  can  also  ask  questions 
concerning  the  Senator's  side  of  the  argu- 
ment. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    NO.  439 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  439  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  proceed- 
ed to  state  the  amendment. 


Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the  amend- 
ment will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  407,  beginning  with  line  7,  strike 
out  all  through  line  20,  on  page  411,  and  in 
lieu  thereof  insert  the  following: 

"DEDUCTION  OP  EXPENSES  FOR  MEDICAL  CARE  OF 
INDIVIDUALS   WHO    HAVE   ATTAINED   AGE  65 

"Sec.  501.  (a)  Section  213(a)  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  allow- 
ance of  deduction  for  medical,  dental,  etc., 
expenses)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"'(a)  Allowance  of  Deduction. — 

"'(1)  In  general. — There  shall  be  allowed 
as  a  deduction  the  following  amounts,  not 
compensated  for  by  insurance  or  otherwise — ■ 

"  '(A)  the  amount  by  which  the  amount  of 
the  expenses  paid  during  the  taxable  year 
(reduced  by  any  amount  deductible  under 
subparagraph  (B)  )  for  medical  care  of  the 
taxpayer,  his  spouse,  and  dependents  (as  de- 
fined in  section  152)  exceeds  3  percent  of  the 
adjusted  gross  income,  and 

"'(B)  an  amount  (not  in  excess  of  $150) 
equal  to  one-half  of  the  expenses  paid  dur- 
ing the  taxable  year  for  insurance  which 
constitutes  medical  care  for  the  taxpayer,  his 
spouse,  and  dependents. 

For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  amounts 
paid  for  the  medical  care  of  an  individual 
with  respect  to  whom  paragraph  (2)  applies 
for  the  taxable  year  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account. 

"'(2)  Individuals  who  have  attained  age 
65. — There  shall  be  allowed  as  a  deduction 
the  amount  of  the  expenses,  not  compen- 
sated for  by  insurance  or  otherwise,  paid  dur- 
ing the  taxable  year  for  the  medical  care 
of— 

"  '(A)  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse,  if  either 
of  them  has  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the 
close  of  the  taxable  year,  and 

"'(B)  a  dependent  who  (i)  is  the  mother 
or  father  of  the  taxpayer  or  his  spouse  and 
(ii)  has  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the 
close  of  the  taxable  year.' 

"(b)  Section  213(b)  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  limitation  with  respect  to  medicine  and 
drugs)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  'The 
preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to 
amounts  paid  for  the  care  of — 

"  '(1)  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse,  if  either 
of  them  has  attained  the  age  of  65  before 
the  close  of  the  taxable  year,  or 

"'(2)  any  dependent  described  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  (2)  (B) .' 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1966." 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
offering  the  amendment  on  my  own  be- 
half and  also  on  behalf  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty],  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  and  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton]. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  first  day  of  this 
Congress  that  bills  were  introduced,  I 
introduced  S.  177,  to  restore  to  indi- 
viduals who  have  attained  the  age  of  65 
the  right  to  deduct  all  expenses  for  their 
medical  care.  Later,  when  the  social  se- 
curity bill  had  come  to  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee from  the  House  and  when  I  was 
necessarily  absent,  the  junior  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  was  kind  enough  to 
submit  S.  177  in  my  behalf  as  an  amend- 
ment, No.  278,  to  H.R.  12080. 
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In  my  absence,  the  committee  delib- 
erated the  amendment  in  its  executive 
sessions  on  the  social  security  bill,  for 
which  I  am  much  appreciative,  and 
adopted  it  but  with  an  important  and,  I 
believe,  crippling  modification.  The  com- 
mittee amended  the  social  security  bill 
to  permit  an  mdividual  65  or  over  to  de- 
duct from  taxable  income  all  expenses  of 
medical  care,  including  medicines  and 
drugs,  but  only  if  that  individual  chose 
to  give  up  forever  his  rights  to  benefits 
under  medicare. 

Forcing  an  elderly  person  to  relinquish 
his  rights  to  all  future  medicare  benefits 
in  return  for  his  being  able  to  deduct  all 
of  his  medical  costs  is  really  to  give  most 
elderly  persons  no  choice  at  all.  Most  per- 
sons 65  and  over  cannot  afford  prema- 
turely and  summarily  to  give  up  claim 
to  all  future  medicare  benefits  and  thus 
they  will  not  become  eligible  to  get  the 
full  tax  deduction.  As  a  mattor  of  fact,  it 
will  probably  be  only  a  very  rich  person 
with  enormous  medical  costs  who  will 
dare  to  waive  medicare.  The  moderate- 
and  low-income  taxpayer  cannot  risk 
giving  up  his  medicare  potential  for  the 
relief  afforded  by  the  uiilimited  deduc- 
tion. 

Therefore,  I  am  now  proposing  that  the 
committee's  provision  giving  the  full  tax 
deduction  to  the  elderly  only  on  occasion 
of  a  waiver  of  medicare  be  deleted  and  in 
its  place  my  amendment  439  be  inserted. 

My  amendment  439,  again  submitted 
by  the  generous  junior  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  is  the  same  as  the  propos- 
als I  offered  earlier  this  year  to  restore 
the  full  income  tax  deduction  of  medical 
and  drug  expenses  for  individuals  age  65 
and  over.  It  has  no  condition  that  the 
aged  individual  must  waive  his  medicare 
benefits.  The  difference  between  the  com- 
mittee provision  and  my  amendment  is 
that,  under  the  committee  proposal,  the 
person  65  or  over  gets  either  a  full  tax 
deduction  for  his  medical  and  drug  bills 
or  medicare,  and,  under  my  amendment, 
that  same  person  gets  both — the  full  tax 
deduction  and  medicare. 

Let  me  recount  briefly  the  legislative 
history  of  this  proposal.  Up  to  1965,  the 
tax  law  had  recognized  the  more  serious 
medical  expense  problem  that  faces  most 
f  ged  people.  While  all  other  taxpayers 
were  allowed  a  deduction  of  only  those 
expenses  of  medical  care  which  exceeded 
3  percent  of  adjusted  gross  incomes;  and 
in  computing  that  amount  only  medicine 
and  drag  bills  in  excess  of  1  percent  of 
adjusted  gross  income  could  be  included, 
for  taxpayers  65  and  over  and  depend- 
ents 65  and  over  of  a  taxpayer  or  the 
taxpayer's  spouse,  all  medical  care  ex- 
penses were  deductible  without  the  3- 
and  1-percent  floors. 

However,  the  1965  Social  Security 
Amendments  changed  this  and  made  ef- 
fective beginning  in  1967  the  same  lim- 
ited deduction  for  persons  65  and  over  as 
had  existed  for  persons  under  65.  The 
Senate  felt  that  the  unlimited  deduction 
for  older  people  should  not  be  tampered 
with,  but  the  House  was  adamant  that 
the  tax  deduction  for  medical  care  of 
65-year-olds-and-over  should  be  the 
same  as  that  for  younger  people;  that  is, 
only  for  expenses  over  and  above  the  3- 
and  1-percent  levels.  The  reasoning 
which  prevailed  was  that  the  medicare 


legislation  being  enacted  at  that  time 
would  provide  older  people  with  enough 
medical  care  benefits  that  they  need  not 
also  have  the  unlimited  tax  deduction. 

The  Senate  once  again  tried  to  reverse 
that  unfortunate  decision  by  adopting 
my  amendment  to  the  Foreign  Investors 
Tax  Act  late  last  year.  Again,  the  House 
attitude  against  the  unlimited  medical 
deduction  for  the  elderly  prevailed  in 
conference.  This  time,  however,  the 
House's  opposition  was  premised  on  the 
ground  that  the  proposal  should  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  an  overall  social  secu- 
rity bill  this  year.  Thus,  the  3-  and  1- 
percent  floors  became  effective  for  the 
old  folks  on  January  1  of  this  year. 

This  means  that  with  the  mailing  of 
the  Federal  income  tax  returns  around 
the  first  of  next  year  which  must  be  re- 
turned by  April  15,  1968,  many  of  our 
aged  population  will  learn  for  the  first 
time  that  they  can  no  longer  deduct  all 
of  the  medical  and  drug  bills  they  have 
paid  and  that  they  can  deduct  only  a 
portion  of  their  1967  medical  and  drug 
expenses.  That  is  when  the  chickens 
will  come  home  to  roost — that  is  when 
we  in  Congress  will  be  deluged  by  great 
swarms  of  mail  from  indignant  senior 
citizens  all  over  the  land  protesting  the 
taking  away  of  a  longstanding  benefit 
which  for  many  years  was  the  prime 
weapon  of  many  old  folks  in  their  fight 
against  poverty. 

The  argument  that  medicare  would 
take  care  of  the  medical  costs  of  our 
older  population  and  therefore  make  the 
unlimited  medical  deduction  unnecessary 
was  untrue  from  the  beginning.  Medicare 
is  a  limited  benefit  which  has  not  been 
greatly  expanded  by  the  bill  before  us 
today.  There  are  many  medical  expenses 
not  covered  by  medicare  even  for  those 
who  are  under  its  protection.  There  are, 
of  course,  a  number  of  elderly  people  who 
will  not  come  under  medicare.  For  most 
of  these  people,  the  unlimited  tax  deduc- 
tion of  medical  expenses  is  a  necessity. 
Especially  is  this  true  for  the  elderly  who 
undergo  long-term  illnesses.  Medicare 
can  soon  be  exhausted  by  such  illnesses, 
yet  the  expenses  of  these  illnesses  go 
on.  What  a  relief  it  would  be  to  those 
incurring  these  illnesses  to  know  that 
they  can  deduct  without  limitation  the 
large  medical  bills  they  receive. 

The  Treasury  Department  has  opposed 
my  proposal  from  the  beginning.  As  is 
usual  with  the  Treasury  when  it  opposes 
something,  it  has  spawned  staggering 
statistics  to  show  the  great  cost  of  the 
full  medical  deduction  for  the  elderly  and 
the  disproportionate  share  of  that  cost 
which  would  benefit  higher  income  tax- 
payers. Treasury  Department  revenue 
estimates  in  the  past  have  been  known  to 
be  way  off  the  mark,  particularly  on  a 
proposal  that  the  Department  opposed.  I 
am  confident  that  that  is  the  case  here. 
Of  couse,  the  Treasury  figures  can  also 
be  used  against  the  Department's  posi- 
tion. If  my  amendment  would  cost  the 
Government  the  $210  million  in  1967 
that  Treasury  says  it  would,  it  means 
that  persons  65  and  over  would  be  pay- 
ing that  much  and  more  in  medical  bills 
without  any  help  from  medicare.  In 
other  words,  one  cannot  say  that  medi- 
care is  taking  care  of  all  of  the  medical 
expenses  of  the  elderly  and  at  the  same 


time,  say  that  the  unlimited  medical  de- 
duction which  is  only  applicable  to  bills 
not  paid  for  by  medicare,  is  going  to 
cost  the  Government  $210  million  in  lost 
tax  revenues. 

It  does  not  matter  to  me  which  part 
of  the  Treasury  argument  is  fallacious. 
All  that  I  care  about  is  making  sure  that 
our  aged  population  get  the  best  and 
most  comprehensive  medical  treatment 
at  the  lowest  cost.  That  to  me  means  that 
medicare's  benefits  must  be  supple- 
mented by  full  deductibility  of  medical 
and  drug  expenses  of  our  older  Ameri- 
cans. My  amendment  will  do  that  and 
make  it  effective  for  1967  so  that  my  col- 
leagues will  be  saved  from  the  incendiary 
mail  they  otherwise  will  get  next  year.  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  remain  consistent 
on  this  matter  and  vote  to  our  aged  their 
full  medical  care  tax  deduction  without 
qualification  and  then  I  hope  the  Senate 
conferees  will  insist  on  their  position  in 
conference  with  the  House. 

Mr.  President,  to  summarize  as  briefly 
as  I  know  how,  what  we  seek  to  do  here 
is  not  to  take  anything  away  from  the 
ederly  citizens  of  this  country  who 
actually  believe  that  the  medicare  bill 
was  calculated  and  passed  to  be  of  addi- 
tional benefit  to  them. 

Before  we  adopted  the  medicare  bill, 
we  had  a  provision  in  the  law  that  the 
elderly  citizen  over  65  could  deduct  all 
of  his  medical  and  drug  expenses. 

When  we  passed  the  medicare  bill,  the 
House  put  into  it  a  provision  which  pro- 
vided that  from  1967  on,  because  medi- 
care was  supposed  to  cover  all  their 
medical  expenses  and  their  medical 
needs  the  elderly  would  lose  the  right  to 
deduct  the  amount  of  money  they  had 
paid  for  medical  expenses,  drugs,  medi- 
cine, and  so  forth  to  the  extent  they 
do  not  exceed  the  3-percent  floor.  The 
Senate,  however,  did  not  go  along  with 
that  provision,  and  the  Senate  adopted 
an  amendment  offered  by  me  and  other 
Senators  at  that  point,  which  was  the 
same  as  the  pending  amendment. 

However,  at  the  conference  between 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  the  House  was 
adamant  and  would  not  accept  the 
Senate  position.  So  the  law  now  pro- 
vides that  beginning  in  January  of  1967, 
people  65  years  of  age  and  older  are  not 
to  be  able  to  deduct  the  entire  cost  of 
their  medical  expenses,  drugs,  medicines, 
and  other  items  in  connection  with  their 
health.  They  could  only  deduct  that 
portion  which  exceeds  3  percent  of  their 
adjusted  gross  income  for  medical  serv- 
ices and  1  percent  for  drugs. 

The  old  people  of  the  country  at  this 
point  do  not  know  that  this  is  what  we 
have  done,  but  they  are  beginning  to 
understand  it;  and  when  they  receive 
their  tax  bills  and  have  to  pay  their  tax 
starting  in  January  of  1968,  Congress 
will  receive  an  avalanche  of  mail  pro- 
testing what  Congress  has  done — not 
necessarily  what  the  Senate  has  done, 
but  what  Congress  has  done,  because  the 
Senate  had  to  give  way  to  the  intransi- 
gency  of  the  House.  The  Finance  Com- 
mittee in  this  bill  partially  corrects  the 
problem.  It  makes  the  unlimited  medical 
expense  deduction  available  to  those  age 
65  or  over,  but  only  where  they  perma- 
nently waive  all  of  their  rights  to  medi- 
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care — both  the  hospital  insurance  pro- 
gram and  the  supplementary  medical 
care  program. 

What  I  am  seeking  to  do  by  the  pend- 
ing amendment  is  once  again  to  estab- 
lish the  right  of  people  over  65  years  of 
age  to  deduct  all  of  their  medical  ex- 
penses even  though  they  are  covered  by 
medicare. 

The  reason  why  this  is  essential  is 
this,  briefly:  Medicare  is  a  limited  pro- 
gram. Medicare  does  not  cover  all  of  an 
elderly  person's  illness. 

For  example,  a  person  can  go  into  a 
hospital  now  and  have  the  Government 
pay  for  90  days  of  hospital  care.  The 
Senate  committee  has  made  it  even  bet- 
ter by  saying  that  they  now  can  have 
60  additional  days  of  hospital  care  dur- 
ing their  life,  for  which  the  Government 
will  pick  up  part  of  the  bill;  but  for  the 
additional  60  days,  the  individual  must 
pay  $10  for  each  day. 

We  know  of  many  instances  in  which 
elderly  people  go  into  the  hospital  be- 
cause of  a  broken  hip.  They  leave,  after 
having  spent  perhaps  2V2  months  in  the 
hospital,  and  break  their  arm  and  must 
return  to  the  hospital.  If  they  must  go 
back  a  second  and  third  time,  medicare 
does  not  cover  that  expense,  and  they 
must  pay  that  expense  or  someone  must 
pay  it  for  them,  and  that  is  not  deducti- 
ble. 

I  do  not  believe  the  Senate  ever  intend- 
ed this  situation  to  exist  and  I  do  not 
believe  Congress  expected  it  to  be  that 
way,  but  there  it  is. 

These  are  some  of  the  items  not  cov- 
ered under  medicare:  Dental  work  and 
hearing  aids.  Certainly,  many  elderly 
people  must  have  hearing  aids.  The  el- 
derly people  are  not  entitled  to  deduct 
that  expense.  Eye  glasses  and  eye  exami- 
nation, nursing  and  home  care  after  100 
days,  all  types  of  custodial  care,  hospital 
care  after  150  days  in  the  first  spell  of 
illness  and  90  days  in  later  ones,  out- 
patient drugs,  private  duty  nurses,  other 
miscellaneous  items,  such  as  routine  foct 
care. 

I  do  not  wish  to  belabor  this  point.  I 
believe  the  Senate  understands  it.  We 
adopted  a  similar  amendment  on  two 
previous  occasions,  and  I  believe  the 
time  has  come  to  adopt  it  once  more.  We 
will  take  it  to  conference,  and  I  hope  the 
House  will  accept  it.  I  do  not  know.  But 
I  do  believe  the  elderly  people  of  this 
Nation  are  entitled  to  continue  to  deduct 
all  their  medical  costs,  as  was  the  law 
prior  to  medicare,  particularly  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  medicare  does  not  cover 
many  of  their  illnesses,  and  remains  a 
limited  program,  as  it  is  today. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  this  the  situation  of 
which  the  Senator  speaks:  A  taxpayer 
under  65  years  of  age  can  deduct  medical 
expenses  that  exceed  3  percent  of  the 
gross  income? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  And  some  few  years  ago, 
for  the  taxpayers  over  65  we  abolished 
the  ^-percent  offset,  and  they  could  de- 
duct it  all,  but  that  special  benefit  was 
repealed  in  the  passage  of  medicare. 


Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  the  Senator  pro- 
poses to  accomplish  by  the  pending 
amendment  is  to  permit  taxpayers  over 
65  to  deduct  the  full  amount  of  their 
medical  expenses,  but  by  "full  amount" 
is  meant  the  out-of-pocket  expense  and 
not  that  which  was  reimbursed  by  medi- 
care or  by  private  insurance  carriers? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Does  the  Senator  have 
an  estimate  of  the  revenue  cost  of  this 
proposal? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Treasury  has 
stated  that  it  would  cost  approximately 
$210  million.  But  the  Senator  knows,  and 
I  know,  and  all  of  us  who  have  served  on 
the  Committee  on  Finance  know,  that 
the  Treasury  has  a  way,  when  it  opposes 
a  particular  amendment,  of  somehow 
skyrocketing  those  estimates. 

I  can  foresee,  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  can  foresee,  the  day  when  we 
should  not  have  the  amendment  I  am 
now  proposing.  But  that  day  will  come 
when  medicare  has  become  so  wide- 
spread and  broad  in  its  coverage  of 
everything  and  everybody  who  is  65 
years  of  age  and  older  that  they  will  not 
need  to  ask  for  this  deduction. 

However,  today,  because  it  is  a  limited 
program,  we  are  actually  penalizing  them 
and  putting  some  people  in  a  worse  posi- 
tion than  before  we  passed  medicare. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  for  his  kind  remarks. 

I  should  point  out  that  the  pending 
amendment  is  identical  to  one  which 
was  offered  by  myself  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton],  as  cosponsor,  several 
weeks  ago. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  is  offering  this 
arnenament.  I  support  him  in  his  effort 
since  he  is  acting  in  my  behalf,  in  behalf 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  and  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  are  attempting 
to  do  under  the  pending  amendment  is 
to  prevent  the  imposition  of  an  addi- 
tional tax  burden  on  the  older  citizens  of 
this  country.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
has  explained  the  matter  so  well,  that  I 
believe  there  it  little  need  to  add  to  what 
he  has  said. 

There  are  a  few  points  which  I  would 
like  to  make,  however,  even  if  they  are 
reiterating  those  already  made  by  Sen- 
ator Smathers. 

First,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
there  is  really  no  cost  involved  in  this 
amendment  since  no  tax  money  has  been 
collected  from  these  older  people  for  17 
years.  Therefore,  we  are  not  depriving 
the  Treasury  of  a  source  of  money  which 
it  currently  has. 

-  Second,  Mr.  President,  by  failing  to 
enact  this  amendment  we  would  impose 
additional  hardships  on  older  retired 
persons  who  already  exist  on  the  brink 
of  poverty.  I  discuss  this  point  in  greater 
detail  in  a  statement  which  I  prepared 


for  delivery  on  the  floor  in  connection 
with  my  own  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
statement  be  included  as  part  of  my  re- 
marks at  this  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Mr.  President,  the  Finance  Committee  of 
the  Senate  is  to  be  commended  for  its  con- 
sideration of  many  important  aspects  of  the 
Social  Security  Bill.  There  are  Inequities  in 
the  present  social  security  laws,  and  many 
necessary  changes  have  been  made  by  the 
Committee  in  the  reported  bill.  While  some 
of  these  changes  are  entirely  adequate  as 
they  stand,  it  is  clear  that  other  parts  of 
the  bill  could  profitably  be  further  revised. 
An  example  of  the  latter  is  the  medical  ex- 
pense tax  deduction  for  the  aged. 

I  will  briefly  reiterate  the  history  of  these 
provisions. 

Under  a  tax  law  first  enacted  in  1948, 
taxpayers  65  and  older  benefited  from  a  pro- 
vision which  allowed  them  to  deduct  the 
cost  of  medical  care  up  to  certain  specified 
maximums,  for  themselves  and  their  spouses 
who  were  also  65  and  older.  Other  taxpayers 
were  denied  deductions  for  their  medical 
expenses  except  to  the  extent  that  these 
expenses  exceeded  three  percent  of  their  ad- 
justed gross  income.  These  provisions  stood 
for  17  years,  reflecting  Congressional  con- 
cern over  the  fact  that  our  older  citizens 
were  caught  in  a  vicious  inflationary  spiral 
of  increasing  medical  bills  and  decreasing  in- 
comes. They  needed  help,  and  allowing  a 
deduction  of  medical  expenses  was  eminently 
proper. 

However,  Mr.  President,  after  the  enact- 
ment of  the  medicare  bill  in  1965,  these  tax 
deduction  provisions  were  for  the  first  time 
seriously  challenged.  At  this  time  the  House 
acted  to.  repeal  these  provisions  on  the  ra- 
tionale that  Medicare  would  pay  for  virtually 
all  medical  needs  of  the  aged,  thus  rendering 
the  tax  deduction  superfluous,  unnecessary, 
and  over  complicated.  These  deductions  will 
not  be  available  to  our  older  citizens  when 
they  file  their  1967  income  tax  returns  next 
spring,  Mr.  President,  unless  my  amendment 
is  adopted. 

There  were  claims  by  the  Treasury  De- 
parement  that  this  change  would  simplify 
tax  law.  Unfortunately,  this  was  a  stalking 
horse  with  no  basis  in  fact.  To  the  con- 
trary, the  elimination  of  these  provisions 
actually  complicates  tax  computations  for 
millions  of  aged  citizens  who  need  and  de- 
serve as  simple  a  tax  reporting  system  a^ 
possible.  Previously,  these  taxpayers  knew 
they  could  deduct  all  their  medical  ex- 
penses up  to  the  maximum  limits.  Under  the 
present  law,  supported  by  the  Treasury,  they 
would  have  to  make  difficult  calculations  to 
distinguish  between  that  portion  of  their 
medical  expenses  which  would  no  longer 
be  deductible  and  that  portion  which  they 
could  continued  to  deduct.  Fortunately,  the 
1965  legislation  provided  that  this  new  tax 
restriction  on  our  older  people  would  not 
apply  until  1967. 

When  the  Medicare  bill  came  to  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Committee  on  Finance  recognized 
the  hardships  and  complexity  that  could 
occur  if  the  medical  expense  deduction  for 
the  aged  were  cut  back.  That  Committee 
deleted  the  restricting  amendments  of  the 
House  bill.  These  distinguished  Senators  on 
the  Finance  Committee  knew  that  Medicare 
would  pay  no  more  than  40%  to  50%  of  an 
aged  individual's  medical  costs  and  that  the 
remaining  amounts  would  have  to  be  paid 
for  out  of  the  aged  person's  own  resources. 
They  saw  right  through  the  tax  simplifica- 
tion argument  presented  by  the  Treasury. 

The  Senate  agreed  to  the  Committee 
amendments,  but  unfortunately  the  confer- 
ees on  the  Medicare  bill  finally  adopted  the 
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Hcmse  provisions  to  cut  back  on  the  tax  de- 
duction, beginning  in  1967. 

Last  year,  the  Committee  on  Finance 
again  sought  to  retain  the  full  deduction  for 
the  medical  expenses  of  persons  age  65  and 
over.  The  Committee  added  an  amendment 
to  the  Foreign  Investors  Tax  Act  designed  to 
prevent  the  tax  restrictions  included  in  the 
1965  Medicare  law  from  going  into  effect. 
The  Senate  passed  the  amendment,  but 
once  again  the  House  conferees  refused  to 
accept  it  and  it  was  stricken  from  the  final 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  1967  is  here.  Unless  we  act 
now,  aged  taxpayers  are  going  to  suffer  a  tax 
increase  when  they  file  their  returns  next 
Spring.  At  a  time  when  we  hear  so  much  talk 
of  an  across-the-board  tax  increase,  we 
should  not  single  out  our  old  people  for  an 
additional,  special  tax  increase.  We  should 
not  complicate  their  tax  computations.  We 
should  leave  the  law  as  it  has  been  for  these 
people  for  the  past  17  years. 

My  mail  indicates  that  the  repeal  of  the 
tax  deduction  will  worsen  the  plight  of 
many  aged  this  year.  Many  of  our  older  citi- 
zens will  be  worse  off  under  Medicare  than 
they  had  been  previously  when  the  tax  de- 
duction was  allowed.  This  is  so,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, because  as  it  has  developed,  contrary 
to  the  view  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
in  1965,  Medicare  does  not  cover  100%  of 
the  medical  expenses  of  the  older  Americans. 
In  reality,  only  from  50  %  to  60  %  of  costs  are 
covered.  Let  us  consider  what  costs  must  be 
met  by  the  individual  over  65 : 

Under  Hospital  Medicare  Insurance  the 
first  $40  must  be  paid  by  the  individual. 

After  60  days  care,  the  individual  must  pay 
$10  a  day  for  the  next  30  days  of  treatment. 

Under  Medical  insurance,  the  individual 
must  pay  $3  a  day  to  receive  benefits. 

All  drug  costs  except  those  provided  in  the 
hospital  must  be  met  by  the  individual. 

None  of  these  costs  enumerated  above  can 
any  longer  be  deducted  unless  they  are  in 
excess  of  3%  of  the  older  taxpayer's  adjusted 
gross  income  or  in  the  case  of  drugs,  exceed 
1%  of  the  adjusted  gross  income. 

It  is  quite  true  that  the  poorest  of  our 
aged  would  not  benefit  from  a  reinstatement 
of  the  tax  deduction.  Those  7.3  million 
older  Americans  who  do  no  file  income  tax 
returns  would  not  be  affected.  However,  Mr. 
President,  there  are  some  12.7  million  older 
Americans  who  do  file  income  tax  forms,  and 
these  people  would  be  benefited. 

I  had  great  hopes,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
Finance  Committee,  because  of  its  previous 
concern  over  the  plight  of  the  aged,  would 
act  to  reinstate  the  Medical  Expense  Tax 
Deduction.  Indeed,  last  Friday  when  the 
press  release  describing  the  Committee  bill 
was  released,  I  scanned  it  eagerly,  until  I 
came  to  the  section  in  which  Medical  Tax 
Deductions  were  explained. 

At  first  I  was  encouraged  to  read  that,  and 
I  quote,  "The  Committee  amendment  would 
make  the  medical  care  and  drug  expenses  of 
a  person  65  or  over  fully  deductible  with- 
out regard  to  the  3  and  1  percent  limita- 
tion .  .  ."  Then  I  was  disappointed  and 
horrified  to  learn  of  the  conditions  under 
which  this  tax  benefit  would  apply.  Only 
those  people  who,  and  I  quote,  ".  .  .  waives 
all  future  entitlement  to  all  medicare  bene- 
fits upon  reaching  age  65  or  within  one  year 
after  enactment  of  the  bill,  whichever  is 
later,"  would  be  eligible  for  this  tax  deduc- 
tion. The  decision  to  select  Medicare  or  a  tax 
deduction  would  be  an  irrevocable  one. 

The  reasoning  behind  this  provision,  as  I 
understand  it,  is  as  follows:  The  very  poor 
will  not  benefit  from  tax  deductions  since 
they  do  not  even  file  income  tax  returns.  A 
reinstatement  of  the  deduction  would  aid 
the  rich  since  they  would  be  given  access  to 
Medicare  in  addition  to  having  the  privilege 
of  deducting  expensive  medicines  and  medi- 
cal care.  It  is  said  that  these  people  who 
least  need  aid  would  be  benefited  twice. 


If  this  argument  is  true  then  the  action 
of  the  Finance  Committee  on  this  matter 
represents  a  just  and  equitable  solution  to 
the  problem  of  "medical  tax  deduction." 

However,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to 
submit  that  this  new  provision  is  neither 
just  nor  equitable  for  the  majority  of  our 
older  Americans. 

Moreover,  I  further  submit,  Mr.  President, 
that  it  represents  a  dangerous  tendency  to 
transform  a  compulsory  system  of  old-age 
medical  instirance  into  a  voluntary  one. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  only 
a  reenactment  of  the  more  generous  tax 
rules  for  older  taxpayers  will  alleviate  the 
hardship  conditions  of  millions  of  our  citi- 
zens 65  and  over. 

First,  the  Finance  Committee's  solution  is 
not  just  and  equitable.  It  is  true,  as  I  have 
stated  before,  that  the  poorest  older  Ameri- 
cans do  not  benefit  from  tax  deductions 
since  they  do  not  file  income  tax  forms.  How- 
ever, these  poorest  Americans  over  65  con- 
stitute only  7.3  million  of  the  20  million 
recipients  of  Medicare  and  Social  Security. 
Of  the  12.7  million  who  do  file  income  tax 
forms,  how  many  can  actually  be  considered 
rich?  J'he  great  majority  of  these,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  sure  can  be  considered  to  be 
among  the  ranks  of  what  in  this  age  of  wel- 
fare and  poverty  programs  might  be  termed 
the  forgotten  middle  class. 

How  can  these  older  middle  class  Ameri- 
cans be  characterized?  Many  of  them  un- 
doubtedly as  a  result  of  careful  planning, 
savmg  and  thrift  have  a  small  income  in  ad- 
dition to  their  Social  Security  benefits.  Yet, 
most  of  them  exist  on  incomes  less  than  one- 
third  of  that  which  they  received  during 
their  working  years.  They  are  caught  in  the 
scissors  grip  of  rising  costs  and  decreasing 
money  value. 

For  these  millions,  the  opportunity  to  de- 
duct medical  expenses  is  of  great  advantage. 
It  may  mean  the  difference  between  scrimp- 
ing" to  make  ends  meet  and  having  a  few 
pennies  more  for  meager  pleasures.  Can  we 
deny  these  additional  benefits  to  all  older 
Americans,  merely  because  the  poorest  aged 
do  not  stand  to  gain? 

Further,  we  must  consider  the  fact  that 
middle  class  Americans  enjoyed  this  tax 
benefit  for  some  17  years.  Denying  the  bene- 
fit this  year  may  inadvertently  have  the 
effect  of  causing  thousands  who  are  on  the 
borderline  of  poverty  to  drop  below  the  line. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  although  7.3  mil- 
lion Americans  do  not  now  file  income  tax 
forms,  they  do  not  do  so  because  Social  Se- 
curity benefits  are  not  taxable.  Should  these 
benefits  in  the  future  be  considered  taxable, 
every  one  of  the  20  million  Americans  age 
65  and  over  would  be  given  the  same  benefit 
of  a  medical  tax  deduction,  should  it  be 
reinstated. 

While  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  we 
should  continue  to  consider  Social  Security 
benefits  as  non-taxable  income,  I  have 
noticed  many  forces,  including  the  Admin- 
istration, urging  that  Social  Security  bene- 
fits be  considered  taxable  income.  For  ex- 
ample, H.R.  5710  contained  a  provision 
which  would  have  considered  Social  Security 
benefits  .  taxable.  Both  the  President  and 
the  Treasury  Department  forcibly  argued  be- 
fore the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  that 
Social  Security  benefits  should  be  taxed.  I 
believe  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  House 
did  not  adopt  the  President's  recommenda- 
tion should  not  be  taken  as  a  guarantee 
that  Social  Security  benefits  will  not  be 
taxed  in  the  future. 

My  second  argument,  Mr.  President,  con- 
cerns the  dangerous  precedent  which  the 
Finance  Committee  sets  in  changing  Social 
Security  from  a  compulsory  system  to  a 
voluntary  one.  This  action  can  have  several 
detrimental  effects,  which  I  believe  out- 
weigh the  questionable  benefit  of  encourag- 
ing rich  Americans  to  decide  against  select- 
ing Medicare. 


First,  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  the 
decision  against  Medicare  is  irrevocable,  can 
we  really  rely  on  the  good  judgment  of  all 
older  Americans?  I  can  envision  many  many 
cases  of  bad  decisions  which  will  arise  be- 
cause of  this  provision. 

Suppose,  for  example,  that  Mr.  Smith,  who 
is  66,  continues  to  work  and  earn  enough 
money  to  forego  Social  Security  until  he  is 
70.  During  this  time  a  tax  deduction  is  more 
beneficial  to  him  than  Medicare,  so  he 
chooses  in  favor  of  a  medical  tax  deduction. 
Later,  however,  when  he  is  forced  to  exist 
on  Social  Security  alone — an  amount  much, 
much  less  than  he  was  making  previously, 
he*  will  then  realize  that  he  could  benefit 
from  Medicare.  However,  he  will  suffer  for 
the  rest  of  his  days  because  he  over-esti- 
mated the  benefits  of  Social  Security  and 
because  he  made  a  decision  which  is  ir- 
revocable. 

Second,  by  making  Medicare  voluntary, 
are  we  not  opening  a  Pandora's  box?  A 
voluntary  system  is  a  concept  entirely  new 
in  the  history  of  Social  Security  legisla- 
tion. What  could  be  the  result  of  this  change 
in  policy? 

I  forsee  an  eventual  change  to  a  voluntary 
system  of  financing  which  would  parallel 
the  voluntary  system  of  benefit  reception. 
This  could  jeopardize  the  whole  Social  Secu- 
rity system.  It  represents  a  dangerous  new 
tendency. 

My  third  argument  is  that  only  a  reinstate- 
ment of  tax  deductions  will  be  most  bene- 
ficial and  most  equitable.  In  order  to  bene- 
fit millions  of  older  Americans,  and  in  order 
to  prevent  the  system  of  Social  Security 
from  becoming  voluntary,  I  thus  strongly 
recommend  that  my  amendment  be  adopted. 

My  amendment  is  simple.  It  retains,  for 
the  future,  the  rules  which  have  governed 
the  deduction  of  medical  expenses  by  aged 
people  for  the  past  19  years.  State  differ- 
ently, it  prevents  the  so-called  3  percent 
rule  on  medical  expenses,  and  the  1  precent 
rule  on  medicines  and  drugs  from  applying 
to  cut  back  on  the  deductions  for  the  cost 
of  medical  care  by  these  older  Americans. 

As  I  pointed  out  when  I  introduced  the 
amendment,  despite  Medicare,  55  to  60  per- 
cent of  the  medical  costs  of  elderly  citizens 
have  to  be  paid  by  them,  and  this  consti- 
tutes a  terrific  and  frequently  insurmount- 
able burden  for  a  great  majority  of  older 
people.  If  we  are  to  continue  the  spirit  of 
Medicare  legislation,  then  we  should  give 
this  amendment  an  overwhelming  vote  of 
support.  The  aged  of  this  nation  should  not 
be  asked  to  suffer  an  income  tax  increase  by 
withdrawal  of  most  of  their  present  deduc- 
tion for  medical  expenses.  Humanitarianism 
suggests  that  those  now  trying  to  live  on 
grossly  inadequate  Social  Security  benefits 
and  small  pensions  should  not  be  forced  to 
assume  an  obligation  which  was  not  theirs 
prior  to  January  of  this  year. 

I  believe  that  I  have  covered  most  of  the 
objections  made  to  my  amendment  which 
was  offered  previoiisly  as  an  amendment  to 
another  bill,  and  at  the  same  time  uncovered 
several  fallacies  and  dangers  inherent  in  the 
recommendation  of  the  Finance  Committee. 
My  amendment  would  benefit  large  numbers 
of  middle  class  aged,  and  conceivably  even 
benefit  the  poorest  of  our  aged  in  years  to 
come.  It  would  not,  as  does  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee provision,  open  a  Pandora's  box  for 
future  revisions  of  the  Social  Security  law. 

One  additional  objection  which  conceiv- 
ably could  be  made  to  my  amendment  is 
the  loss  of  income  to  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment if  the  tax  deduction  were  reinstated. 

The  Treasury  has  indicated  that  this  would 
cost  $180  million.  I  challenge  that.  First,  to 
the  extent  that  Medicare  or  other  health 
insurance  plans  are  truly  paying  for  their 
medical  care,  the  aged  would  incur  no  ex- 
pense and  would  take  no  deduction.  Second, 
the  Treasury  is  not  collecting  this  $180  mil- 
lion yet,  and  thus,  it  could  not  lose  it  if  we 
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act  now.  Third,  many  taxpayers  age  65  and 
over  claim  the  standard  deduction  rather 
than  itemize  their  deductions.  In  these  in- 
stances medical  expenses  are  not  separately 
claimed,  and  the  amount  deducted  in  the 
taxpayer's  return  is  not  enlarged  because  he 
paid  for  medical  care. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  equitable  amend- 
ment. The  Senate  has  approved  it  on  two  pre- 
vious occasions — once  in  1965  and  again  in 
1966.  This  year,  I  believe  the  House  will  agree 
with  us  and  accept  the  amendment  in  order 
to  prevent  a  double  tax  increase  on  these 
older  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion,  I  would  like 
to  note  that  I  have  received  support  for  my 
amendment  from  many  members  of  this 
body  and  also  from  many  outside  the  Senate 
who  represent  the  interests  of  the  older 
American.  I  would  like  unanimous  consent 
to  include  copies  of  their  letters  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  my  remarks. 

Exhibit  1 
Memorandum 
Subject:  Definition  of  "any  dependent"  as 
contained  in  the  Prouty  amendment  to 
H.R.  4765. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  amendment  the 
term  "dependent"  means  any  of  the  follow- 
ing individuals  over  half  of  whose  support 
for  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  taxable 
year  of  the  taxpayer  begins,  was  received  from 
the  taxpayer: 

(1)  A  son  or  daughter  of  the  taxpayer,  or 
a  descendant  of  either, 

(2)  A  stepson  or  stepdaughter  of  the  tax- 
payer, 

(3)  A  brother,  sister,  stepbrother,  or  step- 
sister of  the  taxpayer, 

(4)  The  father  or  mother  of  the  taxpayer, 
or  an  ancestor  of  either, 

(5)  A  stepfather  or  stepmother  of  the  tax- 
payer, 

(6)  A  son  or  daughter  of  a  brother  or  sister 
of  the  taxpayer, 

(7)  A  brother  or  sister  of  the  father  or 
mother  of  the  taxpayer, 

(8)  A  son-in-law,  daughter-in-law,  father- 
in-law,  mother-in-law,  brother-in-law  or  sis- 
ter-in-law of  the  taxpayer, 

(9)  An  individual  (other  than  an  individ- 
ual who  at  any  time  during  the  taxable  year 
was  the  spouse,  determined  without  regard  to 
section  153  of  the  taxpayer)  who,  for  the  tax- 
able year  of  the  taxpayer,  has  as  his  principal 
place  of  abode  the  home  of  the  taxpayer  and 
is  a  member  of  the  taxpayer's  household,  or 

(10)  An  individual  who — 

(A)  is  a  descendant  of  a  brother  or  sister  or 
the  father  or  mother  of  the  taxpayer, 

(B)  for  the  taxable  year  of  the  taxpayer  re- 
ceives institutional  care  required  by  reason 
of  a  physical  or  mental  disability,  and 

(C)  before  receiving  such  institutional 
care,  was  a  member  of  the  same  household  as 
the  taxpayer. 

(Source:  Section  152  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code) 

Exhibit  2 

[Prom  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  on  H.R.  6675,  89th  Cong.,  1st 
sess.,  H.  Rept.  No.  213] 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965 
Medical  expense  deduction. — The  health 
care  provisions  of  your  committee's  bill  have 
a  relationship  to  the  medical  expense  deduc- 
tions allowed  under  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code.  In  the  past  the  3-percent  limitation  in 
the  case  of  medical  care  expenses  and  the 
1-percent  limitation  applied  to  expenditures 
for  medicines  and  drugs  were  waived  for 
persons  65  or  over  in  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  medical  expenses  generally  constituted 
a  heavy  financial  burden  for  older  people.  In 
the  past,  however,  there  was  no  broad-cov- 
erage health  insurance  plan  for  older  per- 
sons. The  health  insurance  provisions  of 
your  committee's  bill  are  designed  to  meet 


these  problems  in  a  generally  comprehensive 
manner.  The  historical  basis  for  the  special 
medical  expense  provisions  in  the  tax  law  for 
the  relief  of  older  taxpayers,  therefore,  no 
longer  appears  to  exist.  For  this  reason  the 
bill  provides  that  the  3-percent  floor  on 
medical  expense  deductions,  as  well  as  the 
1 -percent  limitation  on  medicines  and  drugs, 
is  to  apply  to  those  age  65  or  over  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  presently  applies  to  those  under 
age  65.  This  will  have  the  effect  of  partially 
or  fully  recovering  the  $3  monthly  premium 
paid  from  general  funds  of  the  Treasury 
from  those  aged  persons  who  have  taxable 
income,  depending  on  the  amount  of  their 
taxable  income. 

To  encourage  the  purchase  of  hospital  in- 
surance by  all  taxpayers,  the  bill  provides  a 
special  deduction,  available  to  those  who 
itemize  their  deductions,  for  one-half  of  any 
premiums  paid  for  insurance  of  medical  care 
expenses  whether  or  not  they  have  medical 
expenses  in  excess  of  the  3-percent  floor,  but 
this  deduction  may  not  exceed  $250. 

Another  change  limits  the  insurance  pre- 
miums which  may  be  taken  into  account  to 
those  which  arise  from  coverage  of  medical 
care  expenses.  Still  a  further  change  treats  as 
current,  qualifying  medical  care  expenses 
(subject  to  limitations)  the  prepayment  be- 
fore age  65  of  insurance  for  medical  care 
after  age  65. 

Exhibit  3 
(From  the  Republican,  May  22,  1967] 

Elderly  Heavily  Penalized  on  Medical 
Deductions 

Elderly  people  who  filed  their  Federal  in- 
come tax  returns  on  or  before  April  17  were 
allowed  to  deduct  the  full  cost  of  drugs  and 
medicines,  doctors'  bills,  and  other  medical 
expenses,  paid  for  in  1966,  to  the  extent  that 
these  expenses  were  not  reimbursed.  But 
what  many  elderly  people  probably  do  not 
realize  is  that,  unless  the  law  is  changed, 
they  will  not  be  allowed  to  deduct  full  med- 
ical expenses  when  they  make  out  their  1967 
returns  a  year  from  now. 

What  happened  was  that,  when  the  Medi- 
care bill  was  passed,  the  right  to  deduct  full 
medical  expenses  was  repealed.  The  idea 
seemed  to  be  that,  with  Medicare,  this  right 
no  longer  would  be  necessary. 

However,  Medicare  does  not  provide  for 
payment  of  any  drugs  except  those  adminis- 
tered to  elderly  patients  in  hospitals.  The 
elderly  man  or  woman  who  has  to  pay  $40 
or  $60  a  month,  or  even  more,  for  costly 
drugs  cannot  look  to  Medicare  to  pay  even  a 
part  of  these  costs.  Doctors'  bills  may  be  paid 
for  to  a  certain  extent  if  the  elderly  person 
subscribes  to  the  voluntary  plan  provided 
for  by  Medicare  and  pays  his  three  dollars  a 
month.  But  even  herejje  must  pay  a  deduct- 
ible of  $50  and  20%  of  the  cost. 

This  leaves  a  gap  in  the  overall  medical 
cost  picture,  so  far  as  numerous  elderly  per- 
sons are  concerned.  Many  elderly  persons  and 
couples,  especially  those  who  have  to  pay 
out  large  amounts  for  drugs,  will  find  them- 
selves heavily  penalized  if  the  present  income 
tax  provisions  remain  unchanged.  The  pre- 
sent provisions,  incidentally,  require  all  eld- 
erly persons  to  follow  the  same  complicated 
formula  that  younger  persons  have  to  use  in 
figuring  any  medical  expense  deduction.  And 
this  formula  does  not  allow  you  much  unless 
you  have  been  really  hard  hit  by  unreim- 
bursed medical  expenses. 

This  is  the  reason  why  the  Republican  Co- 
ordinating Committee,  representing  the  top 
GOP  leadership  of  the  nation,  has  recom- 
mended restoration  of  the  right  previously 
granted  elderly  people  to  deduct  full  medical 
expenses.  It  is  the  reason  why  Republicans 
in  Congress  are  working  to  have  this  right 
restored. 

Prepared  under  the  direction  of  the  Repub- 
lican National  Committee,  1625  Eye  Street, 
N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.,  Ray  C.  Bliss,  Chair- 
man.) 


Exhibit  4 

(Note. — Last  session  when  the  Finance 
Committee  reported  H.R.  13103,  the  Foreign 
Investors  Tax  Act,  the  report  stated  the 
following  on  page  58 : ) 

2.  medical  expense  deductions  op  individ- 
uals AGE  65  OR  OVER  (SEC.  202  OF  THE  BILL 
AND  SEC.  213  OF  THE  CODE) 

For  taxable  years  beginning  before  January 
1,_1967,  existing  law  provides  that  a  taxpayer 
age  65  or  over  can  deduct; — without  regard 
to  the  3 -percent  floor  applicable  to  taxpay- 
ers under  65  years  of  age — all  medical  ex- 
penses he  incurs  for  himself  and  his  spouse. 
In  addition,  all  amounts  spent  for  medicines 
and  drugs  for  himself  and  his  spouse  are  de- 
ductible— without  regard  to  the  rule  ap- 
plicable to  taxpayers  under  age  65  that 
amounts  paid  for  medicines  and  drugs  are 
taken  into  account  only  to  the  extent  they 
exceed  1  percent  of  adjusted  gross  income. 

For  taxable  years  which  begin  after  1966, 
present  law  provides  that  a  taxpayer  over  age 
65  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  applicable  to 
a  taxpayer  under  age  65,  so  far  as  the  3- 
percent  and  1-percent  floors  are  concerned. 
That  is,  medical  expenses  will  be  deductible 
only  to  the  extent  they  exceed  3  percent  of 
adjusted  gross  income,  and  medicines  and 
drugs  will  be  taken  into  account  only  to  the 
extent  they  exceed  1  percent  of  adjusted 
gross  income. 

Your  committee's  amendment  provides 
that  the  rules  applicable  for  1966  to  taxpay- 
ers 65  years  or  older  shall  continue  to  apply, 
and  not  the  rules  added  last  year  by  the  So- 
cial Security  Amendments  of  1965  (Public 
Law  89-97)  which  were  to  take  effect  in  1967. 
The  amendment  also  restores  for  future  years 
the  existing  right  of  any  taxpayer  to  deduct 
medical  expenses  and  medicines  and  drugs 
for  his  dependent  mother  or  father  if  age 
65  or  over  without  regard  to  the  3  percent 
and  1  percent  floors  otherwise  applicable. 
The  new  rules  for  1967  were  added  last  year 
at  the  insistence  of  the  House  which  main- 
tained that  unlimited  deductions  were  no 
longer  necessary  after  enactment  of  the 
medicare  program.  The  Senate  disagreed,  and 
deleted  the  limitations  on  deductions  for 
those  over  age  65  in  its  version  of  the  medi- 
care bill.  The  House  insisted  upon  its  provi- 
sion in  the  conference,  and  the  Senate  con- 
ferees receded. 

In  acting  to  remove  the  limitation,  the 
committee  reaffirms  its  unwillingness  to  in- 
crease the  income  taxes  on  the  aged  tax- 
payer by  placing  a  limitation  upon  the 
deductibility  of  his  medical  expenses  or 
those  of  his  spouse.  It  believes  that  the  lim- 
itation is  unfair  to  the  aged  taxpayer  who 
provides  for  his  own  medical  protection  and 
to  the  taxpayer,  even  though  covered  under 
medicare,  who  must  meet  the  expenses  not 
covered  under  the  program.  For  example,  the 
medicare  beneficiary  has  to  pay  a  $40  de- 
ductible toward  his  hospital  expenses,  a  $50 
deductible  toward  his  medical  expenses,  and 
the  uncovered  20  percent  of  medical  ex- 
penses in  excess  of  $50.  Furthermore,  if  he 
is  hospitalized  for  more  than  60  days,  medi- 
care requires  that  he  pay  $10  daily  from  the 
61st  through  90th  days.  If  he  goes  to  an 
extended  care  facility  under  medicare,  he 
must  pay  $5  daily  from  the  21st  through 
100th  day.  And  many  elderly  persons  who  are 
hospitalized  will  not  receive  medicare  pay- 
ments for  their  care  because  of  a  situation 
over  which  they  have  no  control  whatsoever: 
namely,  the  fact  that  their  local  hospital  or 
hospitals  may  not  be  participating  institu- 
tions under  the  program.  In  this  case,  these 
people  have  to  come  up  with  the  cash  them- 
selves or  call  upon  some  other  third-party 
resources. 

Apart  from  the  above  reductions,  limita- 
tions, and  exclusions  in  medicare  there  are 
a  number  of  other  types  of  significant  health 
expenses  incurred  by  older  citizens  which 
must,  in  large  part,  be  met  out-of-pocket. 
Such  expenses  include  necessary  dental  care, 
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drugs,  and  long-term  hospital  or  nursing 
home  stays. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  medicare  will 
cover  40  to  45  percent  of  the  health  care 
costs  of  those  eligible  for  and  who  can 
secure  its  benefits.  The  remaining  55  to  60 
percent  of  health  costs  has  a  serious  nega- 
tive impact  upon  those  elderly  struggling  to 
maintain  their  independence  on  limited  in- 
comes. As  we  have  in  the  past,  it  is  ap- 
propriate that  through  sympathetic  and 
proper  tax  treatment  we  continue  to  rec- 
ognize the  unusual  and  heavy  health  ex- 
penses incurred  by  our  older  population. 

The  amendment  also  will  simplify  the  tax 
returns  of  the  aged,  because  the  amendment 
will  reduce  one  additional  calculation  that 
they  would  have  to  make  and  which  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  would  be  required 
to  verify. 

The  repeal  and  amendments  made  by  this 
section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1966. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Third,  Mr.  President,  I 
have  received  letters  in  support  of  the 
pending  amendment  from  various  orga- 
nizations which  have  the  best  interest 
of  our  older  citizens  at  heart.  These  let- 
ters are  indicative  of  the  support  which 
exists  for  this  amendment  and  illustra- 
tive of  the  great  need  for  it. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  letters  from  the  National  Con- 
ference on  Public  Employee  Retirement 
Systems;  American  Association  of  Re- 
tired Persons,  National  Retired  Teachers 
Association;  National  Association  of  Re- 
tired Civil  Employees;  and  the  American 
Federation  of  Government  Employees — 
all  of  whom  endorse  this  proposal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

American  Federation 
of  Government  Employees, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  16,  1967. 
Hon.  Winston  L.  Prouty, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building. 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Prouty:  As  Legislative  Rep- 
resentative of  the  American  Federation  of 
Government  Employees,  I  am  happy  to  place 
our  organization  in  support  of  your  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  4765,  to  amend  Section  213(a) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (re- 
lating to  allowance  of  deduction  for  medical, 
dental,  etc.,  expenses).  .  .  . 

For  the  record  I  should  like  to  state  that 
the  American  Federation  of  Government  Em- 


ployees is  the  largest  of  all  the  Federal  and 
Postal  organizations  with  a  membership  in 
excess  of  250,000  and  a  growth  rate  of  about 
1.000  per  week. 

We  sincerely  believe  that  your  amendment 
should  be  adopted  and  made  law,  as  we  feel 
that  the  older  people  should  receive  all  the 
tax  breaks  possible.  Thousands  of  these  good 
American  citizens  are  existing  on  a  very  lim- 
ited budget  and  those  who  have  excessive 
medical  bills  are  not  physically  able  to  sup- 
plement their  meager  incomes. 

When  the  Senate  adopts  your  amendment 
and  approves  H.R.  4765,  the  AFGE  will  do 
our  best  to  persuade  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives to  accept  your  amendment. 

I  should  appreciate  this  statement  being 
made  part  of  the  official  record. 
Most  sincerely, 

Thomas  G.  Walters, 
Legislative  Representative. 

National  Conference  on  Public 
Employee  Retirement  Systems, 
Columbus,  Ohio,  November  7,  1967. 
Hon.  Winston  L.  Prouty, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Prouty:  This  Conference, 
consisting  of  more  than  100  public  employee 
retirement  systems  and  their  affiliated  orga- 
nizations, is  vitally  concerned  that  under 
present  law  thousands  of  persons  who  will 
reach  age  65  on  and  after  January  1,  1968 
will  not  be  eligible  for  benefits  under  Part 
A  of  the  Medicare  Act. 

The  Conference  will  be  grateful  to  you  if 
you  will  introduce  an  amendment  to  correct 
this  inequity  during  Senate  debate  on  H.R. 
12080. 

The  legislative  committee  of  the  Confer- 
ence consists  of  Carl  Bare,  Ernest  Giddings 
and  Martha  Ware.  These  members  will  give 
you  any  possible  assistance  at  your  request. 
Most  sincerely, 

Ward  Ashman, 
Secretary,  NCPERS. 

American  Association  of  Retired 

Persons,  National  Retired 

Teachers  Association, 

Washington,  D.C,  August  24,  1967. 
Hon.  Winston  L.  Prouty, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Prouty:  Included  among  the 
objectives  adopted  by  the  Legislative  Council 
of  the  American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons and  the  National  Retired  Teachers  As- 
sociation is  the  following: 

"We  urge  Congress  to  permit  persons  age 
65  and  over  to  deduct  all  expenses  for  drugs 
and  other  medical  expenditures  from  their 
Federal  income  taxes." 


We  believe  your  Amendment  No.  242  to 
H.R.  4765.  the  Bank  Holding  Act,  will  accom- 
plish this  goal.  Therefore,  on  behalf  of  the 
over  one  million  members  of  the  two  Associa- 
tions, I  offer  our  full  support  and  coopera- 
tion. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Ernest  Giddings, 
Legislative  Representative. 

National  Association  of 

Retired  Civil  Employees, 
Washington,  D.C,  August  24,  1967. 
Hon.  Winston  L.  Prouty, 
U.S.  Senate, 

Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Washington,  D.C. 

(Attention  Mr.  J.  Paul  Molloy). 

Dear  Senator  Prouty:  This  is  to  state  that 
we  are  delighted  with  your  Amendent  No. 
242  which  you  intend  to  propose  to  H.R. 
4765.  Your  Amendment  would  restore  to  an 
income  tax  payer  age  65  or  older  the  privilege 
of  deducting  from  income  for  income  tax 
purposes  all  medical  or  drug  expenses  not 
covered  by  Medicare  or  other  insurance,  for 
himself  and  spouse. 

This  was  a  privilege  which  these  taxpayers 
had  prior  to  1967,  and  its  loss  is  a  hard 
blow  to  our  older  citizens  when  they  are 
forced  to  incur  large  hospital,  medical  and 
drug  expenses.  Your  Amendment  No.  242 
will  be  of  great  help  to  them. 

We  intend  to  do  all  we  can  to  secure  the 
adoption  of  Amendment  No.  242,  and  if  the 
Senate  approves  of  it  and  of  H.R.  4765,  we 
will  cooperate  in  every  way  to  get  the  ap- 
proval of  the  conferees. 

With  best  wishes, 
Sincerely  yours, 

Clarence  M.  Tarr. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Finally,  Mr.  President, 
I  would  like  unanimous  consent  to  have 
a  table  inserted  in  the  Record  at  this 
point.  I  referred  to  this  table  in  con- 
nection with  my  remarks  on  the  Wil- 
liams amendment  earlier  today,  It  is 
the  revised  version  of  a  chart  which  il- 
lustrates the  large  and  unnecessary  sur- 
plus existing  in  the  social  security  trust 
fund.  This  chart,  Mr.  President,  is 
graphic  substantiation  of  the  fact  that 
the  fund  is  overflnanced,  a  point 
agreed  to  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  a  few  days 
ago. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  oi'dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT  OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  OTHER  PROPOSALS  AS  COMPILED  BY  SENATOR  PROUTY 


Contributions 
under  present 
law 


Benefits 
provided  under 
bill  reported  by 
Finance 
Committee 


Surplus 
or 

deficit  (-) 


1967...    $28,500,000,000  $   $4,300,000,000 

1968                                                  29,600,000,000   29,000,000,000  600,000,000 

1969                                                      33,700,  000,000    32,700,000,000  1,000,000,000 

1970..                                .               35,200,000,000   34,400,000,000  800,000,000 

1971                                                  36,200,000,000   35,900,000,000  300,000,000 


Contributions 
under  present 
law 


Benefits 
provided  under 
bill  reported  by 
Finance 
Committee 


Surplus 
or 

deficit  (-) 


1972    $37. 200. 000,  000  $37, 400,  000,  000  -$200, 000, 000 

Net  increase  of  contributions  over 

benefits,  1967-72       .  6,800  000,000 

Surplus  as  of  Dec  31,  1966  i      22,307,000,000 

General  surplus,  1972       29, 107,  000,  000 


Footnote  at  end  of  table. 
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COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT  OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  OTHER  PROPOSALS  AS  COMPILED  BY  SENATOR  PROUTY— Continued 


Contributions         Benefits  Surplus  or 

under  Finance     under  Finance  deficit 
Committee  bill     Committee  bill 


1967       $4,300,000,000 

1968                                                 $31, 200,  000,  000  $29,  000,  000,  000  2,  200,  000,  000 

1969                                                  36,300,000,000   32,700,000,000  3,600,000,000 

1970                                                      38,300,000,000    34,400,000,000  3,900,000,000 

1971                                                       42,500,000,000    35,900,000,000  6,600,000,000 

1972                                                  46,000,000,000   37,400,000,000  8,600,000,000 

Net  increase  of  contributions  over 

benefits  1967-72.       29,200,000,000 

Surplus  as  of  Dec.  31,  1966  i   ___   __   22,307,000,000 

General  surplus,  1972       51,  507,  000,  000 


Contributions 

under 
present  law 


Benefits  under 
present  law 


Surplus  or 
deficit 


1967   $28,  500  000,  000  $24,  200,  000,  000  $4,  300,  000,  000 

1968....     29,600,000,000  25,500,000,000  4,100,000,000 

1969J     _   33,700,000,000  26,900,000,000  6,800,000,000 

1970.  i   _   35,200,000,000  28,200,000,000  7,000,000.000 

1971   36,200,000,000  29,400,000,000  6,800.000,000 

1972     37,200,000,000  30,800,000,000  6,400,000,000 

Net  increase  of  contributions  over 

benefits  1967-72      35,400,000,000 

Surplus  as  of  Dec.  31,  1966  1   _.      22,307,000,000 

General  surplus  1972     _.    57,707,000,000 


Contributions      Benefits  under       Surplus  or  i Combined  OASI  and  Dl  funds, 

under  House  bill      House  bill  deficit  Note:  |n  the  year  2000,  using  intermediate-cost  assumptions,  the  Social  Security  Administration 

  has  estimated  a  surplus  of  over  $344,000,000,000  (p.  179,  pt.  1,  Hearings  Before  the  Ways  and 

Means  Committee). 


 _    $4,300,000,000 

$30,  800, 000, 000  $28, 700,  000, 000  2, 100, 000, 000 

34,900,000,000   30,300,000,000'  4,600,000,000 

36,500,000,000   31,700,000,000  4,800,000,000 

40,300,000,000   33,100,000,000  7,200,000,000 

42,000,000,000   34,600,000,000  7,400,000,000 


1967   

1968  

1969  

1970  

1971  

1972  

Net  increase  of  contributions  over 

benefits  1967-72  

Surplus  as  of  Dec.  31,  1966  i   

General  surplus,  1972...  


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  President,  when  this  amendment 
was  voted  by  the  Senate  a  year  ago,  as 
I  recall,  I  favored  it.  May  I  say  that  the 
more  I  study  it,  however,  the  less 
enthusiasm  I  have  for  it  and  the  less 
merit  I  find  in  it.  I  say  this  because  the 
studies  indicate  that  the  people  who 
would  benefit  from  the  amendment  most 
are  the  elderly  with  the  very  largest  in- 
comes. It  also  would  cost  the  Govern- 
ment a  great  deal  of  money  as  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers] 
acknowledged — $110  million  more  than 
the  Finance  Committee  amendment  and 
$210  million  more  than  present  law. 

As  I  have  said,  the  benefits  would  be 
concentrated  among  those  who  are  in 
the  upper  income  brackets,  who  do  not 
really  need  it.  Most  aged  people  do  not 
pay  any  income  tax  at  all,  because  they 
have  the  double  exemptions  and  also 
either  an  exclusion  for  their  social  secu- 
rity benefits  or  the  retirement  income 
credit.  Therefore,  they  either  do  not  pay 
an  income  tax  at  all  or,  if  they  do,  many 
of  them  take  the  standard  deduction, 
with  the  result  that  the  pending  amend- 
ment would  not  help  them.  It  would  help 
only  someone  who  pays  taxes  and  then 
only  if  he  itemizes  his  deductions. 

Mr.  President,  if  one  looks  at  how  the 
$210  million  of  revenue  loss  resulting 
from  the  restoration  of  pre- 1967  law 
would  be  distributed,  the  60,000  people 
who  are  in  income  brackets  over  $50,000 
a  year  would  get  nearly  one-half  of  the 
total  benefits  under  this  provision.  That 
would  mean  an  average  tax  benefit  of 
about  $1,500  apiece  for  those  people  who 
are  already  in  the  high-income  brackets 
and  need  this  help  the  least.  Out  of  the 
slightly  over  half  of  the  benefits  which 
are  left,  nearly  a  half  of  these  benefits — 
or  about  a  quarter  of  the  total — would 
go  to  people  making  between  $20,000  a 
year  and  $50,000  a  year — people  who 
have  large  amounts  of  real  estate,  stocks, 
and  other  large  investments.  Those  are 
the  people  who  are  to  be  given  the  special 


30, 400,  000,  000 
22, 307,  000, 000 

52,  707,  000,  000 


right  to  deduct  all  of  their  medical  ex- 
penses, even  though  they  do  not  exceed 
3  percent  of  their  adjusted  gross  incomes. 
They  are  to  be  given  unlimited  deduc- 
tions insofar  as  medical  expenses  are 
concerned.  Between  those  two  cate- 
gories— that  is,  those  with  adjusted  gross 
incomes  of  $20,000  and  over — we  have 
accounted  for  more  than  two-thirds  of 
the  total  benefits  involved. 

Persons  in  the  bracket  of  $10,000  to 
$20,000  who  are  retired  would  get  almost 
one-half  of  the  benefits  remaining.  Those 
in  the  income  brackets  of  $5,000  to  $10,- 
000 — and  that  is  the  largest  group  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  people  involved 
since  there  are  about  860,000  of  them — 
who  could  claim  some  need  would  get 
only  about  one-eighth  of  the  total  ben- 
efits which  the  bill  provides. 

With  regard  to  600,000  people  in  in- 
come brackets  of  0-$5,000,  they  would 
get  only  a  pittance  of  the  benefits  pro- 
vided by  this  amendment,  or  about  $8 
million  of  the  benefits  involved. 

As  a  practical  matter  the  committee 
felt,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Senate 
voted  on  an  identical  proposal  before, 
that  we  might  try  to  hold  the  costs  of 
this  proposal  down  by  saying  the  elderly 
could  deduct  their  entire  medical  ex- 
penses, including  the  first  3  percent;  but 
if  anyone  found  it  to  be  to  his  advan- 
tage to  do  so,  then  he  should  waive  ad- 
vantages under  the  medicare  program. 
The  latter  was  felt  to  be  a  proper  re- 
straint to  hold  the  cost  own  to  $100 
million.  These  who  waive  their  rights  to 
medicare  certainly  are  the  only  ones  who 
can  claim  that  they  have  not  been 
helped — and  helped  very  substantially — 
by  the  adoption  of  the  medicare  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  insist  on  a 
rollcall  vote.  But  I  find  less  and  less  ap- 
peal in  this  proposal  when  I  see  who  gets 
the  benefits.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  pro- 
vides very  liberally  for  those  whose  need 
is  little  and  practically  nothing  for  those 
who  need  it  the  most.  I  have  no  enthus- 
iasm for  the  amendment  and  I  shall  not 
vote  for  it. 

I  recognize  that  there  are  not  many 


Senators  in  the  Chamber  to  hear  the 
debate.  If  I  insisted  on  the  yeas  and  nays 
they  would  all  come  in  and  vote,  per- 
haps as  they  did  a  year  ago.  Therefore, 
I  shall  let  the  matter  go  on  a  voice  vote. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  Senators  here  vote  "yea." 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Brewster  in  the  chair) .  All  time  having 
been  yielded  back,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]. 
[Putting  the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that  it 
foe  sfc&tccl 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and,  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  91,  line  3,  strike  out  "Nebraska 
and". 

On  page  91,  insert  a  period  at  the  end  of 
line  7. 

Beginning  on  line  8,  page  91,  strike  out  all 
down  through  line  2,  page  92,  and  insert  the 
following: 

"(b)  In  any  case  in  which — 

"  ( 1 )  an  individual  has  performed  services 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  the 
employ  of  a  political  subdivision  of  the  State 
of  Nebraska  in  a  fireman's  position,  and 

"(2)  amounts  equivalent  to  the  sum  of 
the  taxes  which  would  have  been  imposed 
by  sections  3101  and  3111  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such  services  con- 
stituted employment  for  purposes  of  section 
21  of  such  Code  at  the  time  they  were  per- 
formed, were  timely  paid  in  good  faith  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 

"(3)  no  refunds  of  such  amounts  paid 
in  lieu  of  taxes  has  been  obtained,  the 
amount  of  the  remuneration  for  such  serv- 
ices with  respect  to  which  such  amounts 
have  been  paid  shall  be  deemed  to  consti- 
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tute  remuneration  for  employment  as  de- 
fined in  section  209  of  the  Social  Security 
Act." 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  relates  to  a  small  matter 
which  is  already  covered  in  the  bill.  In 
the  city  of  Columbus,  Nebr.,  social  se- 
curity taxes  were  erroneously  paid  for 
some  five  or  six  firemen  when  they  were 
not  covered  by  social  security,  but  they 
thought  they  were  and  the  city  thought 
they  were  covered. 

One  of  these  gentlemen  reached  re- 
tirement age,  applied  for  benefits,  and 
he  started  to  receive  them.  Then,  they 
were  discontinued.  Another  man  who  is 
now  between  67  and  68  years  of  age, 
who  had  paid  into  social  security,  ap- 
plied for  benefits,  but  it  has  been  held 
he  was-  erroneously  covered. 

In  the  bill  before  us,  this  matter  is 
corrected.  It  is  corrected,  however,  by 
validating  the  employment  as  erro- 
neously covered,  but  also  removing  Ne- 
braska from  the  prohibition  that  firemen 
shall  not  be  covered  generally. 

The  way  the  provision  is  written  it 
is  met  with  objections  and  opposition  on 
the  part  of  organized  firemen  and  in- 
dividual firemen  in  a  number  of  locali- 
ties. The  amendment  I  have  offered 
reaches  the  objective  of  validating  the 
social  security  covered  that  affects  these 
few  men  and  particularly  these  two  men 
without  changing  the  status  in  regard 
to  the  eligibility  of  firemen  generally  in 
the  State  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  minor  amend- 
ment and  I  hope  the  committee  sees  fit 
to  accept  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  no  objection  to  the  amend- 
ment, unless  someone  wishes  to  op- 
pose it. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska.  [Putting  in  the 
question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  yield  myself  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  have  discovered  that  there  was 
a  technical  defect  in  the  Harris  amend- 
ment which  was  agreed  to  yesterday.  I 
therefore  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  placed  in  the  Harris  amendment, 
which  was  passed  yesterday,  an  appro- 
priate designation  of  the  statute  being 
amended. 

The  designation  should  have  read: 

(c)  Sec.  402  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the 
following:  ";  and  (25)". 

The  amendment  with  appropriate  des- 
ignation would  read  as  follows: 

On  page  251  between  lines  10  and  11  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  following:  "(c)  Sec. 
402  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  before  the  period  the  following: 
';  and  (25)  effective  July  1,  1969,  provide  for 
assistance  to  children  in  need  because  of 
the  unemployment  of  their  father  as  pro- 
vided in  Sec.  407.'  " 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hears  no  ob- 
jection, and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  wonder  if  I  might  engage  in 
colloquy  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  in  connection  with  some 
provisions  of  the  bill  which  we  have  had 
discussions  about  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Am  I 
correct  that  when  the  State  welfare 
agency  has  reason  to  believe  a  child's 
home  is  unsuitable  because  of  neglect  or 
abuse  of  the  child,  the  State  agency  is  to 
report  it  to  the  courts? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  In  con- 
nection with  this  report  to  the  courts, 
then,  am  I  correct  in  inferring  that  the 
State  agency  is  therefore  to  make  its  own 
initial  finding  based  on  such  evidence  as 
it  has,  that  the  home  is  unsuitable? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 
.  Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  As  I  read 
the  language  of  the  new  section  402(a) 
(16)  and  the  accompanying  legislative 
history,  am  I  correct  in  my  inference 
that  Congress  does  not  intend  that  in 
making  this  initial  finding  the  State 
agency  is  to  be  governed  by  a  different 
standard  of  neglect  or  abuse  than  that 
which  applies  to  the  rest  of  the  popula- 
tion under  the  applicable  State  laws? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  I  under- 
stand the  Senator's  inquiry,  let  me  assure 
him  that  there  is  no  intention  that  State 
agencies  apply  any  different  standard  to 
families  on  welfare  in  determining 
whether  a  child  has  been  neglected.  The 
standards  that  should  be  applied  in  such 
a  case  are  the  standards  which  would 
be  applied  in  that  State  with  respect  to 
any  other  family  where  a  child  neglect 
question  is  raised. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The  Sen- 
ator has  understood  my  inquiry,  and  I 
appreciate  his  answer. 

Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding  that 
the  intent  of  the  new  section  402(a)  (17) 
of  the  law  is  to  indicate  Congress  con- 
cern that,  wherever  possible,  paternity  of 
children  should  be  established  and  sup- 
port obtained  from  the  father? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Am  I 
correct  that  based  on  my  reading  of  the 
bill  and  the  committee  report,  that  the 
committee  does  not  intend  by  this  new 
paragraph  17  that  establishment  of 
paternity  is  a  prerequisite  for  obtaining 
AFDC? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct,  It  is  a  purpose  of  the  provi- 
sion of  our  bill  just  as  it  was  the  purpose 
of  the  provision  in  the  House  bill,  that 
the  State  agency  should  seek  to  obtain 
support  from  a  father  who  has  aban- 
doned his  children  and  left  them  on  wel- 
fare. 

I  have  been  Inclined  to  think  perhaps 
the  State  might  require  it,  not  as  a  con- 


dition of  aid  to  the  child,  but  as  a  con- 
dition of  paternity  and  the  mother  iden- 
tifying as  the  mother;  but  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  bill  to  say  that.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  the  House  language  of  the  bill. 
This  is  not  the  Senate  language. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  We  are 
establishing  that,  during  the  period  of 
time  the  effort  is  being  made  to  estab- 
lish the  paternity  of  the  child,  the  child 
will  not  lose  the  welfare  payment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  So  far  as  I 
know,  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  to  sug- 
gest that. 

Mi-.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Let  me 
state  to  the  Senator  that  there  was  some 
confusion  in  language  about  it.  I  want 
to  make  sure  that  it  is  clarified.  That  was 
the  purpose  of  the  colloquy. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  So  far  as  I 
know,  the  language  does  not  say  that. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  is  not 
the  intent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
well  knows  that  if  the  committee  lan- 
guage does  not  say  it,  then  it  is  not  there. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  note  a 
reference  in  the  new  section  402(a)  (19> 
(D)  on  page  276  to  payments  under  sec- 
tion 408  as  being  among  those  which  can 
be  continued  to  dependent  children  in 
the  event  an  appropriate  person  refuses 
to  participate  in  the  work-incentive  pro- 
gram. If  I  am  correct  in  my  understand- 
ing, these  are  payments  to  children  in 
foster  homes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Based  on 
my  reading  of  the  bill  and  the  commit- 
tee report,  am  I  correct  that  this  refer- 
ence to  foster-home  payments  is  only 
for  the  purpose  of  indicating  that  this 
is  one  form  in  which  payments  to  de- 
pendent children  might  continue  to  be 
made  and  that  there  is  no  implication 
that  the  refusal  to  work  by  the  mother 
or  responsible  relative  is  to  be  construed 
per  se  as  neglect,  which  would  trigger 
removal  of  the  child  from  the  home  and 
place  him  in  the  foster  home? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  There  are  three  types  of  pay- 
ments that  we  make  under  the  AFDC 
program  in  addition  to  the  cash  payment 
directed  to  the  family.  The  first  are  the 
so-called  protective  payments  where  for 
one  reason  or  the  other  it  is  determined 
that  the  adults  in  the  family  are  not 
using  the  cash  payments  for  the  best 
interest  of  the  children. 

I  am  advised  that  across  this  country 
there  are  only  36  instances  in  which 
these  payments  are  being  used  today. 
The  second  are  vendor  payments  where 
the  money  is  paid  to  the  seller  of  goods 
and  services.  The  third  type  of  payment 
is  the  foster -home  payment.  The  pro- 
vision in  our  bill  says  that  when  a  per- 
son who  has  been  referred  to  a  work 
situation  refused  without  good  cause  to 
accept  the  work  or  undergo  training  to 
which  he  might  be  referred,  that  after 
60  days  if  he  still  refuses,  these  three 
categories  of  payments  are  the  only 
kind  of  payments  that  can  be  made  with 
respect  to  the  dependent  children  in  that 
family. 
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It  does  not  say,  and  should  not  be 
construed  to  reflect  any  intention,  that 
a  failure  to  work  is  a  cause  for  taking 
a  child  from  a  parent  and  placing  it  in 
a  foster  home.  However,  if  that  child  is 
in  a  foster  home  and  its  parent  refuses 
to  accept  work  or  undergo  training  be- 
yond the  60-day  grace  period,  we  want 
an  assurance  in  the  bill  that  the  foster- 
care  payments  with  respect  to  his  child 
can  be  continued.  That  is  what  the 
reference  in  our  bill  means.  We  want  to 
be  sure  that  dependent  children  are  not 
deprived  of  the  care  and  support  they 
need  because  of  the  faults  of  others  in 
their  family. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  cf  New  York.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  46S 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  call  up  a  modi- 
fied version  of  my  amendment  No.  465 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy of  New  York  is  as  follows: 

On  page  275,  at  the  end  of  line  18,  add  the 
following:  "a  mother  or  other  relative  who  is 
actually  caring  for  one  or  more  children 
under  the  age  of  16  who  are  attending  school, 
except  where  participation  in  such  work 
program  does  not  necessitate  the  absence  of 
such  mother  or  relative  from  the  home  dur- 
ing hours  when  the  child  or  children  are  not 
attending  school,  or". 

On  page  275,  line  20,  after  "find",  insert 
",  in  accordance  with  criteria  established  by 
the  Secretary,". 

On  page  278,  strike  everything  from  line  13 
through  line  16,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"shall  be  continued;". 

On  page  285,  strike  everything  from  line  16 
through  line  22. 

On  page  286,  line  2,  strike  " — ". 

On  page  286,  line  3,  strike  "(1)". 

On  page  286,  strike  everything  from  line  5 
through  line  9. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, this  amendment  is  intended  to 
modify  what  I  believe  is  a  coercive  aspect 
of  the  work  incentive  program  contained 
in  the  bill.  The  amendment  has  the  co- 
sponsorship  of  15  Senators  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle:  Senators  Brooke,  Case, 
Clark,  Hart,  Javits,  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts, Kuchel,  McGee,  McGovern, 
Mondale,  Morse,  Muskie,  Pell,  Wil- 
liams of  New  Jersey,  and  Yarborough. 

Perhaps  the  greatest  failure  of  welfare 
in  this  country  has  been  its  damage  to 
the  fabric  of  family  life.  Too  often  it  has 
forced  fathers  to  leave  home  so  that  their 
families  might,  obtain  assistance,  such  as- 
sistance being  unavailable  unless  the 
home  breaks  up.  Just  yesterday,  the  Sen- 
ate, recognizing  how  profoundly  damag- 
ing and  undesirable  this  is,  adopted  the 
Harris  amendment  to  make  aid  to  de- 


pendent children  of  unemployed  fathers 
a  mandatory  part  of  each  State's  welfare 
plan. 

Yet  the  work  incentive  plan  which  the 
committee  has  proposed,  although  con- 
structive in  its  general  purpose,  takes  a 
step  in  the  direction  of  the  broken  home. 
It  will  force  mothers  who  have  children 
attending  school  to  work,  during  or  after 
school  hours,  during  months  when  school 
is  in  session  and  during  vacation  period. 
School-age  children  will  be  forced  to 
come  home  to  an  empty  house,  the  pro- 
verbial latchkey  children  whose  names  so 
often  are  found  on  the  rolls  of  the  ju- 
venile court. 

As  the  legislation  reads  at  the  present 
time,  we  have  accepted  the  idea  that  a 
mother  with  preschool  children  should 
remain  at  home  and  that  the  mother 
should  not  be  forced  to  work  under  those 
conditions.  I  think  that  is  important.  But 
where  the  legislation  falls  down  is  where 
the  mother  has  a  child  8,  9,  10,  12,  14,  or 
15  years  of  age,  and  the  mother  is  taking 
care  of  one  or  more  such  children,  and 
she  has  a  responsibility  for  those  chil- 
dren. That  legislation  requires  that  the 
mother,  despite  the  fact  that  she  cares 
for  those  children  and  has  a  responsibil- 
ity for  them,  has  got  to  go  out  to  work 
during  a  period  of  time  that  those  chil- 
dren are  off  from  school,  or  during  the 
summer. 

She  is  unnecessarily  coerced.  The  idea 
of  breaking  up  the  family  home,  the 
family  unit  is  not  good.  I  believe  that  we 
should  move  in  the  opposite  direction 
an  encourage  the  mother  to  remain  at 
home  with  the  children. 

My  amendment  accepts  the  idea  that 
while  children  are  in  school,  the  mother 
can  work  during  that  period  of  time; 
but  when  the  children  are  out  of  school, 
or  on  vacation,  or  during  the  summer, 
the  mother,  it  seems  to  me,  should  re- 
main at  home  to  take  care  of  the  chil- 
dren. 

Another  part  of  the  legislation  which 
is  a  matter  of  concern  to  me,  and  is  dealt 
with  by  this  amendment,  provides  that 
where  the  mother  does  not  participate  in 
the  work  program,  her  welfare  assist- 
ance is  not  only  automatically  cut  off 
from  her  but  she  also  no  longer  has  the 
right  to  handle  that  money,  there  is 
then  established  a  procedure  where  a 
third  party  is  brought  in  and  the  money 
is  handled  through  that  third  party. 

Once  again,  it  breaks  down  the  con- 
cept of  the  home  idea,  of  the  family  unit 
and  the  importance  of  the  mother.  Per- 
haps the  mother  is  wrong.  But,  perhaps 
she  is  right,  that  a  particular  job  has 
been  established  for  her  and  that  it  does 
not  make  much  sense.  Perhaps  she  wants 
to  stay  home  with  the  children  and  says, 
"That  is  more  important  for  me  to  do." 
Here  we  are  taking  the  step  of  cutting  off 
aid  to  the  mother  but,  it  seems  to  me,  it 
also  destroys  the  mother's  position  in 
the  home  by  saying  that  she  is  no  longer 
going  to  receive  welfare  assistance  and 
that  it  will  be  automatically  handled 
through  a  third  party,  which  I  think  is 
a  bad  mistake. 

I  recognize  that  there  v/ill  be  instances 
when  it  will  be  necessary  to  go  through 
a  third  party.  But  it  should  be  left  to 
the  State  to  make  that  judgment  or  de- 


termination; it  should  not  be  made  by 
Congress.  Congress  should  not  decide 
that  every  mother  who  should  refuses  to 
work  under  our  program  should  no 
longer  be  considered  fit  to  handle  funds 
under  the  welfare  program. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  First,  let  me  thank  the 
Senator  from  New  York  for  submitting 
the  proposal  that  is  now  pending.  As  he 
has  indicated,  a  number  of  us  feel  that 
it  makes  very  good  sense.  Most  times  in 
the  Senate  we  are  talking  about  things 
that  are,  at  best,  subject  to  tentative 
conclusions — to  bomb  or  not  to  bomb; 
when  will  we  get  to  the  moon  and  is  it 
worth  it?  But  what  we  are  talking  about 
now  is  whether  it  makes  sense  for  a 
mother  to  stay  at  home  on  a  Saturday 
with  her  9-year-old  son.  I  have  no  diffi- 
culty in  deciding  it  does. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  That  is 
correct.  May  I  give  the  Senator  another 
example?  The  Senator  well  knows  that 
children  in  the  first,  second,  and  third 
grades  may  return  from  school  by  1  or  2 
o'clock.  The  mother's  work  might  re- 
quire her  to  leave  the  house  at  8  o'clock 
in  the  morning.  Perhaps  the  children  do 
not  go  to  school  until  a  quarter  of  9. 
The  mother  may  have  to  work  until  4  or 
5  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.  Thus  the 
children  might  be  at  home  by  themselves 
for  those  4  or  5  hours. 

Saturdays  are  another  example.  Also 
the  summer  months.  Those  are  times 
when  a  mother  would  like  to  be  with  her 
children.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  mother 
should  be  with  her  children  until  they 
are  at  least  16  years  of  age. 

Mr.  HART.  I  suspect  that  some  per- 
sons who  listened  to  the  colloquy  be- 
tween the  Senator  from  New  York  and 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long] 
will  judge  that  we  are  anxious  to  insure 
that  mothers  stay  on  the  job  supervising 
their  children  so  our  Saturdays  could  re- 
main free.  That  is  not  the  point.  The 
point  is  that  one  does  not  have  to  be  a 
Ph.  D.  in  psychology  to  know  that  one  of 
the  most  critical  needs,  in  terms  of  di- 
recting a  child,  disciplining  a  family,  and 
insuring,  to  the  extent  that  a  family  can, 
that  a  child  does  not  get  into  trouble, 
is  to  have  a  parent  at  home  when  the 
child  is  not  in  school. 

As  I  understand,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  is  directing  our  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  bill  as  reported  has 
exactly  the  opposite  effects.  It  will  re- 
quire, subject  to  forfeiture  of  money, 
that  the  mother  leave  home  at  a  time 
when  the  child  is  there.  As  I  say,  I  really 
feel  confident  that  our  judgment  with 
respect  to  the  amendment  would  be 
sound  in  the  verdict  of  history — and  we 
would  not  have  to  wait  long  for  this 
one. 

Also,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
makes  the  point  that  the  intrusion  of  a 
third  party  as  a  mandatory  method  of 
channeling  money,  in  the  event  of  a 
definite  failure  or  refusal  to  work  on 
the  part  of  the  mother,  does  not  con- 
tribute to  a  strong  family  bond.  As  the 
Senator  from  New  York  says,  there  are 
very  good  reasons  which  would  persuade 
a  mother  not  to  leave  the  home.  In  fact, 
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a  casual  observer  might  say  that  her 
motive  was  of  the  very  best  if  she  thought 
the  place  for  her  was  at  home  with  her 
young  child,  and  to  intrude  in  a  manda- 
tory sense,  rather  than  the  method  that 
is  established  under  existing  law,  to  have 
a  third  party  handle  the  money  initially, 
makes  no  sense. 

It  may  be  that  all  of  us  have  inherited 
the  notion  that  work  is  holy,  that  work 
is  always  good,  that  there  is  no  purpose 
higher  in  life  than  to  work;  but  for  a 
mother  with  a  9-year-old  child,  there  is 
a  higher  purpose,  and  let  us  make  sure 
that  the  Congress  does  not  make  it  more 
difficult  for  her  to  achieve  that  highest 
of  all  purposes,  to  be  home  with  the  child. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  ap- 
preciate the  statement  of  the  Senator. 

I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self 2  minutes  on  the  bill.  I,  too,  join  in 
support  of  this  amendment  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

I  would  like  to  put  to  the  Senate  this. 
I  testified  before  the  Finance  Committee 
in  favor  of  this  amendment.  So  did  my 
colleague  from  New  York.  I  laid  before 
the  committee  the  proposition  that  the 
mother  should  be  the  one  to  make  the 
decision,  and  no  welfare  department 
should  make  the  decision,  as  to  whether 
the  mother  is  needed  in  the  home. 

Is  that  the  essence  of  the  Senator's 
amendment — that  when  the  mother 
thinks  she  is  needed  in  the  home,  and 
the  children  are  not  in  school,  she  is  the 
one  who  should  be  making  the  decision? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  seems 
to  me  this  is  not  a  question  of  forcing 
men  to  work ;  this  is  a  question  of  forcing 
a  mother  to  work  who  may  have  children 
of  7,  8,  9,  10,  or  15  to  take  a  job  to  clean 
someone's  latrine,  perhaps. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Because  the  government 
insists  that  she  must. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Because 
it  is  in  the  law,  and  some  bureaucrat 
insists  that  that  mother  should  be  clean- 
ing the  courthouse  window  instead  of 
taking  care  of  her  children. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Then  we  complain  of 
broken  families  and  of  young  people  who 
go  out  on  the  streets  and  juvenile  de- 
linquents of  10,  11,  12,  and  13. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  And  of 
course,  the  mothers  would  have  to  take 
almost  any  kind  of  a  job  and  the  pay- 
ments of  those  mothers  may  not  be  even 
the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  hope  the  Senate  adopts 
the  amendment.  From  my  own  experi- 
ence, I  assure  the  Senator  that  this 
amendment  is  greatly  needed. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

This  is  a  part  of  the  program  where 
the  House  committee  found  the  greatest 
abuse  and  the  greatest  growth  in  the 
abuse  of  the  welfare  program.  During 
the  last  10  years  the  number  of  people 
receiving  aid  to  dependent  children  has 
more  than  doubled.  The  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram has  doubled.  It  is  expected  to  keep 
on  increasing  at  this  rate  unless  we  do 
something  about  it. 

If  we  do  not  do  something  to  restrain 
the  cost  of  this  program,  and  carry  it 
on  as  it  is  going  now,  it  is  estimated  that 


within  a  couple  more  years  the  cost  of 
this  program  will  go  to  $3  billion  a  year. 

This  is  the  section  of  the  law  about 
which  the  House  showed  great  concern, 
a  program  in  which  there  are  second  and 
third  generation  welfare  clients.  The 
Senate  committee  did  not  see  fit  to  put 
a  freeze  on  the  number  of  people  receiv- 
ing the  benefits,  as  the  House  proposed. 
The  House  felt  it  needed  to  be  very  tough 
on  this,  because  this  is  where  the  greatest 
abuse  is  in  the  welfare  program. 

We  said  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 
We  will  offer  training  to  these  mothers. 
We  will  give  them  lawyers  to  help  them 
go  to  court  and  get  alimony  from  the 
husbands.  We  will  provide  subsidized  em- 
ployment. We  will  make  contracts  with 
hospitals  and  universities  to  help  them 
clean  up  the  slums  or  grounds. 

We  will  do  everything  that  the  mind 
of  man  can ,  conceive  of  to  help  put 
these  people  to  constructive  work — for 
the  first  time  in  their  lives  for  many  of 
them  and,  for  that  matter,  for  the  first 
time  in  the  lives  of  the  fathers  and 
mothers  of  many  of  them.  We  have 
been  trying  to  provide  constructive 
ways  to  get  these  people  to  work. 

It  was  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  that  we  did  not  want  to  ask 
a  mother  who  had  a  child  of  preschool 
age  to  go  to  work.  We  said,  "Fine."  We 
said,  affirmatively,  under  Federal  law, 
that  the  mother  is  not  to  be  required  to 
do  any  work  for  the  money  she  is  get- 
ting from  society  and  we  will  not  ask 
her,  as  a  condition  of  welfare,  that  she 
do  some  work  to  her  own  advantage. 
We  proceeded  to  say  that  if  that  person 
were  disabled  or  were  incapacitated,  or 
for  any  other  reason  that  occurred  to 
the  committee  as  a  reason  for  her  not 
being  required  to  work,  she  should  not 
have  to  work. 

The  most  expensive  item  in  the  wel- 
fare program  is  the  proposal  that  we 
will  increase  the  cost  of  the  bill  by  hun- 
dreds of  millions  to  provide  day-care 
centers  and  training  facilities  to  pro- 
vide incentives  for  people  to  help  them- 
selves. 

Having  done  all  this,  we  provide  that 
there  must  be  day  care  for  the  child; 
that  there  must  be  someone  to  look 
after  the  child.  Having  provided  this,  at 
great  expense,  then  it  is  suggested  that 
if  a  mother  has  a  child  of  less  than  16 
years  of  age,  she  does  not  have  to  pay 
for  her  welfare  payments,  even  though 
there  is  a  job  which  she  is  capable  of 
doing,  even  if  it  is  no  more  than  clean- 
ing up  the  Utter  in  front  of  her  home, 
which  some  highly  paid  people  do  in 
their  own  cases  because  no  one  else  is 
available  to  do  it. 

So  when  we  provide  day  care  for  a 
child — we  are  not  talking  about  pre- 
school age;  we  are  talking  about  school- 
age  children — the  Senator  would  still 
insist  that  if  she  has  a  child  younger 
than  16,  the  mother  would  not  have  to 
do  so  much  as  swat  a  mosquito  off  her 
leg  as  a  condition  for  getting  aid  from 
the  government. 

We  say  in  a  case  like  that  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  mother  should  not  do 
something.  The  child  is  in  school.  She 
can  work.  If  we  provide  day-care  facil- 
ities while  she  is  at  work  or  someone  to 


take  care  of  the  child  after  that,  then 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  mother 
should  not  work. 

So  at  least  in  some  cases,  we  would 
hope  that  we  might  be  able  to  get  as 
many  as  one-third  of  these  mothers  who 
draw  welfare  money  to  do  something 
constructive  for  society,  at  additional 
pay,  in  return  for  the  welfare  assistance 
they  draw. 

The  Senator  would  negate  that  entire- 
ly by  his  amendment,  and  just  fix  it  up 
so  that  a  mother  with  15-  or  16 -year-old 
children  would  be  privileged  to  decline 
to  work,  and  continue  to  draw  welfare 
payments. 

Keep  in  mind,  if  the  mother  does  not 
want  to  do  anything,  we  would  continue 
to  pay  the  money  for  the  benefit  of  the 
child.  We  just  would  not  pay  a  welfare 
payment  to  the  mother  for  her  benefit, 
and  we  would  reserve  the  right  not  to  pay 
it  to  the  mother,  but  to  someone  else, 
just  to  make  sure  that  she  is  not  spend- 
ing it  for  a  hi-fi  or  LSD  instead  of  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  people  right 
in  this  buildmg  who  hire  15-  and  16- 
year-old  children  as  babysitters  to  give 
their  wives  a  much-deserved  evening  out 
from  time  to  time.  If  those  children,  in 
that  age  bracket,  can  very  constructively 
and  usefully  do  work  themselves,  there 
is  no  reason  why  they  should  be  seized 
upon  as  an  excuse  for  their  mother  to  do 
nothing. 

-But  as  I  say,  it  is  provided  in  the  bill 
that  we  will  provide  a  way  to  care  for  the 
child,  either  through  day  care  or  other- 
wise, when  the  mother  is  not  there.  Espe- 
cially when  the  child  is  not  in  the  home, 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  mother  should 
not  do  what  other  women  do  when  they 
find  themselves  widows,  or  find  them- 
selves alone,  with  the  necessity  to  support 
a  child — do  something  to  support  them- 
selves, rather  than  rely  on  society  en- 
tirely to  support  them. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  doubt 
whether  the  pending  amendment  should 
be  adopted.  The  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  proceeded  in  a  manner  that  they 
thought  would  be  helpful  to  the  welfare 
recipients.  Their  objective  was  to  have 
people  removed  from  relief  rolls  and  be- 
come productive  members  of  society,  and 
they  provided  incentives  and  training, 
and  then  requirements  to  work. 

They  said  that  a  mother  or  other  per- 
son in  the  AFDC  program  should  be  re- 
quired to  take  this  training,  and  work,  in 
every  appropriate  case.  The  Committee 
on  Finance  decided  that  we  ought  to 
write  some  guidelines  as  to  what  was  an 
appropriate  case.  They  are  found  at  page 
275  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  provides  that  it  is  not  appro- 
priate to  make  this  requirement  of  "a 
person  wich  illness,  incapacity,  advanced 
age,  or  so  remcte  from  any  of  the  proj- 
ects under  the  work  incentive  programs 
established  by  part  C  that  he  cannot 
effectively  participate  under  any  of  such 
programs,  or  a  child  attending  school  full 
time,  or  a  person  whose  presence  in  the 
home  on  a  substantially  continuous  basis 
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is  required  because  of  the  illness  or  in- 
capacity of  another  member  of  the 
household." 

Then  here  is  some  language  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  offered: 
"a  mother  who  is  actually  caring  for  one 
or  more  children  of  preschool  age,"  and 
so  on. 

These  people  are  not  required  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  one  further 
point? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
knows,  in  addition  to  the  other  areas, 
that  we  have  the  McCarthy  amendment, 
which  says  that  if  the  State  wishes  to 
find  that  the  mother  should  not  work'for 
any  conceivable  reason  the  State  can 
think  of,  the  State  may  negate  the  entire 
program. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes.  But  going  one  step 
further,  to  provide  that  any  mother,  or  a 
child  under  16,  should  not  work  or  take 
training,  would  do,  in  my  opinion,  a  dis- 
service to  the  beneficiaries. 

The  purpose  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives in  writing  this  language  into 
the  bill  was  to  enable  people  to  move  out 
of  the  relief  category  into  a  condition  of 
self-support.  As  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  has  stated,  day  care 
has  been  provided,  incentives,  retaining 
part  of  the  benefit  while  you  draw  some 
wages — many  things  have  been  done. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  shall  in  just  a  moment. 

What  is  happening  in  this  country  is 
that  certain  families,  from  one  genera- 
tion to  another,  remain  in  the  category 
of  welfare  recipients.  This  is  an  attempt 
to  get  them  out.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
amendment  offered,  which  would  take 
away  these  persuasions,  if  you  please,  or 
these  compulsions  for  work  and  training 
for  everyone  who  has  children  under  16, 
is  in  the  interest  of  either  the  parents 
or  the  children. 

I  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  remind 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  that  we  are 
not  talking  about  just  any  parents.  We 
are  not  even  talking  about  the  father. 
We  are  talking  about  the  mother.  We 
are  talking  about  a  mother  who  might 
have  a  child  9  or  10  years  old,  who  gets 
home  from  school  at  1  o'clock.  Is  the  Sen- 
ator in  favor  of  a  system  in  the  United 
States  where  we  are  going  to  force  the 
mother  to  go  out  and  work  until  1  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon?  I  thought  one  of  our 
great  objections  to  the  Soviet  system  was 
its  practice  of  taking  children  and  turn- 
ing them  over  to  the  state.  That  is  ex- 
actly what  we  would  be  doing  here. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  No;  I  

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  If  I  may 
finish,  to  take  the  children  out  of  the 
home,  up  to  the  age  of  16,  and  turn  them 
over  to  the  state,  whether  the  mother 
likes  it  or  not.  I  cannot  believe  that  the 
United  States  would  accept  that  system. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  No,  I  do  not  agree.  In  the 
first  place,  I  do  not  know  of  any  place 
where  9-year-old  children  are  discharged 
from  school  at  1  o'clock. 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  can  tell 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  and  any- 
body who  has  a  9-year-old  child  knows 
the  schools  are  discharging  them. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  But,  to  state  another 
illustration,  under  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment, a  child  years  old  in  the 
home  

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Could  I 
ask  the  Senator  

Mr.  CURTIS.  Would  enable  the  mother 
to  take  advantage  of  the  provision,  and 
decline  the  opportunity  for  her  own  im- 
provement. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  suggesting  send- 
ing a  15y2-year-old  child  to  a  day  care 
center? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Not  necessarily,  at  all. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Where 
would  the  Senator  put  the  child?  That 
is  what  we  are  talking  about.  Would  the 
Senator  send  him  to  a  child  care  center, 
a  child  15  years  old?  What  does  the  Sen- 
ator think  would  happen  in  that  child 
care  center? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  There  are  many  orga- 
nized activities  that  take  place  in  all  of 
these  communities. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  What 
would  they  be  doing  in  these  communities 
that  the  Senator  is  talking  about?  In 
Harlem,  for  example,  for  15-year-olds? 
I  thought  what  we  were  trying  to  do  was 
keep  them  in  the  family. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  it  is  this  simple : 
Here  is  an  opportunity,  with  day  care 
provided,  training,  incentives  to  retain 
part  of  the  benefits  and  still  get  people 
to  earn  wages — an  opportunity  for  those 
children  to  eventually  live  in  a  home  that 
is  not  on  welfare;  and  the  pending 
amendment,  I  believe,  is  one  more  road- 
block in  the  way  of  bringing  that  about. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  I  would  suggest  to  Sen- 
ators who  have  forgotten  what  it  is  like 
to  have  a  child  from  5  to  15  years  of  age 
that  they  have  put  the  cart  before  the 
horse.  If  Senators  do  not  want  to  make 
a  mother  go  away  from  home  while  the 
child  is  there,  do  not  say  she  can  go  away 
while  the  child  is  between  the  age  of  9 
and  15.  Tell  her  to  go  away  when  she  can 
send  him  to  some  nursery,  when  he  is  3 
or  5.  That  would  make  much  better 
sense.  It  is  the  children  of  10  to  15  who 
get  into  trouble  without  the  parent,  not 
those  from  3  to  5. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
willing  to  concede  that  there  is  any  pre- 
school child  who  does  not  need  his  moth- 
er. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  difficulty  with  this 
debate  is  that  we  are  not  keeping  in  mind 
the  way  this  particular  bill  is  written. 
The  way  it  is  written,  Mr.  President,  the 


mother  with  children  within  the  legal  age 
can  be  compelled  to  work  during  the  time 
the  child  is  not  attending  school.  That  is 
what  we  wish  to  correct. 

That  is  what  we  are  after.  She  can  be 
compelled  to  work  as  far  as  we  are  con- 
cerned when  the  child  is  attending 
school.  The  question  is  what  happens 
thereafter.  As  has  been  properly  said, 
that  child  is  not  eligible  for  day  care  and, 
in  addition,  under  the  bill  that  mother 
can  work  voluntarily,  which  adds  to  the 
argument  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
or  she  can  work  and  retain  a  large  part 
of  her  earnings. 

The  psychological  aspect  of  this  mat- 
ter that  has  not  been  mentioned  is  that 
26  percent  of  the  kids  in  that  wage  level 
are  practically  parentless  and  wandering 
around.  They  are  from  Harlem.  That  is 
what  creates  the  problem.  Forty-six  per- 
cent of  the  people  in  Harlem  are  from 
broken  homes. 

That  is  what  we  are  talking  about.  We 
are  not  talking  about  nice  people  from 
nice  neighborhoods,  but  about  nice  people 
from  slum  or  ghetto  neighborhoods. 

This  is  an  effort  to  face  the  actual 
problem,  and  not  talk  about  us  managing 
their  lives. 

Such  a  mother  can  work,  in  her  judg- 
ment, if  she  wants  to.  And  we  should  not 
make  her  do  so,  which  is*  the  intent  of 
the  bill.  We  should  adopt  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  hope  the  Senate  does  so. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  2  minutes 
remaining  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  York  just 
got  through  explaining  what  a  sorry  situ- 
ation exists  in  Harlem.  That  is  what  we 
are  trying  to  correct. 

Some  of  the  best  mothers  in  America, 
and  the  most  responsible  ones,  hold  their 
families  together  when  the  fathers  are 
not  available  to  support  them — in  the 
event  of  death  or  some  unforeseen 
tragedy. 

The  mothers  go  to  work  and  earn 
many  times  as  much  as  they  would  re- 
ceive on  public  welfare  or  from  any  other 
kind  of  charity.  They  find  somebody  to 
look  after  the  child  while  they  are  work- 
ing. 

The  mothers  find  somebody  to  look 
after  the  child  from  3  o'clock  until  5 
o'clock  when  the  mother  is  not  home. 

We  would  spend  $100  million  to  relieve 
these  mothers  of  that  kind  of  problem 
and  provide  somebody  to  look  after  the 
child.  The  social  worker  is  obligated  to 
find  somebody  to  look  after  the  child 
when  the  mother  is  not  there. 

The  mothers  would  then  have  no  ex- 
cuse under  the  sun  for  refusing  to  do 
something  constructive,  if  it  is  nothing 
more  than  to  clean  up  the  mess  in  front 
of  their  own  houses. 

When  she  no  longer  has  any  excuse 
not  to  work,  she  will  lose  her  welfare 
check  if  she  does  not  work.  We  reserve 
the  right  to  pay  that  welfare  check  so 
that  it  will  benefit  that  child. 

We  do  not  want  to  have  the  mother 
sitting  around  and  drinking  wine  all  day. 
There  is  no  excuse  for  her  not  doing 
some  sort  of  constructive  work.  We  pro- 
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pose  to  say:  "Either  you  do  something  to 
help  yourself,  or  we  will  not  pay  you  the 
welfare  check.  The  child  will  get  it,  but 
not  you." 

We  hope  on  that  basis  to  put  some  of 
these  people  to  work. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  an  additional  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  2 
additional  minutes  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  a  State  can  think  of  any  conceiv- 
able reason  beyond  what  the  committee 
could  think  of  as  to  why  this  mother 
should  not  do  something  to  help  herself 
and  her  children,  the  State  can  negate 
the  whole  program.  However,  I  cannot 
support  an  amendment  that  would  pro- 
vide that  the  State  could  not  have  an  ef- 
fective work  program,  even  if  it  wanted 
to. 

We  are  urged  to  fix  it  up  by  Federal 
fiat  so  that  even  if  a  State  wanted  to  have 
an  effective  work  program,  it  could  not 
have  it.  And  all  because  we  are  so  solicit- 
ous of  people  who  never  did  a  lick  of 
work  in  their  whole  lifetime,  and  who  do 
not  propose  to  do  so  because  they  have  a 
child  of  school  age,  that  we  are  prepared 
to  let  them  use  that  as  an  excuse  to  con- 
tinue to  draw  welfare  for  then  child 
from  now  on  into  eternity  rather  than 
help  themselves. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  pending  amend- 
ment is  agreed  to,  the  House  will  not  take 
it,  and  the  House  will  be  in  good  grace 
doing  what  the  Chairman  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  said — if  the  Sen- 
ate cannot  stand  up  and  be  a  little  tough 
on  this  program,  it  will  cost  the  Govern- 
ment $3  billion. 

The  House  will  not  let  us  have  any  bill 
before  they  will  let  this  kind  of  thing 
continue. 

We  can  vote  for  an  effective  State  pro- 
vision or  do  without  any  law. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
a  letter  from  the  American  Public  Wel- 
fare Association  under  date  of  November 
21,  1967,  supporting  the  amendment  I 
have  offered  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

American  Public  Welfare  Association, 

Washington,  D.C.  November  21,  1967. 
Hon.  Robert  F.  Kennedy, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  I  wish  to  to  ex- 
press to  you  the  support  of  the  American 
Public  Welfare  Association  for  the  proposed 
amendment  number  465  to  the  Social  Secur- 
ity bill  with  reference  to  the  employment 
of  AFDC  mothers  jointly  introduced  by  you 
and  fifteen  other  Senators. 

It  is  the  position  of  this  Association  that 
full  employment  at  adequate  wages  should  be 
the  goal  for  all  persons  who  are  employable 
and  whose  services  are  not  needed  in  the 
home.  H.R.  12080  will  provide  new  resources 
to  enable  and  encourage  many  recipients  of 
assistance  to  attain  that  goal.  At  the  same 
time  we  believe  that  the  provisions  in  your 
amendment  are  necessary  in  order  to  give  as- 
surance that  mothers  will  be  permitted  to 
remain  at  home  when  needed  to  care  for 
their  children.  Your  amendment  would  rem- 


phasize  the  declared  purpose  of  the  existing 
law  "to  help  maintain  and  strengthen  family 
life  and  to  help  such  parents  or  relatives  to 
attain  or  retain  capability  for  the  maximum 
self-support  and  personal  independence  con- 
sistent with  the  maintenance  of  continuing 
parental  care  and  protection." 

This  amendment  is  consistent  with  posi- 
tions which  have  long  been  held  by  our  As- 
sociation and  with  our  testimony  given  to 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  on  H.R. 
12080. 

Sincerely, 

Harold  Hagen, 

Washington  Representative. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUSKTE.  Mr.  President,  as  I  un- 
derstand the  bill  in  its  present  form  to 
take  care  of  preschool  children,  it  is  the 
judgment  of  those  who  wrote  the  bill 
that  the  mother  ought  to  be  at  home  be- 
cause the  child  needs  her. 

If  a  mother  happens  to  have  a  9-year- 
old  child  who  is  at  home  from  2:30  in 
the  afternoon,  because  that  is  when 
school  lets  out: — as  it  does  in  the  case  of 
my  8-year-old  child — and  if  that  child 
needs  the  mother,  then,  by  the  logic  of 
the  bill  itself  that  mother  ought  to  be 
permitted  to  stay  home  to  take  care  of 
that  child. 

Is  that  the  thrust  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  amendment 
would  not  prevent  the  training  program 
or  work  program  from  going  into  effect. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  me  5 
minutes  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  5  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  We  are 
talking  about  women  who  are  heads  of 
families.  We  are  talking  about  mothers. 
The  amendment  would  not  prevent  the 
program  from  going  into  effect  as  it  re- 
lates to  mothers.  The  mothers  can  be  at 
home  when  the  children  are  at  home. 

The  mother  can  be  at  work  when  the 
children  are  at  school,  and  when  the 
children  come  out  of  school  at  1:30,  2:30, 
or  whatever  time  it  may  be,  the  mother 
will  be  at  home  with  the  children.  When 
the  children  are  out  of  school,  the 
mother  can  be  with  the  children. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  pre- 
vent the  mother  from  being  with  the 
child  during  that  period  of  time.  It  takes 
the  child  away  from  the  mother.  The 
mother  must  work,  whether  she  wants 
to  or  not.  We  would  provide  under  the 
bill  that  the  mother  must  work  during 
whatever  period  of  time  a  bureaucrat  de- 
cides she  should  work,  no  matter  what 
she  is  doing  at  the  time. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  It  is  the  legislative 
judgment  of  the  bill  that  for  the  care  of 
the  preschool  children,  the  mother  is 
needed,  and  all  that  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  states  is  that  if  the  mother 
is  needed  in  the  case  of  a  postschool 
child,  she  also  ought  to  be  permitted  to 
stay  at  home. 


It  seems  to  me  that  the  logic  of  the 
Senator's  amendment  is  escapable. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr ._  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, i  yield  myself  2  minutes  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  of  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  want  to  make  it  clear  so  that  the  Sena- 
tor from  Maine,  the  former  Governor  of 
that  State,  will  understand  me. 

What  we  say  in  the  bill  is  that  when  a 
State  by  its  plan  provides,  with  Federal 
money  to  match  it,  that  the  State  will 
care  for  that  child  during  the  8  hours 
that  that  moher  is  working,  6  hours  in 
school  and  2  hours  afer  school,  if  the 
State  thinks  the  mother  is  able  to  work, 
she  should  work-  and  not  be  paid  a  wel- 
fare check  for  her  benefit  if  she  does  not 
work.  The  State  would  still  pay  for  the 
care  of  the  child  and  it  would  be  required 
to  do  so.  However,  if  the  State  of  Maine 
wanted  to  say:  "We  are  going  to  let 
these  schools  out  at  1:30  in  the  after- 
noon," it  can  do  so. 

The  State  can  say,  "We  will  not  ask 
my  mother  to  work  past  noon  or  2  hours 
a  day,  because  we  are  going  to  let  school 
out  early  and  perhaps  not  even  ask  the 
mothers  to  go  to  work  at  all." 

Under  the  Senator's  amendment,  if 
the  State  of  Maine  wanted  to  set  up  a 
program  to  look  after  that  child  from 
6  in  the  morning  until  6  in  the  evening, 
with  all  the  elaborate  care  and  profes- 
sional Hollywood  help  that  can  be 
recruited  to  show  them  a  good  time, 
under  the  Senator's  amendment,  we 
could  not  ask  her  to  go  to  work  or  for- 
feit her  welfare  check.  We  would  have 
to  let  her  sit  there  and  drink  that  wine 
with  the  welfare  money.  We  would  not 
be  able  to  do  a  thing  merely  because 
she  has  a  child  in  school  and  would  not 
be  able  to  work  beyond  the  school  hours 
even  though  the  State  has  provided  the 
most  elaborate  kind  of  help  for  that 
mother.  The  cost  of  providing  care  for 
that  child  is  very  great. 

The  cost  increases  as  time  goes  by. 
It  has  been  estimated  that  the  Fed- 
eral share  of  the  cost  of  providing  day 
care  for  these  children  and  training 
would  reach  the  figure  of  S400  million 
in  1972. 

That  is  as  much  money  as  we  are 
willing  to  spend  to  get  these  people  to 
work. 

That  is  $400  million  just  to  care  for 
the  children. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  First  let  me 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Let  me  say,  first  of  all, 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana that  I  do  not  question  the  motives 
of  the  authors  of  this  bill  or  of  the  Sena- 
tor himself.  I  am  sure  that  the  commit- 
tee is  convinced  that  it  has  come  up 
with  an  equitable  program. 

With  respect  to  children  from  5  to 
10 — I  have  three  in  that  age  bracket — 
all  the  recreational  programs  are  no 
substitute  for  a  mother's  care  during  the 
afternoon  hours,  during  most  of  which 
my  children  are  at  home.  And  so  their 
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mother  is  at  home.  There  are  many  op- 
portunities for  Senate  wives  to  be  other- 
wise engaged  in  this  town  in  the  in- 
terests of  their  husbands'  careers.  But 
there  is  no  substitute. 

All  I  can  say — and  I  believe  this  is  all 
that  the  Senator  from  New  York  has 
said — is  that  if  in  the  mother's  judg- 
ment she  is  needed  at  home  in  the  after- 
school  hours,  when  the  child  is  still  very 
young,  that  judgment  should  be  hers 
and  should  not  be  taken  away  from  her 
by  the  State. 

I  am  not  sure  whether  the  figures  that 
the  Senator  has  given  us  identify  the 
incremental  cost  that  would  be  added  by 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  I  would  be  interested  to 
know  whether  there  are  such  figures. 

I  fully  appreciate  the  Senator's  argu- 
ment, but  I  will  say  to  the  Senator  that 
I  am  moved  by  the  considerations  that 
underlie  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  my- 
self 2  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  we  would  save  money 
on  day  care  under  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator.  But  we  would  keep 
these  people  living  on  welfare  forever 
and  have  four,  five,  and  six  generations 
on  welfare. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  If  this  is  what  concerns 
the  Senator,  then  why  does  he  not  elimi- 
nate the  exemption  for  preschool  chil- 
dren? The  same  argument  can  be  made 
as  to  them.  As  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan has  said,  looking  at  it  as  a  parent 
of  such  a  child,  it  is  easier  to  park  a  pre- 
school child  in  a  day  care  center  than  a 
9-year-old  child. 

So  if  numbers  are  involved,  numbers  of 
children,  If  you  have  to  make  a  swap, 
the  humanitarian  course  would  be  to  put 
the  preschool  children  in  the  day  cen- 
ters and  let  the  mother  take  care  of  the 
older  children. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  One  can 
argue,  about  this  but  a  school-age  child 
will  be  away  from  the  mother  6  hours  a 
day,  in  any  event,  if  the  child  is  attend- 
ing class  full  time.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
Senator  is  only  talking  about  2  additional 
hours,  so  a  person  could  take  a  full-time 
job.  Many  more  full-time  jobs  are  avail- 
able than  part-time  jobs. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  believe  it  is  likely,  if 
the  amendment  as  drawn  is  adopted,  that 
the  mother  could  refuse  work  and  train- 
ing although  there  was  a  grandmother  in 
the  house,  a  disabled  husband  who  was 
unable  to  do  physical  work  but  still  could 
be  present  with  the  children,  or  an  un- 
employed father,  or  a  child  over  16.  Their 
presence  in  the  house  would  not  invali- 
date the  language  set  forth  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  Under  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, grandpa  could  be  there,  grandma 
could  be  there,  sister  could  be  there, 
brother  could  be  there — all  of  them  able 
to  take  care  of  the  child. 


Furthermore,  an  unemployed  father 
could  be  in  the  home  and  you  could  have 
a  job  for  mama,  but  you  still  could  not 
ask  here  to  so  much  as  swat  a  mosquito 
on  her  own  leg,  because  we  do  not  want 
to  ask  that  mother  to  go  to  work  while 
the  child  is  not  in  school.  It  is  ridiculous 
that  some  people  can  be  so  solicitous. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  What  does  the  bill  pro- 
vide with  respect  to  disabled  fathers  or 
grandmothers  or  grandfathers  who  are 
in  the  house,  in  the  case  of  preschool 
children? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  believe  that  a  small 
child  needs  a  mother.  All  the  children  I 
know  are  brilliant,  but  at  3  months 
of  age  they  could  not  tie  their  own  shoes 
or  dress  themselves. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  they  are  in  a  different  category  than 
when  they  go  to  school. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Does  the 
Senator  suggest  that  a  7-year-old 
child  does  not  need  a  mother? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Oh,  yes;  the  child  does. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Is  that 
not  what  we  are  talking  about — that  the 
mother  should  be  with  the  children? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Not  necessarily. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The  Sen- 
ator spoke  about  preschool  children  and 
made  an  allowance  for  preschool  chil- 
dren. Is  the  Senator  saying  that  when 
the  child  reaches  6  or  7  or  8  or  9,  it  no 
longer  needs  its  mother? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  There  is  no  provision 
here  for  taking  the  mother  away  per- 
manently. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  No,  not 
permanently.  I  agree  that  that  has  not 
been  done. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  But  the  Senator's 
amendment  is  so  drawn  that  there  can 
be  many  other  adults  in  the  household, 
and  the  State  still  would  be  barred  from 
certifying  the  mother  for  work. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  call  the 
Senator's  attention  to  the  language:  "A 
mother  or  other  relative  who  is  actually 
caring  for  one  or  more  children." 

It  is  the  same  as  the  language  that  ap- 
plies to  the  preschool  children.  It  does 
not  apply  when  the  mother  is  not  taking 
care  of  the  children.  This  applies  to  a 
mother  who  is  taking  care  of  the  child. 
The  mother  should  be  with  the  child. 
We  are  making  the  mother  go  to  work. 
That  is  one  step.  But  let  us  not  make 
the  mother  go  to  work  when  the  children 
are  at  home.  I  cannot  believe  that  the 
Senate  would  do  that. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  should  like  to  make  this  clear. 
Under  this  provision,  we  say,  by  Federal 
law,  that  a  State  shall  not  require  any 
mother  to  go  to  work  as  a  condition  of 
receiving  welfare  payments  for  both 
herself  and  the  child. 

We  were  unanimous  about  this.  We 
set  down  every  logical  reason  that  oc- 
curred to  us  why  a  mother  should  not 
be  expected  to  do  anything  but  help  her- 
self and  the  child.  We  go  further  and 
say  that  when  the  State  wants  to  find 
some  additional  reason  why  it  is  not  In 
the  interest  of  the  child  for  the  mother 
to  go  to  work,  the  State  can  do  so. 


If  the  government  of  New  York  feels 
this  way,  it  will  negate  the  program,  any- 
way, and  New  York  will  not  have  an  ef- 
fective work  program.  But  under  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
New  York  could  not  have  an  effective 
work  program,  even  if  the  legislature 
and  the  Governor  wanted  to  have  one. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  we  have 
done  everything  we  can  to  provide  that 
neither  New  York  nor  any  other  State 
need  ask  anybody  to  go  to  work.  They  can 
find  the  reason,  and  they  have  the  power 
to  negate  the  entire  program.  But  we  be- 
lieve many  States  will  look  at  this  pro- 
posal carefully  and  will  tell  some  of  the 
mothers  who  have  never  worked  con- 
structively in  their  lifetime,  who  are  de- 
scendants of  people  who  have  never  made 
any  constructive  contribution  to  society 
except  to  have  children,  "We  want  you 
to  do  something  for  yourself.  We'll  still 
provide  money  for  the  child,  but  not  for 
you,  unless  you  are  willing  to  help  your- 
self." 

We  should  muster  the  forthrightness 
and  the  determination  to  insist  that 
some  of  these  people  do  something  in 
their  own  behalf. 

The  program  is  projected  to  cost  $3 
billion  a  year,  half  as  much  as  medicare. 
The  program  grows  on  itself,  welfare 
growing  on  welfare,  rather  than  requir- 
ing that  some  day  we  have  a  program  to 
put  some  of  these  people  to  constructive 
work. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  sub- 
scribe fully  to  the  argument  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

On  the  basis  of  what  has  been  said,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  pending  amend- 
ment, if  adopted,  will  be  an  inducement 
for  welfare  recipients  not  to  exercise  any 
effort  on  their  own  part  to  sustain  them- 
selves, in  the  belief  that  regardless  of 
what  they  do,  the  Government  will  take 
care  of  them. 

The  amendment  proposes  a  course  of 
operation  that  has  all  of  the  worst  as- 
pects of  paternalism  that  one  can  imag- 
ine. We  are  saying,  in  effect,  to  these 
proposed  recipients,  "You  need  not  try 
to  help  yourself.  Regardless  of  what  you 
do,  the  Government  will  take  care  of 
you." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York.  On  this  question 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  On  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
DirksenL  If  he  were  present  and  voting 
he  would  vote  "nay";  if  I  were  permitted 
to  vote  I  would  vote  "yea."  Therefore,  I 
withhold  my  "vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 
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I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
the  Senator  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Govern],  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mtjndt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  41, 


nays  38,  as  follows : 

[No.  341  Leg.] 

YEAS — 41 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Muskie 

Boggs 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Brooke 

Javits 

Pell 

Bur  dick 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Prouty 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Proxmire 

Church 

Kuchel 

RandolDh 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Ribicoff 

Fulbright 

Mclntyre 

Spong 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Tydings 

Gruening 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Morse 

NAYS — 38 

Aiken 

Ervin 

Monroney 

Allott 

Fannin 

Morton 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Pearson 

Baker 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Russell 

Bible 

Hill 

Smathers 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Smith 

Byrd.  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Symington 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Dominiek 

Long,  La. 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

McCleUan 

Young,  N.  Dai 

Ellender 

MUler 

NOT  VOTING — 

21 

Cannon 

Hay den 

Mundt 

Carlson 

Holland 

Murphy 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McGee 

Tower 

Hansen 

McGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
New  York  (No.  465)  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R,  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  at  the  desk  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered:  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hartke 
is  as  follows : 

On  page  82,  between  lines  10  and  11,  insert 
the  following: 

"INCREASE   IN    NUMBER    OF    YEARS  DISREGARDED 
IN  COMPUTATION  OF  AVERAGE  MONTHLY  WAGE 

"Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  215(b)  (2)  (A)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
',  and,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  having  40 
or  more  quarters  of  coverage,  further  reduced 
by  one  additional  year  for  each  40  quarters 
of  coverage  of  such  individual'  immediately 
after  'reduced  by  five'. 

"(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  applicable  only  in  the  case  of  an. 
individual — 


"(1)  who  becomes  entitled,  after  February 
1968,  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  or 
section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  or 

"(2)  who  dies  after  February  1968  with- 
out being  entitled  to  benefits  under  such 
section  202(a)  or  223,  or 

"(3)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is 
required  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act  to  be  recomputed  under  section  215(f) 
(2)  of  such  Act  and  who  has  wages  or  self- 
employment  income  for  a  year,  after  1967." 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  in  intro- 
ducing amendment  No.  398  today,  I  want 
to  make  clear  to  the  Senate  exactly  what 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is.  The 
amendment  would  raise  the  number  of 
years  not  counted  in  the  computation  of 
average  income  for  purposes  of  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  benefits  to  be  paid. 
The  present  law  provides  for  the  5 
lowest  earnings  years  since  1951  to  be 
dropped  in  computing  average  income, 
since  pay  at  the  beginning  of  a  worker's 
lifetime  is  often  minimal.  This  amend- 
ment would  allow  a  deduction  of  1  extra 
year  for  every  40  quarters  that  a  man 
has  paid  into  the  social  security  system. 
This  amendment  would  only  benefit 
those  who  have  for  years  paid  into  the 
system. 

The  purpose  would  be  to  allow  for 
early  retirement  without  having  the  pen- 
alty of  zero  income  in  the  last  years  of 
a  man's  working  life  use  up  his  5-year 
low-earnings  exemption  in  computing 
the  average  income  for  purposes  of  de- 
termining retirement  benefits.  It  would 
allow  companies  to  give  their  employees 
who  have  been  with  them  for  30  years 
or  more  retirement  at  age  60  or  62  with- 
out having  all  5  years'  exemption  used  to 
offset  zero  earnings,  thus  forcing  them 
to  include  lower  earning  years  that  came 
earlier  in  their  earning  lives.  It  would 
be  a  step  towards  the  direction  of  basing 
average  earnings  on  the  highest  10 
earning  years  rather  than  to  extend  the 
number  of  years  used  in  computing  the 
average  indefinitely. 

It  would  also  prevent  penalty  for  those 
who  have  lost  their  jobs  during  their 
later  working  years  just  prior  to  age  65 
because  of  permanent  plant  shutdowns 
or  replacement  by  automation  at  a  time 
when  the  worker  will  be  unable  to  find 
other  employment  because  of  his  age. 
In  the  committee  bill  we  have  made  it- 
possible  for  individuals  to  retire  at  age 
60  with  their  benefits  apportioned  over 
a  longer  period  of  time,  but  we  have  not 
eliminated  the  penalty  of  having  to  in- 
clude lower  earning  years  in  computing 
average  monthly  earnings.  In  some  fields 
of  employment  the  Federal  Government 
itself  has  made  60  the  compulsory  age 
of  retirement  by  Federal  law,  such  as  the 
airplane  pilots. 

Other  industries  recognize  the  ad- 
vantage of  having  a  younger  work  force 
and  allowing  men  just  entering  the  work 
force  to  take  training  in  new  jobs  rather 
than  try  to  retrain  older  men  for  shorter 
periods.  The  company  may  very  well 
prefer  to  retire  a  man  early  with  a  pen- 
sion and  social  security  without  penalty, 
as  a  thank  you  for  a  job  well  done.  In 
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a  society  where  automation  is  upon  us, 
these  provisions  will  allow  companies  to 
make  their  own  choice  to  make  30-year 
retirement  provisions  and  retrain  young- 
er workers  without  having  the  social  se- 
curity law  prevent  an  intelligent  solution 
to  the  problem. 

It  is  true  that  often  some  other  people 
come  into  the  work  force  for  only  a  short 
time  in  order  to  collect  benefits,  but 
these  people  who  have  paid  into  the  sys- 
tem for  many  years  deserve  more  than 
a  capricious  treatement  at  the  hand  of 
our  social  security  law.  We  have  recog- 
nized in  our  law  that  earnings  in  younger 
years  should  not  be  included  in  the  com- 
putation and  we  have  therefore  included 
the  five  so-called  dropout  years  in  the 
law  to  cover  these  lower  earning  years. 
What  we  should  do  is  to  provide  a  man 
with  an  optional  lower  retirement  age 
with  the  right  not  to  have  to  include 
these  years  in  the  computation  of  aver- 
age income.  This  is  a  much  more  modest 
proposal  in  lieu  of  such  a  provision  or 
a  provision  to  base  average  earnings  on 
the  high  10  earning  years.  This  proposal 
simply  says  to  the  worker  that  for  every 
40  quarters  or  10  years  that  he  has 
worked,  he  may  add  one  more  year  to  the 
5  years  which  he  may  drop  in  computing 
average  income. 

The  level-cost  of  this  provision  would 
be  about  0.29  percent  of  taxable  payroll. 
This  figure  means  that  the  cost  is  aver- 
aged and  computed  on  a  75-year  basis. 
The  larger  portion  of  the  cost  occurs 
many  years  in  the  future,  so  that  the 
initial  cost  of  this  amendment  will  be 
minimal.  The  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration estimates  that  it  will  cost  roughly 
0.02  percent  of  payroll  or  $75  million 
during  the  first  year  of  operation. 

For  anyone  starting  his  work  career 
after  1951,  the  present  law  requires  that 
average  wage  be  based  on  his  entire 
working  life,  leaving  out  only  the  5 
lowest  years.  Because  of  lower  wages  and 
the  low  wage  base  in  earlier  years,  most 
individuals  retire  on  low  social  security 
benefits,  not  adequately  related  to  wages 
at  the  time  of  retirement.  It  is  inevitable 
that  in  time  an  alternative  method  of 
calculating  benefits  will  be  adopted 
which  reflects  more  accurately  the  bene- 
ficiaries earning  power  during  his  life- 
time and  standard  of  living  just  prior  to 
retirement. 

And  obviously  we  are  not  going  to  wait 
75,  50,  or  even  25  years  to  adopt  such  an 
alternative  formula.  Ten  distinguished 
Senators  have  sponsored  legislation  dur- 
ing this  session  of  Congress  which  in- 
cludes computation  of  social  security 
benefits  on  the  basis  of  a  worker's  10 
highest  consecutive  years  of  earnings. 
My  amendment  simply  makes  a  small 
step  in  that  direction  and  will  make  any 
Improved  formula  in  the  future  less 
costly.  In  other  words  if  we  go  to  a  high 
10  provision,  the  increase  will  cost  us  less 
at  that  time. 

In  summary,  although  the  estimated 
cost  of  the  amendment  on  a  long-range 
basis  is  .29  percent  of  taxable  payroll, 


because  of  the  difficulty  of  administering 
the  change  without  an  effect  date,  we 
are  making  the  amendment  effective  for 
those  retiring  after  March  1,  1968,  so 
that  the  cost  during  the  first  years  of 
operation  would  be  a  minimal  amount 
since  only  those  retiring  after  this  date 
would  be  covered,  and  secondly  over  a 
longer  period  of  time,  the  estimate  of 
.29  percent  is  based  on  a  long-range  75- 
year  estimate  in  which  it  is  anticipated 
that  according  to  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee bill  the  maximum  computable  earn- 
ings will  increase  from  $6,600  to  $10,800. 
Therefore  during  the  early  years  of  oper- 
ation the  computable  earnings  will  mean 
minimal  initial  costs  compared  to  the 
averaged  level-cost  estimates.  Further- 
more we  will  probably  have  shifted  to  a 
different  type  of  formula  of  using  the  10 
top  earning  years,  and  this  would  be  an 
initial -step  in  that  direction,  meaning  a 
smaller  cost  increase  later. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  will  provide  needed  re- 
lief for  many  people  who  are  forced  to 
retire  early. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes  on  the  bill,  and 
I  yield  to  and  ask  that  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Bible]  be  recognized  for 
the  consideration  of  a  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  is  recognized. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OP  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  benefits  for  additional  cate- 
gories of  individuals,  to  improve  the  pub- 
lic assistance  program  and  programs  re- 
lating to  the  welfare  and  health  of  chil- 
dren, and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senate  committee  certainly  had  not 
been  niggardly  in  increasing  social  se- 
curity benefits.  The  bill  that  we  brought 
to  the  Senate  increased  the  social  secu- 
rity benefits,  when  in  full  operation,  by 
nearly  $6  billion  a  year.  We  have  now 
added  amendments  the  full  cost  of  which 
I  have  not  yet  been  able  to  calculate,  but 
they  will  run  the  cost  up  to  about  another 
$500  million. 

Now  the  Senator  from  Indiana  brings 
us  an  amendment  which  has  some  ap- 
peal to  it,  but  here  is  a  letter  showing 
what  it  would  cost.  It  would  start  out 
costing  only  $75  million  a  year,  but  when 
in  full  operation,  this  amendment  would 
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increase  the  cost  of  the  bill  by  another 
$1  bilhon  a  year. 

Mr.  President,  that  reminds  me  of 
what  I  was  told  some  time  ago  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander- 
son] back  at  the  time  when  we  were 
considering  the  medicare  bill,  which 
among  its  other  provisions,  provided  for 
a  big  cost-of-living  increase. 

At  one  point  during  the  considera- 
tion of  that  matter,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  said: 

We  ought  to  put  a  big  gong  somewhere, 
and  every  time  the  cost  goes  up  another  bil- 
lion dollars,  hit  the  gong,  so  people  will  know 
we  have  just  passed  another  billion  dollar 
figure. 

This  amendment  has  not  even  been 
printed,  but  the  Senator  has  been  think- 
ing about  it  for  some  time,  and  I  know 
that  he  favors  it  strongly. 

But,  Mr.  President,  sometime  we  have 
to  start  asking  ourselves,  "Just  how 
much  can  we  afford?"  We  should  also 
ask  ourselves  the  question,  "Should  we 
not  think  about  waiting  for  next  year?" 

After  all,  if  we  do  every  single  thing 
that  can  be  dreamed  up,  which  would 
have  merit  to  improve  and  increase  social 
security  benefits  and  payments,  we 
might  just  run  out  of  something  to  do. 

After  that,  the  public  might  be  dis- 
appointed that  so  much  had  been  done 
that  we  could  not  afford  to  do  any  more. 
It  might  be  well  to  save  a  little  some- 
thing for  aft-er  Christmas  or  for  next 
year  or  the  following  year. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Senate  would 
not  agree  to  the  amendment.  The  cost 
of  the  amendment  and  the  benefits  tend 
to  pyramid  as  the  years  go  by.  I  would 
hope  that  some  of  those  people  would 
wait  a  year  or  two  until  some  of  the 
benefits  begin  to  flow  in  then*  direction. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mi". 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  referred  to 
the  memorandum  furnished  by  Mr. 
Myers,  which  states  that  the  cost  will 
approach  almost  SI  billion.  Mr.  Myers 
has  provided  a  supplemental  estimate 
which  indicates  that  by  the  year  1988 
the  cost  will  have  increased  to  S2.03 
bilhon. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  immedi- 
ately prior  to  the  vote  the  two  estimates 
furnished  by  Mr.  Myers  with  respect  to 
the  cost  of  the  Hartke  amendment  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randums were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

November  21,  1967. 
Memorandum  from  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief 
Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  amendment  No. 
398,  submitted  by  Senator  Hartke. 
This  memorandum  will  give  a  cost  esti- 
mate for  Amendment  No.  398  (which  would 
amend  H.R.  12080),  submitted  by  Senator 
Hartke.  This  amendment  would  modify  the 
Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 
system  by  giving  one  additional  year  of  drop- 
out in  computing  the  average  monthly  wage 
for  each  40  quarters  of  coverage.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  this  proposal  would 
apply  only  to  persons  coming  on  the  roll  after 
March  1968  and  to  persons  then  on  the  roll 
who  later  receive  a  recomputation  of  benefits 
(because  of  substantial  current  earnings). 


The  long-range  cost  of  this  proposal  Is 
estimated  at  .29%  of  taxable  payroll.  The 
increased  benefit  outgo  for  the  first  12 
months  following  entry  onto  the  benefit 
rolls  of  all  persons  who  come  on  the  roll  in 
the  12-month  period,  April  1968  through 
March  1969,  is  estimated  at  $75  million 
(which  represents  .02%  of  taxable  payroll). 
This  cost  will  increase  steadily  over  the  years 
as  new  cohorts  of  beneficiaries  come  on  the 
roll.  The  eventual  annual  increase  in  cost 
will  be  in  excess  of  $1  billion. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

November  21,  1967. 

Memorandum  from  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief 
Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 

Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  amendment  No. 
398,  submitted  by  Senator  Hartke  (con- 
tinued) . 

This  memorandum  supplements  my  mem- 
orandum of  today  on  the  above  subject. 

The  estimated  increased  benefit  outgo 
under  the  proposal  for  various  future  years 
is  as  follows: 

[In  millons] 

Increased  outgo : 

1973   $460 

1978   950 

1983   1,460 

1988   2,  030 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  congrat- 
ulate my  colleague  from  Indiana  for 
dealing  with  a  void  that  I  feel  exists  in 
the  present  retirement  provisions  of  the 
social  security  law.  Basically,  this 
amendment  would  permit  a  retiree  to 
drop  out  of  his  computation  on  addi- 
tional year  of  low  earnings  for  every  10 
years  of  covered  employment.  In  short, 
it  is  specifically  designed  to  benefit  long- 
term  employees  who  have  the  opportu- 
nity to  retire  under  the  so-called  30-year 
plan. 

The  United  Steelworkers  Union,  for 
example,  has  been  very  successful  in  ne- 
gotiating these  plans.  Yet  "those  em- 
ployees who  seek  to  take  advantage  of 
this  opportunity  find  that  their  benefit 
payments  under  social  security  are  great- 
ly reduced  because  of  the  years  of  low 
earnings  between  retirement  and  age  65. 
This  amendment  attempts  to  remedy 
that  inequitable  situation. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  con- 
cern about  increased  costs  voiced  by  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  who  has  so  ably  managed  the 
present  bill.  It  is  a  good  bill,  and  this 
provision  would  make  it  an  even  better 
bill.  The  cost  is  small  in  relation  to  the 
benefits. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  just  received  a  supplemental 
memorandum  from  Mr.  Myers  which 
projects  the  cost  of  the  estimated  in- 
creased benefit  outgo.  It  reads: 

This  memorandum  supplements  my  mem- 
orandum of  today  on  the  above  subject. 

The  estimated  increased  benefit  outgo 
under  the  proposal  for  various  future  years 
is  as  follows: 

[In  millions] 
Increased  outgo: 

1973    $460 

1978    950 

1983    1,460 

1988    2,  030 

Mr.  President,  if  we  want  to  do  that, 
why  not  wait  a  while?  The  figure  merely 


keeps  getting  larger.  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  wait  and  consider  this  proposal 
at  some  future  date,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  we  do,  in  the  bill,  provide  some  more 
and  bigger  cash  benefits  than  have  ever 
been  provided  in  any  social  security  bill 
in  history. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  has  3  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  when 
we  talk  about  what  is  likely  to  happen  in 
the  future,  we  know  that  the  cost  will  be 
greater  in  the  future.  The  whole  social 
security  law  will  cost  more  in  the  future. 
Thank  goodness,  one  of  the  advocates  of 
that  program  is  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Finance.  He 
favored  increasing  the  base.  He  was  a 
strong  advocate  for  increasing  the  base 
to  pay  out  more  to  the  beneficiary.  I  am 
glad  he  is  for  it.  I  am  for  him  because  he 
is  for  it. 

But  I  am  not  in  favor  of  penalizing 
a  person  who  has  worked  a  long  time  and 
is  forced  to  retire,  or  because  the  plant 
where  he  worked  has  been  shut  down,  he 
has  no  choice  of  his  own,  and  is  discrimi- 
nated against  because  he  has  worked  that 
long.  He  is  told,  "I  am  sorry,  old  boy;  it 
is  too  bad.  You  have  paid  in  for  all  those 
salaries."  But  then  a  Johnny-come- 
lately  appears,  who  works  10  years  and  is 
going  to  get  a  higher  payment  on  his  10 
5_ears  of  earnings  than  the  man  who  has 
worked  30  years.  That  is  very  discourag- 
ing to  a  man  who  has  worked  30  years. 

A  man  who  works  10  years  will  get  a 
year's  deduction  from  that  amount 
which  is  called  low  income.  If  he  has 
worked  20  years,  he  will  get  2  years' 
deduction.  If  he  has  worked  30  years,  he 
will  get  3  years. 

It  is  a  pretty  sorry  mess  if  people  are 
not  treated  fairly. 

We  can  make  them  pay,  if  we  want  to, 
but  we  will  be  cheating  them,  because 
they  will  pay  in  at  a  high  rate  and  draw 
out  at  a  low  rate. 

This  is  technically  a  correcting  amend- 
ment. It  should  have  been  drawn  years 
ago.  It  is  too  bad  it  was  not.  It  is  too 
late  tonight  to  correct  what  has  already 
pass  :d.  We  should  do  it  retroactively  for 
the  benefit  of  some  people.  But  this  is, 
progressively,  a  forward-looking  amend- 
ment. Rather  than  to  make  it  retroac- 
tive, and  in  order  to  save  on  the  cost,  we 
should  make  it  effective  in  1963.  Let  us 
treat  fairly  those  who  are  going  to  retire 
after  1968.  Let  us  not  discriminate 
against  them.  Let  us  treat  fairly  the 
people  who  have  worked  20  or  30  years. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  way  the  law  is  at  present,  in  com- 
puting the  benefits  for  a  worker,  they 
drop  out  the  5  low  years  and  compute 
his  benefits  based  only  on  the  high  years. 

The  Senator  now  wants  to  drop  out  an 
additional  year  for  every  10  years.  If  a 
man  works  10  years,  he  would  drop  out 
another  year,  and  if  he  worked  20  years, 
he  would  drop  out  another  2  years.  He 
would  compute  it  on  the  higher  basis. 

The  House  is  working  on  a  different 
basis.  The  House  would  like  to  pursue  the 
theory  that  a  man  should  be  entitled  to  a 
much  higher  percentage  on  his  retire- 
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ment  based  on  the  high  average  through 
the  years. 

The  House  works  on  the  theory  that 
they  would  like  to  have  a  man  receive 
retirement  benefits  equal  to  at  least  50 
percent  of  what  the  average  annual 
earnings  had  been  over  the  period  he  had 
been  covered.  Roughly,  that  philosophy 
appears  in  the  House  committee  report. 

Certainly,  however,  we  have  been  so 
much  more  generous  than  has  the  House, 
we  might  as  well  work  on  the  basis  of 
what  we  have. 

If  we  keep  on  adding  first  one  thing 
and  then  another  on  top  of  what  the 
House  has  done,  my  guess  is  that  there 
will  be  a  point  when  the  House  will  back 
off  and  say  that  they  will  not  take  action 
on  this,  and  for  good  reason. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  out 
of  time.  Will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
yield  me  some  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  on  my  time. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  first, 
why  should  we  discriminate  against 
people  who  work  for  a  living  and  give 
people  who  work  for  the  Government  a 
better  bargain  than  we  do  these  people? 

We  do  not  cut  out  any  years  of  service 
in  the  Government.  We  give  the  Federal 
employee  the  right  to  count  his  5  highest 
years.  And  we  say  to  these  people  that 
we  will  cut  them  out.  It  is  a  far  better 
deal  to  work  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  2  additional  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  use  the  highest  5  years  for  the 
Government  program.  And  we  have  a 
deficit  of  $43  billion  or  $44  billion  in  that 
fund  the  way  it  is  now. 

I  certainly  would  not  want  to  see  the 
social  security  fund  get  in  that  sort  of 
shape. 

I  would  hope  that  we  could  stand  on 
the  amount  of  increase  already  provided. 

Mr"'  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  estimate  on  the  cost  of  the 
pending  Hartke  amendment  No.  398  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  estimate 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

November  21,  1967. 
Memorandum  from:  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief 
Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  amendment  No. 
398,  submitted  by  Senator  Hartke. 

This  memorandum  will  give  a  cost  esti- 
mate for  Amendment  No.  398  (which  would 
amend  H.R.  12080),  submitted  by  Senator 
Hartke.  This  amendment  would  modify  the 
Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 
system  by  giving  one  additional  year  of  drop- 
out in  computing  the  average  monthly  wage 
for  each  40  quarters  of  coverage.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  this  proposal  would  apply 
only  to  persons  coming  on  the  roll  after 
March  1968  and  to  persons  then  orr  the  roll 
who  later  receive  a  recomputation  of  benefits 
(because  of  substantial  current  earnings). 

The  long-range  cost  of  this  proposal  is  es- 
timated at  .29%  of  taxable  payroll.  The  in- 
creased benefit  outgo  for  the  first  12  months 
following  entry  onto  the  benefit  rolls  of  all 
persons  who  come  on  the  roll  in  the  12-month 


period,  April  1968  through  March  1969,  is 
estimated  at  $75  million  (which  represents 
.02%  of  taxable  payroll).  This  cost  will  in- 
crease steadily  over  the  years  as  new  cohorts 
of  beneficiaries  come  on  the  roll.  The  even- 
tual annual  increase  in  cost  will  be  in  excess 
of  $1  billion. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

November  21,  1967. 
Memorandum  from:  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief 
Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Cost  estimate  for  amendment  No. 
398,    Submitted    by    Senator  Hartke 
(continued) . 
This  memorandum  supplements  my  mem- 
orandum of  today  on  the  above  subject. 

The  estimated  increased  benefit  outgo  un- 
der the  proposal  for  various  future  years  is 
as  follows: 

[In  millions] 

Increased  outgo: 

1973    $460 

1978    950 

1983   1,  460 

1988   2,  030 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana.  On  this  question  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden]  ,  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCar- 
thy], the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  McGovern],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Mur- 
phy], and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  "nay." 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 


nays  49,  as  follows: 

[No.  342  Leg.] 

YEAS— 30 

Bayh 

Hartke 

Mondale 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Montoya 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Morse 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Moss 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Pastore 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Prouty 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Cotton 

Magnuson 

Ribicoff 

Gruening 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hart 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

NAYS — 49 

Aiken 

Harris 

Pearson 

Allott 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Anderson 

Hlckenlooper 

Percy 

Baker 

Hill 

Proxmlre 

Bartlett 

Hollings 

Russell 

Bible 

Hruska 

Smathers 

Boggs 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith 

Brooke 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  Va. 

Lausche 

Spong 

Curtis 

Long,  La. 

Stennis 

Dominick 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

Miller 

Tydings 

Fannin 

Monroney 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Muskie 

Nelson 

NOT  VOTING— 

21 

Bennett 

Fong 

McGovern 

Cannon 

Hansen 

Mundt 

Carlson 

Hayden 

Murphy 

Cooper 

Holland 

Scott 

Dirksen 

Long,  Mo. 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Eastland 

McGee 

Young,  Ohio 

So  Mr.  Hartke 's  amendment  was 
rejected. 

AMENDMENT    NO.  462 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  my  amendment  No. 
462. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  281  at  line  17,  strike  out  "$100" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof,  "$50". 

At  the  end  of  title  V  of  the  bill,  add  the 
following: 

"POSTER  CARE  FOR  CHILDREN 

"Sec.  508.  (a)  Title  V  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
part: 

"  'Part  5 — Grants  to  States  for  Aid  to 
Children  Under  Foster  Care 
"  'appropriations 
"  'Sec.  541.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  proper  foster  care  of  children  whose  wel- 
fare can  best  be  advanced  through  such  care 
by  enabling  each  State  to  furnish  financial 
assistance  and  needed  welfare  services,  as  far 
as  practicable  under  the  conditions  in  such 
State,  to  children  placed  under  foster  care, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  each  fiscal  year  a  sum  sufficient  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  part.  The  sums  made 
available  under  this  section  shall  be  used  for 
making  payment  to  States  which  have  sub- 
mitted, and  kad  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
State  plans  for  aid  and  services  to  children 
under  foster  care. 
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"  'STATE  PLANS  FOR  AID  AND  SERVICES  TO  CHIL- 
DREN UNDER  FOSTER  CARE 

"  'Sec.  542.  (a)  A  State  plan  for  aid  and 
services  to  children  under  foster  care  must — 

"'(1)  provide  that  it  shall  be  in  effect  in 
all  political  subdivisions  of  the  State,  and,  if 
administered  by  them,  be  mandatory  upon 
them; 

"'(2)  provide  for  financial  participation 
by  the  State; 

"'(3)  provide  that  the  State  public-wel- 
fare agency  -which  administers  the  child- 
welfare  services  plan  developed  as  provided 
in  part  3  of  this  title  shall  be  designated  as 
the  State  agency  to  administer,  or  supervise 
the  administration  of,  the  State  plan  under 
this  part; 

"  '(4)  provide  for  granting  an  opportunity 
for  a  fair  hearing  before  the  State  agency  to 
any  person  whose  claim  for  aid  to  children 
under  foster  care  is  denied  or  is  not  acted 
upon  with  reasonable  promptness; 

"'(5)  provide  such  methods  of  adminis- 
tration (including  methods  relating  to  the 
establishment  and  maintenance  of  person- 
nel standards  on  a  merit  basis,  except  that 
the  Secretary  shall  exercise  no  authority 
with  respect  to  the  selection,  tenure  of  office, 
and  compensation  of  any  individual  em- 
ployed in  accordance  with  such  methods) 
as  are  found  by  the  Secretary  to  be  necessary 
for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation  of  the 
State  plan; 

"'(6)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will 
make  such  reports,  in  such  form  and  con- 
taining such  information,  as  the  Secretary 
may  from  time  to  time  require,  and  comply 
with  such  provisions  as  the  Secretary  may 
from  time  to  time  find  necessary  to  assure 
the  correctness  and  verification  of  such 
reports; 

"'(7)  provide  that  (A)  the  amount  of 
aid,  if  any,  to  be  provided  under  the  State 
plan  with  respect  to  any  child  under  foster 
care  shall  be  determined  cn  the  basis  of  his 
need  therefor,  taking  into  consideration 
any  income  and  resources  of  such  child 
which  are  available  to  defray  the  expenses 
of  his  care;  and  (B)  the  State  agency  shall 
not  deny  or  limit  the  amount  or  extent  of 
the  aid  otherwise  available  under  the 
State  plan  to  any  child,  on  the  ground  of 
his  lack  of  need  for  such  aid,  until  such 
agency  is  fully  satisfied,  as  the  result  of 
affirmative  evidence,  that  there  is  a  lack  of 
need  on  the  part  of  such  child  for  such 
aid; 

"  '(8)  provide  safeguards  which  restrict 
the  use  or  disclosure  of  information  con- 
cerning applicants  and  recipients  of  aid  to 
children  under  foster  care  to  purposes  di- 
rectly connected  with  the  administration 
of  the  State  plan  (except  that  this  require- 
ment shall  not  be  applicable  in  the  case  of 
aid  under  such  plan  provided  to  children 
placed,  in  a  child-care  institution); 

"'(9)  provide  that  all  persons  wishing  to 
make  application  for  aid  to  children  under 
foster  care  shall  have  opportunity  to  do  so, 
and  that  such  aid  shall  be  furnished  with 
reasonable  promptness  to  all  eligible  per- 
sons; 

"  '(10)  provide  that  aid  to  children  un- 
der foster  care  will  not  be  provided  to  any 
child  with  respect  to  any  period  for  which 
such  child  is  receiving  aid  under  the  State 
plan  of  such  State  approved  under  section 
402  of  this  Act; 

"'(11)  provide  for  the  development  and 
application  of  a  program  for  such  welfare 
and  related  services  for  each  child  who  re- 
ceives aid  to  children  under  foster  care  as 
may  be  necessary  to  promote  the  welfare  of 
such  child,  and  provide  for  the  coordination 
of  such  program,  and  any  other  services  pro- 
vided for  children  under  the  State  plan,  with 
the  child-welfare  services  plan  developed  as 
provided  in  part  3  of  this  title,  with  a  view 
toward  providing  welfare  and  related  services 


which  will  best  promote  the  welfare  of  such 
child; 

"'(12)  provide  for  the  development,  with 
respect  to  each  child  who  receives  aid  to  chil- 
dren under  foster  care,  of  an  individual  wel- 
fare plan,  which  shall  include  a  continuing 
study  of  the  child's  needs,  of  the  most  suit- 
able available  home  in  which  he  can  be 
placed,  and  a  periodic  review  of  his  case,  and 
provide  that,  in  carrying  out  such  welfare- 
plan,  use  may  be  made  of  services  of  private 
nonprofit  child-care  agencies  and  organiza- 
tions; and 

"'(13)  contain  or  be  supported  by  assur- 
ances satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  that 
amounts  payable  to  such  State  under  sec- 
tion 543  to  carry  out  the  State  plan  will  be 
so  used  as  to  supplement  the  level  of  non- 
Federal  funds  that  would,  in  the  absence  of 
such  amounts,  be  available  in  the  State  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  aid  and  welfare 
services  to  children  who  are  under  foster 
care  in  such  State. 

"PAYMENT  TO  STATES 

"  'Sec.  543.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropri- 
ated therefor,  the  Secretary  shall  pay  to  each 
State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under  this 
part,  for  each  quarter,  beginning  with  the 
quarter  commencing  October  1,  1967 — ■ 

"  '(1)  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  per- 
centage (as  defined  in  section  545(f)  )  of  the 
total  amount  expended  under  the  State  plan 
during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  children  under 
foster  care  with  respect  to  children  in  foster 
family  homes  and  child-care  institutions 
(including  expenditures  for  insurance  pre- 
miums for  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof),  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  pro- 
duct of  $50  multiplied  by  the  total  number 
of  children  who  were  recipients  of  such  aid 
for  such  month  (which  total  number,  for 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  means  (A)  the 
number  of  children  in  foster  family  homes 
and  child-care  institutions  with  respect  to 
whom  such  aid  in  the  form  of  money  pay- 
ments is  paid  for  such  month  plus  (B)  the 
number  of  other  children  in  such  homes 
and  institutions  with  respect  to  whom  ex- 
penditures were  made  in  such  month  as  aid 
to  children  under  foster  care  in  the  form 
of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial 
care) ; 

"  '(2)  an  amount  equal  to  75  per  centum  of 
(A)  the  total  amount  expended  during  such 
quarter  in  providing  services  (as  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  under  regulations)  necessary 
to  promote  the  welfare  of  children  receiving 
aid  to  children  under  foster  care  under  the 
State  plan,  plus  (B)  the  total  amount  ex- 
pended during  such  quarter  as  found  neces- 
sary by  the  Secretary  for  the  training  of  per- 
sonnel employed  or  preparing  for  employ- 
ment by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local 
agency  administering  the  plan  in  the  politi- 
cal subdivision;  plus 

"  '(3)  an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the 
total  sums  expended  during  such  quarter  as 
found  necessary  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  administration  of  the 
State  plan,  including  services  and  training 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  and  provided  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  this 
part  and  regulations  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary. 

The  services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  (A) 
shall  include  only  services  provided  by  the 
staff  of  the  State  agency,  or  of  the  local  agen- 
cy administering  the  State  plan  in  the  polit- 
ical subdivision,  except  that,  subject  to 
limitation  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  there 
may  be  included  services  provided  by  non- 
profit private  agencies  under  contract  with 
the  State  agency,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
State  agency,  the  State  agency  cannot  pro- 
vide such  services  as  economically  or  as  ef- 
fectively by  its  staff  or  through  a  local  agency 


as  such  services  can  be  provided  under  con- 
tract with  nonprofit  private  agencies. 

"'(b)(1)  Prior  to  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  the  Secretary  shall  estimate  the 
amount  to  which  a  State  will  be  entitled 
under  subsection  (a)  for  such  quarter,  such 
estimate  to  be  based  on  (A)  a  report  filed 
by  the  State  containing  its  estimate  of  the 
total  sum  to  be  expended  in  such  quarter  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  sub- 
section, and  stating  the  amount  appropri- 
ated or  made  available  by  the  State  and  its 
political  subdivisions  for  such  expenditures 
in  such  quarter,  and  if  such  amount  is  less 
than  the  State's  proportionate  share  of  the 
total  sum  of  such  estimated  expenditures, 
the  source  or  sources  from  which  the  dif- 
ference is  expected  to  be  derived,  and  (B) 
such  other  investigation  as  the  Secretary 
may  find  necessary. 

"'(2)  The  Secretary  shall  then  pay,  in 
such  installments  as  he  may  determine,  to 
the  State  the  amount  so  estimated,  reduced, 
or  increased  to  the  extent  of  any  overpay- 
ment or  underpayment  which  the  Secretary 
determines  was  made  under  this  section  to 
such  State  for  any  prior  quarter  and  with 
respect  to  which  adjustment  has  not  al- 
ready been  made  under  this  subsection. 

''(3)  The  pro  rata  share  to  which  the 
United  States  is  equitably  entitled,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary,  of  the  net  amount 
recovered,  during  any  quarter  by  the  State 
or  political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect 
to  aid  to  children  under  foster  care,  shall 
be  considered  an  overpayment  under  this 
subsection. 

"  '(4)  Upon  the  making  of  any  estimate  by 
the  Secretary  under  this  subsection,  any 
appropriations  available  for  the  payments 
under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  obligated. 

"  'OPERATION  OF  STATE  PLANS 

"  'Sec.  544.  If  the  Secretary,  after  reason- 
able notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to 
the  State  agency  administering  or  super- 
vising the  administration  of  the  State  plan 
approved  under  this  part,  finds — ■ 

"'(1)  that  the  plan  has  been  so  changed 
that  it  no  longer  complies  with  the  pro- 
visions of  section  542;  or 

"'(2)  that  in  the  administration  of  the 
plan  there  is  a  failure  to  comply  substantially 
with  any  such  provision; 

the  Secretary  shall  notify  such  State  agency 
that  further  payments  will  not  be  made  to 
the  State  (or,  in  his  discretion,  that  pay- 
ments will  be  limited  to  categories  under  or 
parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such 
failure)  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that 
there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure  to 
comply.  Until  he  is  so  satisfied  he  shall  make 
no  further  payments  to  such  State  (or  shall 
limit  payments  to  categories  under  or  parts 
of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such 
failure) . 

"  'DEFINITIONS 

"  'Sec.  545.  For  the  purposes  of  this  part — ■ 

"'(a)  The  term  "child"  means  a  needy 
child  who  (1)  has  not  attained  the  age  of 
eighteen,  (2)  has  been  deprived  of  parental 
support  or  care,  and  (3)  is  not  (and  upon 
making  proper  application  therefor  would 
not  be)  entitled  to  receive  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  under  the  State 
plan,  approved  under  section  402  of  this  Act, 
of  the  State  in  which  he  lives. 

"'(b)  The  term  "aid",  when  applied  to  a 
child  under  foster  care,  means  (1)  money 
payments  with  respect  to  such  child,  plus 
(2)  medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of 
remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in 
behalf  of  such  child. 

"'(c)  The  term  "foster  family  home" 
means  a  private  family  home,  which  is  li- 
censed by  the  State  in  which  it  is  situated 
or  has  been  approved,  by  the  agency  of  such 
State  responsible  for  licensing  homes  of  this 
type,  as  meeting  the  standards  established 
for  such  licensing. 
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"'(d)  The  term  "child-care  institution" 
means  a  public  or  nonprofit  private  institu- 
tion which  provides  foster  care  for  children 
and  which  is  licensed  by  the  State  in  which 
it  is  situated  or  has  been  approved,  by  the 
agency  of  such  State  responsible  for  licensing 
institutions  of  this  type,  as  meeting  the 
standards  established  for  such  licensing. 

"'(e)  A  child  shall  be  considered  to  be 
"under  foster  care"  only  if  (1)  he  is  actually 
living  in  a  foster  family  home  or  a  child-care 
institution,  and  (2)  (A)  he  has  been  placed  in 
such  home  or  institution  as  a  result  of  a 
determination,  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction or  of  a  public  welfare  or  other  public 
agency  having  a  legal  responsibility  for  his 
welfare,  to  the  effect  that  his  welfare  can  best 
be  promoted  by  his  placement  therein,  or 
(B)  his  having  been  placed  in  such  a  home  or 
institution  is  approved  by  a  State  or  local 
welfare  agency  officially  concerned  with  his 
welfare,  except  that  no  child  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  be  under  foster  care  if  he  is  living 
with  an  individual  who  is  one  of  the  relatives 
specified  in  section  406(a)  of  such  child. 

"'(f)  The  term  "Federal  percentage" 
means  the  Federal  percentage  as  defined  in 
section  1101(a)(8)  except  that  in  the  case 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam, 
the  Federal  percentage  shall  be  50  per  cen- 
tum." 

"(b)  (1)  Section  1116(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  'or  part  5  of  title  V,' 
after  'XIX,'. 

"(2)  Section  1116(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  '544,'  after  '404,'. 

"(3)  Section  1116(b)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  ',  or  part  5  of  title  V,'  after 
'XIX'. 

"(4)  Section  1116(d)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  ',  or  part  5  of  title  V,'  after 
'XIX'. 

"(e)  (1)  Clause  (1)  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  1901  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting 'and  needy  dependent  children  under 
foster  care  entitled  to  benefits  under  part  5 
of  title  V  after  'families  with  dependent 
children'. 

"(2)  (A)  Section  1902(a)  (10)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  ',  and  part  5  of  title 
V  after  'XVI'. 

"(B)  Section  1902(a)  (17)  is  amended  by 
inserting  ',  or  part  5  of  title  V  after  'XVI'. 

"(3)  Section  1902(c)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  ',  or  part  5  of  title  V  after 
'XVI'. 

"(4).  Section  1903(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  ',  or  part  5  of  title  V,' 
after  'XVI,'. 

"(d)  Section  121(b)  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965  is  amended  by  inserting 
',  or  part  5  of  title  V,'  after  'XVI'." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  it  is  not  my  intention  to  ask 
for  a  rollcall  vote  on  this  amendment. 
My  speech  has  been  shortened  because  a 
speech  in  support  of  this  amendment  was 
made  on  September  26  by  the  distin- 
guished majority  whip,  when  he  intro- 
duced a  bill  that  incorporated  the  idea 
that  I  am  advancing  now  by  amend- 
ment. I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  the 
September  26  speech,  so  that  it  can  be  in 
the  Record  of  this  debate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  speech 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Foster  Care  Bill 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  I  called  the  Senate's  attention  to  the 
relatively  small  but  extremely  serious  gap  in 
our  Federal  programs  to  assist  the  economi- 
cally underprivileged.  Despite  the  expendi- 
tures of  billions  of  dollars,  very  little  has 


been  done  to  assist  what  is  often  referred  to 
as  the  "forgotten  child,"  the  child  requiring 
foster  home  care.  Since  these  children  are 
unable  to  vote  or  articulate  their  needs,  and 
do  not  have  parents  or  close  relatives  who 
can  do  so,  the  social  reforms  which  have 
benefited  such  groups  as  the  aged,  the  blind, 
the  disabled  and  the  unemployed,  have  passed 
them  by. 

It  is  true  that  some  effort  was  made  to 
help  these  needy  children  in  the  Public  Wel- 
fare Amendments  of  1962,  but  due  to  the 
severely  limiting  eligibility  requirements 
this  legislation  has  proved  to  be  of  scant 
benefit  to  them.  It  provides  assistance  only 
to  those  children  who  receive  benefits  under 
the  aid-to-dependent-children  program  prior 
to  their  being  placed  in  foster  homes,  and 
who  are  also  placed  in  these  homes  by  court 
order.  As  a  result,  in  1965,  the  last  year  for 
which  data  is  available,  only  about  6,000  of 
the  approximately  254,000  children  cared  for 
in  foster  homes  received  aid  under  the  Fed- 
eral program. 

Last  year,  I  introduced  S.  3723,  which 
would  have  done  much  to  rectify  this  un- 
fortunate situation.  Since  we  were  unable  to 
act  upon  this  measure  before  the  close  of  the 
89th  Congress,  I  called  upon  Secretary  Gard- 
ner to  consider  this  proposal  for  inclusion 
in  this  year's  Presidential  recommendations 
to  Congress.  I  was  very  disappointed  to  note 
that  despite  the  very  sweeping  proposals  sent 
down  to  Congress  on  the  subject  of  our  Na- 
tion's youth,  the  administration  did  not  see 
fit  to  recommend  action  on  this  front. 

However,  I  was  heartened  to  see  that  the 
House  bill,  in  spite  of  the  administration's 
reluctance,  has  liberalized  the  foster  care 
program.  Under  the  House  proposal,  on 
which  we  are  presently  holding  public  hear- 
ings, the  foster  care  payments  for  children 
under  the  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  are  upgraded  by  increasing  the 
present  maximum  for  which  Federal  funds 
are  available  from  $32  to  $100. 

The  so-called  AFDC  eligibility  require- 
ments for  foster  care  are  also  liberalized  by 
permitting  children,  who  would  have  been 
eligible  for  AFDC  6  months  prior  to  legal 
proceedings  for  placement  in  a  foster  home, 
to  receive  financial  assistance.  Presently,  the 
child  must  be  eligible  for  AFDC  payments 
at  the  time  he  is  placed  in  a  foster  home. 

I  readily  agree  that  these  improvements 
proposed  by  the  House  are  needed.  However, 
I  do  not  feel  they  go  far  enough.  The  new 
benefits  for  foster  care  are  basically  limited 
to  the  AFDC  program  and  it  is  estimated 
that  only  50,000  more  needy  children  would 
be  eligible  for  these  benefits. 

When  one  considers  that  there  are  approx- 
imately one-quarter  million  children  in  fos- 
ter care,  these  suggested  improvements  are 
not  adequate.  We  have  forgotten  the  needy 
foster  care  child  who  is  not  eligible  for 
AFDC. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  be  a  sad  travesty 
if  this  Nation  were  to  continue  making  large 
expenditures  for  the  so-called  war  on  pov- 
erty, for  the  social  welfare  programs,  and  to 
combat  juvenile  delinquency  and  crime  and 
at  the  same  time  decline  to  make  an  ex- 
tremely modest  effort  to  help  these  neglected 
youngsters.  Of  all  kinds  of  public  assistance, 
an  investment  in  the  well-being  of  our  chil- 
dren is  likely  to  produce  the  greatest  bene- 
ficial results. 

Therefore.  I  am  introducing,  for  appropri- 
ate reference,  a  bill  similar  to  S.  3723  of  the 
89th  Congress.  It  would  provide  for  the  dis- 
tribution of  Federal  matching  funds  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare to  those  States  implementing  a  plan  of 
foster  children  care.  These  funds  will  be 
available  for  care  furnished  in  both  child- 
care  institutions  and  foster  family  homes, 
including  the  newly  instituted  small  group 
homes  wherein  small  groups  of  children  live 
with  foster  parents  in  a  family  atmosphere. 


Unlike  last  year's  bill,  which  provided  for 
Federal  payments  to  the  States  on  a  50-50 
matching  basis  up  to  a  maximum  of  $90  per 
child,  this  measure  utilizes  a  ratio  varying 
from  50  to  65  percent  based  upon  the  indi- 
vidual States'  per  capita  income  up  to  a 
maximum  of  $100  per  child.  This  matching 
Federal  percentage  is  the  same  as  that  used 
in  other  public  assistance  programs  and  the 
maximum  $100  is  the  same  as  that  adopted 
by  the  House  bill  for  AFDC  foster  care  cases. 
It  will  benefit  the  poorer  States,  which  are 
harder  pressed  for  resources  with  which  to 
provide  for  foster  care,  but  which  have  chil- 
dren who  need  this  care  just  as  badly  as 
those  children  fortuitously  located  in  the 
richer  States. 

Under  both  present  law  and  the  House 
bill,  in  order  for  the  majority  of  children  to 
be  eligible  for  foster  care  payments,  a  court 
order  must  be  granted  to  remove  the  child 
from  his  home  and  place  him  in  foster  care. 
Although  the  House  bill  liberalizes  the 
present  stringent  test  of  requiring  that  the 
child  be  eligible  for  AFDC  payments  at  the 
time  that  he  is  removed  by  a  court  order,  it 
still  maintains  the  requirement  of  a  court 
mandate. 

A  recent  survey  indicated  that  the  court 
order  requirement  is  not  a  proper  or  adequate 
test  upon  which  to  base  a  foster  care  pay- 
ment. The  ultimate  purpose  of  foster  care  is 
to  reunite  the  child  with  his  natural  parents. 
In  many  instances  the  court  order  may 
definitely  be  necessary  but  ultimately  the 
legal  removal  of  the  child  from  his  parents 
generally  precludes  the  child's  return  to 
them.  It  does  not  promote  the  overriding 
objective  of  child  welfare. 

In  view  of  this  I  do  not  feel  that  we  should 
promote  legal  action  by  making  it  the  only 
basis  upon  which  we  can  help  foster  children. 
Surely,  where  a  child  has  come  within  the 
responsibility  of  the  welfare  agency  and  has 
been  placed  in  a  foster  home,  at  their  di- 
rection, the  Federal  Government  should  do 
its  share  in  helping  provide  for  that  child. 
My  bill  will  accomplish  this  worthwhile  aim. 

I  realize  that  is  some  respects  this  bill  may 
be  considered  a  modest  proposal,  but  this 
springs  from  the  fact  that  the  Vietnam  war 
has  forced  us  to  limit  expenditures.  It  is 
thought  that  this  proposal  is  preferable  to 
those  which  offer  more  benefits  but  which, 
because  of  the  times,  do  not  have  a  great 
chance  of  success. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  joining  me  in  offering  this 
amendment  are  Senator  Brewster, 
Senator  Inouye,  Senator  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts,  Senator  Kennedy  of 
New  York,  Senator  Morse,  Senator  Pell 
and  Senator  Yarborough. 

Stated  in  its  simplest  terms,  this 
amendment  would  give  the  child  who  is 
placed  with  foster  parents  or  in  a  foster 
home  parity  with  the  child  who  is  living 
with  parents  or  relatives  who  are  re- 
quired by  their  economic  circumstances 
to  seek  governmental  aid. 

The  Federal  Government  acknowl- 
edges the  fact  that  it  has  a  definite  re- 
sponsibility for  the  well  being  of  our 
needy.  This  philosophy  holds  true  espe- 
cially when  we  concern  ourselves  with 
the  plight  of  dependent  children. 

It  is  unfortunate,  but  true,  that  the 
law  makes  a  distinction  between  a  fos- 
ter child  and  a  dependent  child  living 
with  his  family.  No  child  is  more  de- 
pendent on  outside  help  than  the  child 
separated  from  his  parents  by  death  or 
disaster.  Until  now,  because  of  an  arbi- 
trary distinction  in  the  law,  the  govern- 
ment has,  in  practical  effect,  overlooked 
or  ignored  the  plight  of  the  foster  child. 
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Aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren— AFDC — provided  under  The  act  we 
are  amending,  is  a  typical  example.  The 
purpose  of  this  program  is  to  provide 
needy  children  with  the  economic  sup- 
port they  need  for  their  health  and  de- 
velopment. Presently  Federal  law  re- 
quires that  a  foster  child  receiving  AFDC 
aid  must  have  been  placed  in  foster  care 
by  court  order  and  he  must  also  have  re- 
ceived aid  from  the  State  AFDC  pro- 
gram in  or  for  the  month  in  which  court 
proceedings  were  initiated.  Furthermore, 
AFDC  funds  are  not  available  to  chil- 
dren in  public  child-care  institutions. 

The  committee  bill  does  liberalize  the 
present  law  to  some  extent.  It  provides 
that  if  a  child  were  eligible  for  AFDC 
within  6  months  prior  to  the  court  order, 
then  this  little  fellow  or  girl  is  eligible  for 
aid  after  the  court  orders  he  or  she 
placed  in  a  home.  The  only  problem  with 
this  theory  is  that  it  only  reaches  about 
9.000  foster  children  out  of  approxi- 
mately 300,000  in  State  approved  homes. 

Although  foster  care  is  included  in  the 
definition  of  child-welfare  services  under 
title  V,  Federal  funds  are  not  earmarked 
specifically  for  foster  care  purposes. 

Moreover,  appropriations  for  title  V 
programs  are  limited,  and  the  results 
have  been  that  States  have  seen  fit  to 
use  Federal  funds  to  bolster  other  child- 
welfare  programs. 

Today,  approximately  8,300  children 
are  in  foster  care  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  alone.  The  financial  burden  of 
providing  care  and  services  for  these 
children  falls  primarily  upon  State  and 
local  governments  and  upon  voluntary 
agencies  supported  by  charitable  con- 
tributions. 

Because  of  the  amendment  I  am  pro- 
posing establishes  a  new  program  ex- 
clusively for  children  in  foster  care,  funds 
received  under  this  program  would  in  no 
■way  reduce  a  States  share  of  Federal 
money  for  general  child-welfare  pro- 
grams under  title  V  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
States  would  be  required  to  take  appro- 
priate steps  to  assure  that  Federal  funds 
will  not  replace  State  and  local  funds 
now  used  to  finance  foster  care  services. 

In  order  to  qualify  for  assistance  un- 
der this  program,  each  State  would  be 
required  to  have  its  plan  of  welfare  and 
related  services  for  children  in  foster 
care  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health.  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Criteria  for  the  State  plan  are  mod- 
eled after  those  required  for  States  for 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children. 

The  provision  in  this  amendment  for 
maximum  Federal  giants  of  S50  a  month 
for  children  in  foster  family  homes  is 
intended  to  help  more  families  assume 
responsibility  for  foster  children.  Except 
for  the  child  who  is  unable  to  conform 
to  a  normal  family  life,  it  seems  to  be 
the  consensus  among  the  experts  that 
foster  family  care  is  preferable  to  insti- 
tutional care. 

A  foster  child's  needs  are  extremely 
complex.  Their  deeply  imbedded  hos- 
tilities toward  adults  make  it  extremely 
difficult  for  a  foster  couple  to  establish 
a  true  parental  relationship  with  the 
child.  In  fact  the  turnover  among  foster 
parents  runs  as  high  as  33  percent  a  year. 


It  is  hoped  that  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  for  professional  services  and  the 
training  of  personnel  will  greatly  assist 
remedying  these  situations. 

I  believe  New  Jersey  is  probably  more 
advanced  in  its  programs  than  most  other 
States.  In  New  Jersey  each  child  board- 
ing in  a  foster  home  receives  S77  a 
month  in  State  and  local  funds. 

For  children  requiring  specialized 
programs  for  treatment  of  physical 
handicaps  or  emotional  disturbance,  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  will  pay  up  to  S153 
a  month. 

Although  the  New  Jersey  program  is 
not  substantially  different  in  form  from 
foster  care  programs  in  other  States, 
there  are,  however,  notable  variations. 
In  New  Jersey  the  cost  of  foster  care 
services  generally  is  borne  equally  by 
the  States  and  county  governments. 
Several  States  rely  almost  exclusively 
on  State  funds.  A  few  States,  however, 
provide  virtually  no  State  money  or  ad- 
ministrative machinery  for  foster  care 
programs,  preferring'  instead  to  allow 
local  governments  and  voluntary  agen- 
cies to  do  the  job. 

Approximately  75  additional  children 
each  month  enter  the  New  Jersey  foster 
care  program.  Presently,  there  are  ap- 
proximately 8,250  children  boarded  in 
foster  homes  in  my  State. 

Numerous  State  and  Federal  officials 
with  whom  I  have  spoken  express  in- 
creasing concern.  They  view  the  already 
substantial  increase  in  the  number  of 
foster  children  with  alaim  in  view  of  the 
inadequate  foster  care  sendees  available. 
Many  States  budgets  are  now  so  over- 
burdened that  only  limited  numbers  of 
new  children  can  be  admitted  into  fos- 
ter care. 

Under  the  provision  presently  in  the 
bill,  S100  per  month  is  provided  for  each 
child.  My  amendment  reduces  this  to 
S50  per  month  per  child.  As  stated  in 
the  committee  report,  the  present  law 
is  only  reaching  9,000  children.  I  am 
hopeful  that  through  my  amendment, 
some  300,000  children  will  be  helped.  Be- 
cause of  this  much  greater  cost,  I  have 
thought  it  wiser  to  provide  for  a  lesser 
amount  of  money  per  child  in  order  to 
reach  a  far  greater  number  of  children. 

I  am  informed  that  this  amendment 
is  supported  by  the  National  Association 
of  Counties,  American  Public  Welfare 
Association,  and  the  Child  Welfare 
League. 

When  President  John  F.  Kennedy  suc- 
cessfully asked  for  the  enactment  of  the 
AFDC  of  unemployed  parents  program., 
he  stated: 

Under  The  aid  to  dependent  children  pro- 
gram, needy  children  are  eligible  for  assist- 
ance if  their  fathers  are  deceased,  disabled, 
or  family  deserters.  In  logic  and  humanity, 
a  child  should  also  be  eligible  for  assistance 
if  his  father  is  a  needy,  unemployed  worker. 

The  same  logic  and  humanity  is  just 
as  applicable  in  the  case  of  children  in 
foster  homes.  If  we  must  limit  our  wel- 
fare efforts,  the  last  place  we  should  do 
so  is  with  children,  especially  needy  ones 
who  have  the  added  handicap  inherent 
in  foster  children. 

If  we  are  to  aid  these  children  to  de- 
velop— and  not  have  the  burden  of  aid- 


ing in  their  rehabilitation — then  ad- 
ditional Federal  assistance  is  manda- 
tory. 

There  is  only  one  small  difference  be- 
tween the  bill  introduced  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  and  my  amendment.  Ke 
called  for  a  S100  contribution  to  the 
needy  child  in  a  foster  home.  The 
amendment  I  propose  would  provide  for 
S50,  half  the  amount  provided  in  the 
bill  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  do  not  take  back  a  word  I  said  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  has  put  in  the 
Record.  I  was  convinced  that  the  speech 
I  delivered  was  right,  and  I  have  not 
changed  my  mind. 

I  submitted  the  amendment  to  the 
committee,  and  it  was  rejected  by  the 
committee.  That  was  the  situation,  but 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  has  now 
cut  the  cost  in  half.  I  should  like  to  do 
more  for  foster  care  children.  But  I  am 
frank  to  say  that  it  was  the  judgment  of 
the  majority  on  the  committee  that  we 
had  done  a  great  deal  in  the  welfare  area 
and  that  the  cost  would  be  increased  by 
at  least  $60  million  if  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
were  agreed  to. 

I  have  great  sympathy  for  the  pro- 
posal. I  made  the  speech  to  which  the 
Senator  refers,  and  I  do  not  take  it  back. 
It  was  a  good  speech,  and  I  still  think 
that  it  is  right.  However,  that  was  not 
the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  President,  if  any  Senator  wishes 
to  speak  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. I  would  be  happy  to  yield  time  to 
him.  Personally.  I  shall  vote  for  the 
amendment,  but  that  was  not  the  view 
of  the  majority  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President.  I  am  ready  to  have  a  voice 
vote  on  the  proposal.  I  yield  back  any 
time  I  have  remaining. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
any  time  I  have  remaining. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey.  [Putting  the 
question.] 

The  '-ayes"  seem  to  have  it  

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second.  The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a 
pair  with  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dtrksen].  If  he  were  present  and  vot- 
ing he  would  vote  "nay":  if  I  were  per- 
mitted to  vote.  I  would  vote  "yea."  I  with- 
draw my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Haydex],  the  Senator  from 
Alissouri  [Mr.  Long]  and  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 
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I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [McGovern],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon]  would  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Hart]  is  paired  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vvote,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land]. If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wyoming  would  vote  "yea,"  and 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  would  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  FongI,  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  would  vote 
"nay." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously 
announced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  43, 
nays  30,  as  follows: 
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So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
New  Jersey  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  move  that  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to  be  recon- 
sidered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  that  the  motion  to  re- 
consider be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  On 
page  82,  between  lines  10  and  11,  insert 
the  following: 

That  the  Social  Security  Administration 
cause  a  study  to  be  made  and  reported  to 
Congress  relative  to  an  increase  in  old-age 
insurance  benefit  amounts  on  account  of 
delayed  retirement. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  take  more  than  a  minute  or  two  to 
explain  this  amendment.  As  many  Sen- 
ators are  aware,  I  have  had  amendment 
No.  448  pending  before  the  Senate  for 
several  days.  It  is  an  attempt  to  give 
some  measure  of  equitable  assistance  to 
those  Americans  over  65  years  of  age  who 
must  delay  their  retirement,  for  one  rea- 
son or  another,  to  continue  working.  By 
law,  these  individuals  are  required  to 
continue  paying  social  security  taxes. 
But,  under  the  present  law,  no  matter 
how  many  years  they  work  after  65,  or 
how  much  in  social  security  taxes  they 
pay,  they  do  not  receive  an  increase  in 
social  security  benefits  once  they  quit 
working. 

I  am  fully  aware  of  the  situation  that 
now  prevails  in  the  Senate  at  this  late 
hour.  I  know  that  Senators  are  tired.  I 
have  discussed  this  with  the  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill  and  have  also  discussed 
it  at  great  length  with  the  junior  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

As  the  law  now  stands,  it  is  clear  that 
many  Americans  are  discouraged  from 
continuing  their  productive  creativity 
until  after  they  have  reached  the  magic 
age  of  65.  Up  to  1950,  there  was  a  provi- 
sion in  the  Social  Security  Act  which 
provided  a  1-percent  increase  in  benefits 
for  every  year  a  man  worked  after  65. 
I  always  thought  it  was  a  mistake  that 
this  provisions  in  the  law  was  repealed. 
In  fact,  I  would  have  voted  to  increase  it. 
This  was  the  basis  for  the  amendment  I 
originally  offered  and  have  now  modi- 
fied. The  present  situation  in  the  Senate 


makes  it  obvious,  at  this  hour,  that  the 
amendment  I  have  offered  would  have 
little  or  no  chance  of  passage  because  it 
would  result  in  an  increase  in  cost  to 
the  fund. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  most  glaring 
inequities  of  the  present  Social  Security 
Act  concerns  the  man  who,  for  one  rea- 
son or  another,  must  delay  his  retirement 
and  continue  to  work  past  the  age  of  65. 
Under  present  law,  this  man  must  con- 
tinue to  contribute  part  of  his  wages  to 
social  security  despite  the  fact  that  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  benefits  if 
he  had  been  able  to  quit  working.  This 
man's  social  security  account  receives 
double  benefit  if  circumstances  require 
that  he  continue  working  past  the  age 
of  65.  The  social  security  account  con- 
tinues receiving  contributions  while  de- 
laying distribution  of  benefits  to  which 
the  man  is  entitled.  The  chances  are  slim 
that  a  man  under  these  circumstances 
will  ever  receive  benefits  commensurate 
with  his  contributions. 

There  is  an  equally  and  perhaps  more 
subtle  impact  here  and  that  is  the  effect 
that  the  anomaly  has  upon  the  initiative 
of  those  elderly  citizens  who  either  need 
the  additional  income  or  who  are  able 
to  continue  to  contribute  their  skills  to 
the  economy  of  this  country. 

Therefore,  I  have  offered  the  amend- 
ment in  the  present  form  in  order  to 
cause  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion to  make  a  study  of  this  problem 
and  report  its  findings  to  Congress.  It 
is  my  great  hope  that  we  can  find, 
through  such  a  study,  an  equitable  way 
to  treat  these  people  who  must  continue 
to  work  after  65,  but  who  not  only  con- 
tinue to  pay  social  security  taxes  but  also 
receive  no  additional  benefits.  I  do  not 
see  the  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  in 
the  Chamber,  but  the  Senator  in  charge 
of  the  bill  is  here,  and  I  would  hope  that 
he  would  see  fit  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 

1  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 

2  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
knows  that  the  cost  of  this  would  be  sub- 
stantial, about  $900  million  a  year.  Still, 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  equity  to  it.  We 
have  considered  this  twice  in  years  gone 
by  and  felt  that  we  could  not  agree  to  it 
because  of  the  great  cost  of  the  program, 
notwithstanding  the  great  equity  and 
merit  of  the  amendment.  Thus,  the  Sena- 
tor has  asked  us  to  study  the  matter  and 
was  willing  to  modify  his  amendment. 

On  that  basis,  perhaps  the  study  will 
show  how  we  might  better  implement  the 
suggestion.  Therefore,  I  would  be  very 
happy  to  take  the  amendment  to  con- 
ference. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  very  much  for  his  help 
and  assistance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all  time 
yielded  back  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back  on  the 
amendment.  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
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to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Colorado. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  460 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  my  amendment  No. 
460  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy of  Massachusetts  is  as  follows: 

On  page  267,  strike  the  period  at  the  end 
of  line  16  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: ":  Provided,  That  where  the  par- 
ticular work  concerned  is  not  covered  by  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  the  wage  rates 
shaU  not  be  lower  than  the  rate  applicable 
under  section  303  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards amendments  of  1966." 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  introduced  this  amend- 
ment in  cosponsorship  with  13  other  Sen- 
ators; namely,  Mr.  Brooke,  Mr.  Case.  Mr. 
Clark,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Javtts,  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy of  New  York,  Mr.  McGee,  Mr.  Mc- 
Govern,  Mr.  Mondale,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr. 
MrsKEE,  Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jersey,  and 
Mr.  Yarborottgh. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  has  a 
simple  purpose:  to  guarantee  the  pay- 
ment of  the  Federal  minimum  wage  on 
special  work  projects  created  under  the 
terms  of  the  Senate  committee  bill. 

Just  a  year  ago  we  in  the  Congress 
voted  major  changes  in  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938.  These  changes 
both  increased  the  SI. 25  minimum  wage 
applicable  to  various  jobs  to  $1.60,  in 
stages,  and  broadened  the  coverage  of  the 
minimum  wage  to  8.1  million  jobs  not 
previously  covered,  such  as  certain  agri- 
cultural workers,  restaurant  and  food 
service  employees,  and  Federal  service 
contract  employees. 

The  Senate  committee  bill  now  before 
us  creates  a  new  job  category:  Those  in 
"special  work  projects."  It  would  be  an 
anomaly,  I  think,  were  the  people  in  the 
jobs  created  at  the  instance  of  the  Gov- 
ernment, and  financed  by  the  Govern- 
ment, to  be  denied  the  benefits  of  the 
minimum  wage.  I  do  not  think  that  Gov- 
ernment-supported programs  should  pay 
less  than  the  minimum  wage. 

The  committee  bill  establishes  a  work 
incentive  program  to  restore  certain 
members  of  AFDC  families  to  regular 
employment.  This  program,  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Department  of  Labor, 
would  use  regular  counseling,  training, 
and  placement  service  techniques,  but 
would  also  arrange  for  the  creation  of 
special  work  projects.  These  projects 
would  be  available  to  those  who,  for  vari- 
ous reasons,  could  not  find  work  through 
regular  employment  services. 


Those  individuals  referred  by  the 
welfare  agencies  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  for  participation  in  the  work 
incentive  program  must  be  at  least  16 
years  old,  they  cannot  be  mothers  actu- 
ally caring  for  children,  and  they  can- 
not be  ill  or  of  advanced  age.  There 
are,  in  addition,  certain  other  criteria 
defining  those  appropriate  for  referral. 
The  Secretary  of  Labor  would  establish 
a  number  of  priorities  for  those  actu- 
ally referred  to  him.  The  first  priority 
would  consist  of  those  individuals  suit- 
able for  regular  employment  or  on-the- 
job  training.  The  second  priority  would 
consist  of  those  individuals  who  need 
some  form  at  institutional  training, 
whether  classroom  or  work  experience. 
The  jobs  for  which  the  individuals  in 
these  two  priorities  will  qualify  would 
almost  certainly  be  covered  by  the  Fed- 
eral minimum  wage. 

The  third  category,  on  the  other 
hand,  presents  a  different  problem.  It 
is  in  this  third  priority  that  the  Senate 
bill  make  such  a  far-reaching  and 
visionary  change,  and  which  can  have 
such  drastic  effects  in  our  urban  areas 
of  persistent  and  hard-core  unemploy- 
ment. For  the  third  priority,  those  indi- 
viduals for  whom  jobs  in  the  regular 
economy  cannot  be  found  and  for 
whom  training  may  be  appropriate,  the 
bill  creates  special  work  projects.  Un- 
der this  proposal,  the  Department  of 
Labor  would  contract  with  public  agen- 
cies, and  with  private  nonprofit  agen- 
cies organized  for  a  public  purpose,  to 
establish  these  special  work  projects. 
Participants  in  the  projects  would  re- 
ceive a  wage  from  their  employer,  for 
time  worked,  instead  of  their  regular 
public  assistance  grant.  The  public  as- 
sistance grant  for  each  participant 
would  be  paid  by  the  State  welfare 
agency  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  who 
would  then  reimburse  the  employers  of 
the  participants  in  the  special  work 
projects. 

Participants  in  the  projects  are  guar- 
anteed that  their  total  income  while 
taking  part  in  project  will  equal  at 
least  the  amount  of  the  public  assist- 
ance grant  to  which  they  are  entitled, 
plus  20  percent  of  the  wages  paid  to 
them  by  their  employer  on  the  project. 
The  important  aspect  of  this  feature  of 
the  bill  is  that  in  most  instances  the 
recipient  would  no  longer  receive  a  wel- 
fare check.  Instead,  he  will  receive  a 
wage  for  work  performed. 

The  example  given  in  the  committee 
report  of  how  this  work  incentive  pro- 
gram might  operate  bears  summarizing 
at  this  point.  The  example  postulates 
that  45  women  and  men — all  of  whom 
are  in  the  exclusionary  categories — are 
referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and 
that  seven  can  be  placed  immediately  in 
jobs  and  another  32  immediately  in  job 
training.  This  leaves  11,  in  the  example — 
10  women  and  one  man — available  for 
the  special  work  projects.  The  local  agen- 
cy of  the  Labor  Department  might  then 
enter  into  a  contract  with  the  local 
school  board,  under  which  the  10  women 
act  as  playground  assistants  in  various 
schools  and  the  man  acts  as  a  hall  guard 
in  a  school  with  a  severe  discipline  prob- 
lem. The  contract  might  further  specify 


the  hours  of  work  and  the  wage  to  be 
paid. 

My  amendment  would  require  that  in 
no  case  could  the  wage  be  less  than  the 
Federal  minimum  wage  specified  in  sec- 
tion 303  of  the  1966  amendments  to  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938.  These 
wages  are  those  applicable  to  newly 
covered  workers:  $1  an  hour  until  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1968;  $1-15  the  next  year;  $1.30 
the  next;  $1.45  the  next;  and  $1.60  there- 
after. 

This  minimum  wage  is  certainly  just 
that — a  minimum.  Using  a  40-hour  week, 
and  assuming  a  50-week  year,  the  pres- 
ent minimum  wage — $1  an  hour — figures 
out  to  a  gross  salary  of  $2,000  a  year.  This 
is  more  than  $1,000  below  the  officially 
proscribed  poverty  level. 

I  do  not  think  that,  in  conscience,  we 
can  permit  acceptance  of  this  committee 
proposal  for  special  work  projects  with- 
out requiring  that  the  minimum  wage 
apply.  The  same  arguments  which  were 
no  persuasive  last  year,  as  we  included 
Federal  service  contract  employees  and 
certain  other  Federal  employees  in  the 
extended  coverage  of  the  FLSA,  apply  to 
this  case.  Whenever  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  responsible  for  the  creation  and 
financing  of  the  jobs,  then  it  should  not 
back  away  from  requiring  the  minimum 
wage,  particularry  as  the  minimum  wage 
is  so  low. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  Senate  ver- 
sion of  this  work  incentive  program  is  far 
superior  to  the  House  version.  It  greatly 
ameliorates  the  harsh  aspects  requir- 
ing all  members  of  AFDC  families  to  take 
work,  by  exempting  five  specific  groups  of 
individuals  and  by  giving  State  welfare 
agency  personnel  discretion  in  their  re- 
ferral function. 

I  think  it  would  be  extremely  unfor- 
tunate if  we  were  to  pass  a  social  secu- 
rity bill,  and  to  provide  in  that  bill  for 
federally  subsidized  employment  paying 
below  the  minimum  standards  voted  by 
this  body  on  other  occasions. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  hope  this 
amendment  would  be  accepted. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  re- 
quire. 

Mr.  President,  the  work  program  en- 
visages putting  people  to  work  who  have 
never  worked  before.  It  involves  paying 
money  to  be  used  for  welfare  and  work 
such  as  cleaning  up  hospitals  or  univer- 
sities or  schools  or  other  public  service, 
nonprofit  organizations,  to  get  people  to 
do  work  that  otherwise  would  be  undone. 

This  subsidized  work  program  does  not 
envisage  putting  people  to  work  on  a 
job  that  would  ordinarliy  be  taken  care 
of  by  the  labor  force  in  this  country. 

The  law  provides  that  when  a  job  is 
created  for  somebody  and  the  Federal 
Government  pays  the  overwhelming  bulk 
of  it  with  welfare  money,  if  it  is  a  job 
which  would  be  a  minimum  wage  job, 
the  minimum  wage  shall  be  paii.  But  if 
it  is  not  a  minimum  wage  job,  then  we 
will  have  paid  at  least  20  percent  more 
than  a  person  would  make  otherwise,  and 
we  would  pay  what  we  would  expect  to 
pay  to  get  that  work  done.  To  require 
the  minimum  wage  for  the  most  ineffi- 
cient type  of  labor  we  have  in  America, 
when  we  provide  the  paying  of  a  mini- 
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mum  wage  for  much  more  efficient  labor, 
does  not  make  sense. 

In  other  words,  we  are  requiring  the 
Federal  Government  to  provide  sub- 
sidized employment,  to  make  a  job  for 
somebody  that  would  not  exist  Other- 
wise, even  if  it  is  just  picking  up  trash 
from  in  front  of  one's  own  house,  or 
picking*  up  beer  cans,  which  a  person 
should  do,  anyway,  if  it  is  in  front  of  his 
home.  To  pay  a  minimum  wage  for  that 
kind  of  work,  when  it  is  not  minimum 
wage  work,  does  not  make  sense. 

Any  person  doing  a  job  that  comes  un- 
d?r  the  minimum  wage  standards  under 
this  work  program  would  receive  the 
minimum  wage,  but  when  a  job  is  created 
that  does  not  exist  in  the  regular  work 
force,  anyway,  but  is  just  a  job  that 
would  otherwise  be  undone — for  ex- 
ample, leaf  raking — and  to  say  we  must 
pay  a  minimum  wage  for  it  does  not 
make  sense. 

I  would  hope  the  amendment  would 
not  be  agreed  to. 

As  I  say,  the  bill  provides  that,  if  the 
work  is  a  minimum  wage  job,  they  would 
get  the  minimum  wage. 

T  would  hope  we  would  have  this  pro- 
gram as  it  is,  rather  than  start  paying 
people  more  for  the  kind  of  labor  en- 
visaged than  could  be  justified  on  any 
other  basis. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  this 
evening  and  in  recent  days,  votes  have 
come  up  on  which  normally  I  would  have 
voted  differently.  The  record  is  clear  that 
I  have  a  deep  and  abiding  concern  for 
the  working  people  of  this  country,  as 
well  as  the  less  fortunate.  With  condi- 
tions as  they  are  around  the  world  today, 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  greatest  dis- 
service the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
could  do,  not  only  to  the  less  fortunate 
and  working  people,  but  to  all  except  the 
very  few,  would  be  to  establish  new  poli- 
cies and  programs  that  resulted  in  fur- 
ther disintegration  in  the  value  of  the 
dollar. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know,  upon 
returning  from  Europe  and  Asia  last  Jan- 
uary, I  predicted  deep  trouble  for  the 
British  economy;  and  upon  returning 
from  Great'  Britain  last  September,  de- 
spite the  assurances  of  their  Prime  Min- 
ister that,  under  no  circumstances  would 
the  pound  be  devalued,  I  predicted  with- 
out reservation  that  it  would  be  devalued. 

This  is  mentioned  because  the  matter 
simply  got  out  of  hand  as  far  as  what 
the  Labor  government  could  or  could 
not  do.  At  the  end  there  was  no  possible 
way  devaluation  could  be  avoided,  a  step 
they  had  to  take,  even  though  it  could 
well  mean  the  fall  of  the  government. 

Because  of  this  19-year  continuing 
unfavorable  balance  of  payments,  and 
the  fact  that,  today,  this  Nation 
possesses  less  than  $3  billion  of  free  non- 
monetized  gold  to  pay  off  its  current 
liabilities — less  than  $3  billion  in  gold 
bullion  to  pay  debts  of  over  $30  billion 
owed  abroad,  primarily  to  the  foreign 
central  banks — the  question  of  whether 
or  not  we  have  galloping  inflation  In- 
stead of  this  normal  inflation  of  recent 


years  soon  could  not  necessarily  be  a 
matter  of  decision  for  this  Government. 
Already  matters  are  slipping  away  from 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  to  the 
control  of  the  Committee  of  Ten. 

We  talk  about  whether  or  not  we 
should  allow  our  money  to  go  to  Great 
Britain.  With  the  price  of  money  in  Eng- 
land today  at  8  percent,  we  nevertheless 
say  we  do  not  intend  to  let  money  leave 
this  country  and  to  that  end  set  the  dis- 
count rate  at  4y2  percent  instead  of  4 
percent. 

In  addition,  there  are  estimates  that 
our  deficit  will  be  as  high  as  $30  to  $35 
billion;  and  in  this  connection  there  is 
much  discussion  going  on  as  to  whether 
we  should  or  should  not  pass  a  tax  in- 
crease, one  which  would  result  in  addi- 
tional revenue  somewhere  between  $6 
and  $10  billion.  I  fail  to  see  how  all  this 
is  realistic,  and  question  whether  we  are 
really  facing  up  to  the  problems  of  the 
current  deficit. 

It  is  for  thes,e  reasons,  as  said  before, 
that  I  believe  tonight  we  must  face  the 
fact  that  the  economy  of  the  United 
States  is  in  serious  trouble.  By  the  end 
of  this  year,  according  to  authorities,  we 
are  going  to  have  outstanding  $1  trillion 
worth  of  life  insurance — $1,000  billion  in 
the  United  States.  There  is  not  a  public 
servant  of  the  Government,  in  the  mili- 
tary or  outside  of  it,  but  who  is  thinking 
of  his  retirement  benefits.  There  is  not  a 
union,  big  or  little,  that  is  not  emphasiz- 
ing to  its  members  the  value  of  the  pen- 
sion plans  its  leadership  has  recom- 
mended. 

All  of  these  counted  upon  future  re- 
turns can  be  deeply  affected,  if  not  irre- 
parably crippled,  unless  we  maintain  a 
certain  realism  with  respect  to  what  we 
are  asking  the  American  taxpayer  to  put 
up  tonight;  also  what  we  have  asked  him 
to  put  up  in  recent  days  and  months,  and 
will  be  asking  him  to  put  up  before  the 
end  of  this  year. 

It  is  primarily  because  the  greatest  dis- 
service we  could  do  for  all  poor  people 
and  all  working  people  is  not  to  face  up 
to  what  is  happening  to  the  value  of  the 
dollar  that  I  have  cast  votes  against  pro- 
grams which  normally  I  would  be  glad 
to  support. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
we  must  keep  in  mind  that  many  of  the 
jobs  created  under  this  work  program 
are  designed  to  start  people  out  with  very 
trivial  and  unproductive  work,  with  the 
idea  that  the  Department  of  Labor  would 
take  a  look  at  each  individual  under  the 
program  every  6  months  to  see  if  the 
individual  could  be  placed  in  more  pro- 
ductive regular  employment. 

Now,  to  require  that  there  be  a  mini- 
mum wage  to  put  somebody  to  work  on 
some  trivial  job  or  meaningless  task  on 
the  theory  that  it  is  better  for  them  to 
do  that  than  just  be  idle,  and  that  they 
can  better  themselves  by  doing  so,  and 
to  impose  on  the  employer  a  minimum 
wage  for  doing  something  that  is  not 
minimum  wage  work,  would  be,  to  me, 
a  very  unrealistic  burden  on  the  pro- 
gram. I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  re- 
jected. 

If  it  is  possible  for  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  upgrade  these  jobs,  to  make 


them  into  minimum  wage  jobs,  I  am  sure 
he  would  do  so.  That  would  be  his  desire. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  3  minutes? 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  3  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  commend  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  for  the  very  timely 
and  pertinent  statement  which  he  made 
just  a  moment  ago. 

Britain,  believing  that  it  was  in  sound 
fiscal  and  monetary  status,  found  itself 
compelled  to  devaluate  the  pound;  and 
Britain,  in  order  to  save  itself,  has  im- 
posed the  severest  program  of  austerity 
imaginable  upon  its  people.  The  raising 
of  the  interest  rate  to  8  percent,  begging 
hard  for  the  flow  of  hard  currency  into 
England,  and  the  devaluation  of  the 
pound  by  40  cents,  causing  economic  diffi- 
culties to  its  people,  it  decided  to  bear. 

While  Britain  has  adopted  the  pro- 
gram of  austerity,  our  country  is  going 
on  in  a  mad,  galloping  fashion  leading  to 
identically  the  position  that  Britain  now 
occupies.  Today's  demonstration  here  is 
an  example.  I  voted  to  accept  the  Senate 
bill  instead  of  the  House  bill.  I  thought 
when  I  did  that,  that  would  be  the  end  of 
the  giveaway  program.  But  to  my  great 
grief  and  sorrow,  it  was  only  the  begin- 
ning. Every  half  hour  there  is  offered  a 
new  proposal,  driving  our  country  more 
deeply  into  difficulty  on  the  basis  of  its 
fiscal  and  monetary  position. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  performed 
a  very  valuable  service.  We  had  better 
take  heed  of  what  he  says,  and  had  better 
not  follow  the  belief  that  trouble  cannot 
reach  us,  that  we  are  beyond  the  reach 
of  the  laws  of  economics,  that  regardless 
of  what  we  do  in  the  way  of  extravagant 
spending,  those  laws  will  never  reach  the 
United  States. 

They  will.  They  are  inexorable  in  their 
movement.  They  may  be  slow  in  coming, 
but  they  will  eventually  be  knocking  at 
the  doors  of  the  Capitol  of  the  United 
States,  saying,  "You  have  been  loose,  you 
have  been  extravagant,  you  have  been 
unmindful  of  the  laws  of  economics,  and 
now  you  had  better  pay  the  bill." 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

This  amendment  is  not  concerned  with 
the  balance-of-payments  question.  What 
it  is  concerned  with,  is  the  payment  of  a 
minimum  wage,  under  the  new  minimum 
wage  standards,  to  people  involved  in 
these  public  work  programs. 

With  the  greatest  respect  for  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Louisiana,  this 
is  not  a  question  of  jobs  cleaning  up  in 
front  of  houses  in  a  ghetto.  These  jobs 
are  in  programs  developed  by  the  Labor 
Department.  It  arranges  these  programs 
with  public  agencies,  and  it  describes  the 
work  which  shall  be  done.  It  will  be 
special  work. 

But  all  we  are  talking  about,  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, is  a  dollar  an  hour  minimum  wage; 
and  if  we  must  say  that  involves  our 
balance-of-payments  problem  to  say 
that  we  are  going  to  pay  people  a  dollar 
an  hour  minimum  wage  in  this  country, 
I  think  things  have  come  to  a  sorry  pass. 
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Mr.  President,  there  are  22  States 
which  participate  in  the  unemployed 
parents  segment  of  the  APDC  program. 
Of  those  22  States,  there  are  only  four 
which  would,  under  this  amendment,  be 
required  to  raise  the  amount  of  their 
payments  to  individuals  participating  in 
such  special  work  programs.  Only  four 
out  of  the  22.  What  we  are  talking  about, 
Mr.  President — and  I  refer  to  page  298 
of  part  I  of  the  hearings,  and  the  chart 
that  is  indicated  thereon — is  a  very  easy 
and  fundamental  question.  It  is  whether 
or  not  we  are  going  to  have,  effectively, 
slave  labor  in  this  country;  whether  we 
are  going  to  say,  "You  can  pay  anything 
you  want  to;  if  you  want  a  woman  to 
clean  out  the  latrines  in  the  courthouse, 
you  can  have  her  for  35  cents  an  hour, 
or  if  you  want  someone  to  clean  out  the 
men's  room,  it  will  be  45  cents  an  hour." 

All  we  are  talking  about  in  this  amend- 
ment is  paying  such  workers  $1  an  hour. 
One  dollar  an  hour,  to  put  them  under 
the  same  minimum  wage  standards 
adopted  by  this  body  in  1966. 

That  will  come  to  $40  a  week.  That 
is  all  it  will  amount  to,  and  that  is  what 
the  amendment  would  require. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  of  the  States 
that  are  already  included  in  the  pro- 
gram, to  which  the  program  would  apply, 
there  are  only  four  of  them — only  four 
— which  would  have  to  upgrade  the 
wages  they  pay.  Only  four.  This  amend- 
ment does  not  involve  a  great  giveaway 
program.  All  it  would  do  is  to  impress 
upon  this  legislation  the  imprimatur  of 
the  U.S.  Senate,  to  say  that  if  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  is  going  to  partici- 
pate in  a  program,  we  are  going  to  pay 
$1  an  hour  thereunder.  That  is  what  this 
amendment  would  do. 

With  the  greatest  respect  for  all  those 
Senators  who  say  we  have  been  adding, 
hour  after  hour,  all  of  these  costly  pro- 
grams, I  say  that  if  they  are  a  matter 
of  concern,  they  will  be  worked  out  in 
conference. 

My  distinguished  friends,  the  question 
before  us  is  whether,  in  this  particular 
provision  of  the  pending  measure,  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  is  going  to 
say,  "Well,  on  this  question,  you  can  just 
pay  whatever  the  traffic  will  bear,  as  far 
as  employment  is  concerned." 

I  am  certainly  hopeful  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  will  strive  to  do  better, 
and  make  such  accommodations  and  ad- 
justments as  seem  to  be  realistic.  It  does 
seem  to  me,  Mr.  President,  that  it  is  not 
asking  too  much  for  the  U.S.  Senate  to 
say  in  this  bill,  as  to  this  particular  pro- 
vision, that  anyone  who  is  going  to  par- 
ticipate in  these  special  work  projects 
shall  be  paid  at  least  $1  an  hour. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  2  minutes. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
impressed  by  the  remarks  of  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts.  My 
remarks  were  not  necessarily  addressed 
to  his  amendment,  nor  were  they  ad- 
dressed to  the  nevertheless  serious  bal- 
ance-of -payments  issue;  rather  they  were 
addressed  to  the  critical  problems  which 
will  face  this  country  if  we  have  a  fur- 
ther and  major  depreciation  in  the  value 
of  the  dollar. 


In  1949,  this  country  had  $24.6  billion 
in  gold  bullion.  Last  month  our  country's 
gold  reserves  dropped  below  $13  billion, 
the  lowest  figure  since  July  1,  1938.  At 
the  same  time,  the  amount  of  money  we 
owe  abroad,  primarily  to  foreign  central 
banks,  has  now  increased  to  more  than 
$30  billion.  Some  day,  it  is  becoming 
increasingly  clear,  there  has  to  be  a 
reckoning. 

In  the  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
which  set  up  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  the  dollar  was  made  synonymous 
with  gold,  but  so  also  was  the  pound. 
They  are  presently  the  two  international 
currencies.  They  are  tied  tightly  together. 
A  recent  editorial  in  the  New  York  Times 
characterized  the  pound  as  the  first  line 
of  defense  of  the  dollar. 

Now  that  first  line  of  defense  has 
fallen. 

Let  me  repeat.  No  one  is  more  sym- 
pathetic with  the  problems  of  the  poor 
and  the  problems  of  the  working  people 
than  is  the  senior  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri. The  record  so  demonstrates. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  has  to  be  an 
end  some  day  to  this  continuous  print- 
ing of  paper  gold,  a  printing  press  oper- 
ation that  not  only  has  been  financing 
expansion  in  this  country  since  World 
War  n  but  also  the  expansion  of  trade 
all  over  the  world ;  and  the  fact  that  we 
have  now  truly  reached  a  danger  point  is 
best  illustrated  by  what  has  happened 
in  Great  Britain  during  recent  hours. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes  on  the  bill,  and 

1  will  be  glad  to  yield  the  Senator  equal 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 

2  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
in  my  part  of  the  country,  they  use  farm 
labor.  And  that  farm  labor  is  hard  to 
find.  It  is  not  unusual  to  pay  50  cents 
an  hour  to  get  some  person  to  help  in 
farmwork.  And  some  of  that  work  is 
pretty  hard  work. 

They  ask  why  people  do  not  pay  more. 
They  cannot  afford  to  pay  more.  If  they 
have  to  pay  more,  a  man  will  bend  his 
own  back  and  do  that  work  for  himself. 
To  require  that  one  pay  a  minimum  wage 
for  work  that  is  not  minimum  wage 
work  and  is  not  classified  as  minimum 
wage  work  is  just  to  place  a  tremendous 
burden  on  a  program  where  a  great 
number  of  the  jobs  to  be  filled  will  be 
very  easy  jobs,  such  as  tending  to  a  play- 
ground and  watching  children  at  play 
to  make  sure  that  they  do  not  hurt 
themselves.  Perhaps  it  will  be  work  of  a 
kind  that  people  do  to  help  keep  their 
neighborhood  clean. 

Many  people  do  this  kind  of  work.  I 
do  it  myself.  Many  people  in  govern- 
ment, when  they  have  nothing  better  to 
do,  go.  out  and  clean  up  the  street  in 
front  of  their  homes. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  has  the  re- 
sponsibility of  upgrading  these  jobs  as 
much  as  he  can,  and  if  he  can  find  a 
minimum  job,  he  should  find  that  mini- 
mum job  for  a  person.  However,  here 
we  have  a  program  with  the  Federal 


Government  paying  the  bulk  of  the 
costs  and  the  States  participating  in 
finding  jobs  for  people  who  are  unem- 
ployed— jobs  that  do  not  exist — and  im- 
posing a  minimum  wage  requirement  on 
that  job.  While  the  purpose  is  worthy, 
it  would  saem  to  me  that  it  would  be  bet- 
ter not  to  put  that  barrier  on  the  pro- 
gram, but  we  should  try  to  get  these  peo- 
ple to  work  and  then  upgrade  the  pro- 
gram from  there. 

Senators  are  familiar  with  the  prob- 
lems in  hospitals,  universities,  colleges, 
and  schools  where  they  have  great  diffi- 
culty in  finding  people  to  do  some  worth- 
while work. 

The  kind  of  labor  we  are  trying  to  put 
to  work  here  is,  for  the  most  part,  people 
who  have  never  known  what  it  is  to  work 
before.  So,  to  impose  a  minimum  wage 
requirement  on  this  provision  is  to  im- 
pose a  terrible  burden  on  a  new  project 
to  try  to  get  people  to  work  and  to  train 
them,  and  if  we  cannot  find  jobs  for 
them  in  any  other  way,  we  subsidize 
the  cost  of  employing  them  and  thus  in- 
crease the  burden  of  the  taxpayer  by 
making  him  pay  a  minimum  wage  for 
work  that  is  not  minimum  wage  work. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  an  unreason- 
able requirement. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  we  are  talking  here  about  a 
family  payment  which  averages  $212  per 
month  for  the  country  as  a  whole.  This 
is  above  the  minimum  wage,  which 
would  pay  $160  per  month.  This  is  on 
page  298  of  part  I  of  the  hearings.  This 
is  a  tabulation  relating  to  the  22  States 
concerning  unemployed  parents  with  de- 
pendent children. 

That  income  comes  to  $212.65.  That  is 
way  above  the  hourly  requirement  of  the 
minimum  wage.  That  is  way  above  the 
fundamental,  basic  hourly  minimum 
wage. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  equate, 
in  this  particular  program,  the  minimum 
wage  with  the  average  welfare  payment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
to  what  page  is  the  Senator  referring? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
am  referring  to  the  chart  on  page  298 
of  part  I  of  the  hearings  of  August  22, 
23,  and  24,  1967.  That  is  a  tabulation  of 
the  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren, unemployed-parent  segment. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  un- 
employed-parents segment  is  a  provi- 
sion which  applies  to  the  special  work 
program. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, what  the  Senator  is  talking  about, 
I  submit,  is  100  percent  totally  irrele- 
vant to  this. 

We  are  not  talking  about  the  welfare 
payment  to  a  child  or  an  unemployed 
father  or  to  a  family  or  an  unemployed 
parent.  We  are  talking  here  about  what 
we  pay  when  we  put  somebody  to  work. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
Exactly.  What  we  are  talking  about  here, 
if  the  distinguished  Senator  wishes  to 
talk  about  certain  parts  of  the  country 
where  they  only  pay  50  cents  an  hour, 
is  why  we  should  not  pay  $1.  That  is 
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very  relevant  here,  because  under  the 
provisions  of  the  welfare  program  they 
are  already  getting  $212  a  month,  which 
is  more  than  the  minimum  wage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  myself  an  additional  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  is  recognized 
for  an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
They  are  already  receiving  $212  in  var- 
ious States.  That  is  the  average  for  the 
family.  So,  Mr.  President,  if  we  are  go- 
ing to  say  that  we  are  only  to  pay  $1  to 
people  who  cannot  do  any  work  in  this 
country,  we  already  know  that  they  are 
getting  more  than  $1  on  the  average  in 
the  22  States  which  have  the  program. 
The  average  is  $212,  and  under  the  spe- 
cial work  program  this  $212  figure  is 
used  as  a  base  to  compute  the  wage  to  be 
paid. 

All  we  are  asking  here  is  that  the 
States  which  are  not — and  which  can- 
not today — meet  what  is  fundamental 
requirement  and  the  basic  minimum 
wage  under  the  FLSA  amendments  of 
1966,  should  be  required  to  pay  $1  an 
hour  under  contractual  arrangements 
which  are  made  with  the  Department 
of  Labor  to  do  any  of  the  work  to  be 
included  in  these  programs. 

There  will  be  only  four  States  which 
will  fall  short  of  these  provisions.  It  does 
seem'  to  me  that  $1  an  hour  payment  to 
do  this  kind  of  work  is  certainly  not  un- 
desirable. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  my  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me  1  or  2 
minutes  so  that  I  may  ask  a  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  1  minute  on  the  bill  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator  if  what  he  has  just  said  would 
also  cover  the  situation  where  it  is  per- 
mitted to  pay  students  less  than  $1  an 
hour? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  This 
has  nothing  to  do  with  that  particular 
program.  The  work  program  under  this 
particular  provision  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  student  aid  programs. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand  that  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  it.  However,  the  Sen- 
ator is  talking  about  the  minimum  of  a 
dollar  an  hour.  I  understand  that  the 
minimum  may  be  reduced  in  the  case  of 
students.  I  wonder  if  there  is  any  com- 
parability between  the  category  of  a  stu- 
dent earning  less  than  $1  an  hour  and 
the  people  he  is  trying  to  cover  under  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
would  distinguish  between  the  students 
receiving  $1  an  hour,  and  the  people  here 
who  fall  under  the  definition  described 
in  this  bill.  I  think  there  is  a  significant 
differentiation. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  support  amendment  No.  460, 
which  I  was  glad  to  cosponsor.  This 


amendment  is  one  of  a  group  of  amend- 
ments which  a  bipartisan  coalition  of  15 
Senators  announced  yesterday  were  es- 
sential, in  their  opinion,  to  insure  that 
this  legislation  is  humanitarian  in  its 
effect. 

This  amendment  deals  with  a  critical 
aspect  of  the  work  incentive  program 
adopted  by  the  committee:  the  wage 
which  welfare  recipients  will  be  paid 
when  they  are  put  to  work  on  the  spe- 
cial work  projects  established  by  the  bill. 
The  bill  provides  that  the  minimum  wage 
will  be  paid  on  such  work  projects  only 
where  that  wage  is  applicable.  But  most 
such  projects  will  be  work  for  public 
agencies  or  private  nonprofit  agencies 
where  no  minimum  wage  is  applicable. 

Mr..  President,  I  believe  the  Govern- 
ment should  never  be  in  the  posiiton  of 
subsidizing  or  encouraging  or  support- 
ing in  any  respect  work  at  substandard 
labor  conditions.  Yet  this  is  exactly  what 
the  bill  would  do,  and  it  would  do  it 
with  regard  to  people  who  have  no 
choice.  In  effect,  this  is  slave  labor.  Any 
welfare  mother  or  father  for  whom  regu- 
lar, competitive  employment  cannot  be 
found,  or  for  whom  training  is  not  suit- 
able, could  be  put  to  work  in  one  of  the 
special  work  projects  under  the  bill.  One 
can  imagine  what  they  are  likely  to  be, 
given  the  definition  of  those  who  will  be 
forced  into  them.  Sweeping  out  the 
courthouse  lavatory  is  one  possibility. 
Raking  leaves  on  the  city  hall  lawn  and 
shoveling  snow  off  city  streets  are  others. 
Cleaning  out  the  drainage  ditches  near 
large  farms  and  plantations  is  a  favorite 
in  some  parts  of  the  country.  For  all  of 
these  activities  there  would  be  no  guar- 
antee that  the  minimum  wage  would  be 
paid.  I  think  this  is  unsatisfactory. 

The  amendment  is  modest  enough.  It 
would  treat  workers  in  activities  not 
otherwise  covered  by  the  minimum  wage 
the  same  as  newly  covered  workers  are 
treated  under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Amendments  of  1966.  Thus,  they  would 
be  paid  $1  an  hour  until  next  February, 
$1.15  for  the  next  year,  $1.30  for  the  year 
after  that,  $1.45  for  the  following  year, 
and  $1.60  beginning  February  1,  1971. 
Even  at  $1.60,  52  weeks  of  work  yields 
only  $3,328  a  year,  hardly  a  subsistence 
wage. . 

Mr.  President,  for  the  first  time  in  the 
history  of  our  country  people  are  losing 
the  right  to  choose  the  place  where  they 
will  work.  That  is  what  this  bill  pro- 
vides. For  the  first  time  people  will  have 
no  conceivable  right  to  bargain  over 
what  wage  they  will  receive.  And  for  the 
first  time  they  will  be  penalized  if  they 
do  not  what  the  Government  tells 
them  to  do.  The  compulsory  labor  pro- 
visions of  this  legislation  are  bad  enough. 
Let  us  not  make  them  slave  labor  in  ad- 
dition. I  urge  that  the  amendment  be 
adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts.  [Putting  the  ques- 
tion.] 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  divide. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  distinguished  minority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  DirksenI.  If 
he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  "nay";  if  I  were  permitted  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  "yea."  I  therefore  withhold 
my  vote. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con- 
cluded the  call  of  the  roll. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon]  would  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Hart]  is  paired  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  If  pres- 
ent and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wyom- 
ing [Mr.  MgGee]  is  paired  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr  East- 
land], the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas [Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sena- 
tor from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers], and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy],  and  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben- 
nett] and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield]  are  detained  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
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from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]  ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  "nay." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  31, 


nays  40,  as  follows: 

[No.  344  Leg.] 

i   O  1 

Bartlett 

Javits 

^pastore 

Brooke 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

PeL 

Bur  dick 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Prouty 

Case 

Magnuson 

y  rt ,  *  ,  r  i  ■  ,  t; 

Church 

Metcalf 

Randolph 

G::~r. 

Mondale 

Ri  c  ico-x 

Graening 

Montoya 

Harris 

Morse 

Hartke 

Moss 

Yarborou-h 

Inouye 

Muskie 

Jackson 

Nelson 

NAYS — 40 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Monroney 

Allott 

Fulbright 

Mort-on 

Anderson 

Gore 

Pearson 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Percy 

Bible 

Russell 

Boggs 

Hollings 

Smith 

Brevrster 

Hruska 

Spar  km  an 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Spong 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Symington 

Cotton 

Kuehel 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Long,  La. 

Young,  N.  E>ak. 

KUender 

Melntvre 

Errin 

Miller 

NOT  VOTING— 29 


Bayh 

Hansen 

McGovern 

Bennett 

Hart- 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hatfield 

Murphy 

Carlson 

Hayden 

Scott 

Clark 

Holland 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Dcdd 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Young,  Ohio 

Fong 

McGee 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts  was  rejected. 

AHENTJilEXT  NO.  467 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr,  President,  in 
the  hope  that  I  may  set  an  example  to 
the  Senate  for  the  remainder  of  this 
evening — and  the  hour  is  getting  late — 
on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  I  call  up 
amendment  No.  467. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

Tne  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  306,  line  11,  after  "(24)"  insert 
the  following:  "effective  July  1,  1968,  provide 
that  the  standards  used  for  determining  the 
need  of  applicants  and  recipients  for  and  the 
extent  of  aid  under  the  plan,  and  any  maxi- 
mum on  the  amount  of  aid  and  other  income 
wUl  he  no  less  than  S4  per  month  per  indi- 
vidual ( determined  on  an  average  per  indi- 
vidual in  accordance  with  standards  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary)  above  such  amount 
of  aid  and  other  income  available  under  the 
standards  and  maximum  applicable  under 
the  plan  on  December  31,  1966,  and" 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if 
vre  may  have  order  in  the  Senate,  I  do 
not  intend  to  take  more  than  5  minutes, 


nor  do  I  intend  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  13  cosponsors 
of  this  amendment.  The  purpose  of  the 
amendment  is  to  increase  the  levels  of 
aid  to  families  of  dependent  children  by 
a  percentage  amount  comparable  to  the 
increase  already  provided  in  H.R,  12080 
for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  the  blind, 
and  aid  to  the  totally  and  permanently 
disabled. 

As  to  the  method  of  calculation,  on 
a  national  average,  the  ST. 50  increase 
for  old  age  assistance  provided  in  the 
bill  amounts  to  11  percent  of  the  average 
S68.70 — as  of  July,  1967 — received  by 
people  in  that  category-  Eleven  percent 
of  the  average  $37.25  now  accruing  to 
individual  AFDC  recipients  is  a  little 
over  $4.  The  increase  in  AFDC  con- 
sequently continues  the  present  relation- 
ship between  the  two  types  of  aid,  and 
relies  on  the  committee's  calculations  on 
old  age  assistance  to  determine  the 
amount  of  increase  required. 

As  to  the  number  of  people  affected,  as 
of  July,  1967,  a  total  of  1,212,000  families 
were  receiving  AFDC  payments  with  a 
Total  of  4,978,000  recipients — tocluding 
children  and  one  or  both  parents  or  one 
caretaker  relative — and  3,745,000  chil- 
dren. 

As  to  the  cost  and  financing,  HEW 
estimates  that  the  $4  increase  would  cost 
S79.4  million  annually  in  Federal  funds 
and  S135.6  million  annually  in  non-Fed- 
eral expenditures. 

On  behalf  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
who  is  unavoidably  and  necessarily  de- 
tained, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
his  detailed  statement  in  support  of  his 
amendment  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  Senator  McGovern 

I  would  like  first  to  commend  the  Finance 
Committee  and  its  able  Chairman,  Senator 
Long  of  Louisiana,  for  the  masterful  work 
they  have  done  on  this  legislation.  They 
have  produced  an  excellent  bill,  and  the  best 
testimony  to  that  will  undoubtedly  be  found 
by  a  comparison  of  the  measure  reported 
with  the  version  ultimately  approved  by  the 
Senate — I  suspect  there  wall  be  very  few 
differences. 

This  amendment,  which  has  the  bipartisan 
sponsorship  of  fourteen  Senators,  would 
modify  the  bill  only  slightly  and  its  terms 
are  largely  self-explanatory.  It  would  pro- 
vide an  increase  of  S4  per  month  per  indi- 
vidual as  a  national  average  for  recipients 
of  aid  to  dependent  children.  The  raise 
would  take  effect  next  July  1,  and  the  figure 
used  as  the  base  would  be  the  amount  of  aid 
and  other  income  available  as  of  December 
31,  1966. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare  has  estimated  its  cost  at  S79.4  mil- 
lion Federal  and  S135.6  non-Federal  an- 
nually, which  figures  out  to  about  $6.6  mil- 
lion and  SI  1.3  million  respectively  per 
month. 

The  $4  increase  amounts  to  slightly  less 
than  11  percent  of  the  S37.25  national  aver- 
age monthly  payment  for  AFDC  recipients  in 
July.  It  is  thus  closely  comparable  to  the 
S7.50  per  month  increase  already  contained 
in  the  bill  for  recipients  of  old  age  assist- 
ance, aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  perma- 
nently and  totally  disabled. 

Consequently,    amendment    number  467 


merely  seeks  to  include  dependent  children 
in  the  general  welfare  increase  to  be  supplied 
by  H.R.  12080. 

Both  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee and  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
have  expressed  justifiable  concern  over  the 
growth  in  the  number  of  people  receiving 
aid  to  families  of  dependent  children.  A  sub- 
stantial portion  of  the  rise  in  the  past  ten 
years  can,  of  course,  be  accounted  for  by  the 
inclusion  in  1961  of  aid  for  children  of  the 
unemployed,  but  there  is  nevertheless  rea- 
son to  intensify  our  efforts  to  help  people  in 
this  category  of  assistance,  as  well  as  in  the 
others,  to  achieve  self-sufficiency. 

I  urge  Senators  to  recognize,  however,  that 
this  amendment  has  no  bearing  on  whether 
or  not  a  given  family  would  receive  assist- 
ance. It  would  merely  increase  the  level  of 
aid  to  those  who  have  been  determined,  by 
whatever  standards  are  applicable,  to  be  eli- 
gible. The  level  of  aid  is  not  a  proper  target 
for  those  who  feel  the  standards  are  too  lax. 

I  do  not  believe  we  can  justifiably  reduce 
the  AFDC  rolls  by  attrition.  I  do  not  believe 
we  are  going  to  end  desertion  and  illegiti- 
macy by  allowing  the  support  for  children 
who  have  the  ill-fortune  to  be  born  into 
such  circumstances  to  become  more  and  more 
inadequate.  The  Committee  had  determined 
that  increases  in  the  cost  of  living  justify 
an  addition  of  some  11  percent  in  cases  of 
the  elderly  needy  and  those  who  are  blind 
or  disabled.  The  cost  of  supporting  children 
whose  father  or  mother  is  absent  has  risen 
as  well. 

In  its  testimony  before  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee on  September  eighteenth,  the  Child 
Welfare  League  of  America  noted  that  .  .  . 

"Meeting  the  minimal  needs  of  children 
is  essential  to  any  program  which  seeks  to 
protect  them.  The  best  social  services  in  the 
world  cannot  feed  the  hungry  child  nor  pro- 
vide him  with  the  necessities  of  life.  Living 
in  constant  poverty  is  not  the  way  to  pro- 
mote the  healthy  physical  or  emotional 
growth  of  the  next  generation  on  which 
this  country  must  depend." 

The  National  Social  Welfare  Assembly  has 
said  in  reference  to  this  bill : 

"We  hope  that  the  bill  as  finally  enacted 
will  reduce  the  need  for  public  assistance 
by  improvements  in  social  insurance  benefits, 
especially  for  beneficiaries  at  the  lowest 
levels.  However,  for  those  who  must  seek 
assistance  more  adequate  levels  of  aid  are 
essential  if  children  are  to  grow  up  in  health 
and  self  respect." 

Just  as  significant  is  the  statement  from 
an  ADC  mother  in  South  Dakota  who  told 
me:  "I  have  reason  to  be  proud.  My  children 
are  learning  to  become  citizens  who  will 
never  ignore  their  responsibility  to  either 
family  or  country." 

The  welfare  of  the  children  involved  must, 
in  my  view,  be  our  overriding  consideration 
in  connection  with  this  legislation.  There  is 
nothing  to  be  gained — and  a  great  deal  to 
be  lost — by  punishing  them  for  the  misdeeds 
of  their  parents. 

Moreover,  in  many,  if  not  most  cases,  the 
remaining  parent  is  innocent  of  any  wrong- 
doing. Surely  we  should  not  turn  our  backs 
on  a  family  deserted  by  the  father  or  mother. 
Certainly  we  should  be  willing  to  supply 
adequate  aid  in  cases  such  as  those  described 
by  New  York  State  Social  Services  Commis- 
sioner George  Wyman:  ".  .  .  .  included  in  the 
category  of  absent  parents  are  United  States 
servicemen  stationed  overseas,  including 
Vietnam.  When  their  allotments  are  inade- 
quate to  meet  the  needs  of  their  families,  or 
when  they  do  not  make  an  allotment,  their 
children  under  present  law  are  eligible  for 
AFDC  payments." 

Amendment  number  467  is  fully  warranted 
by  increases  in  the  costs  of  supporting  a 
family  under  the  obstacles  already  imposed 
by  the  circumstances  to  which  it  applies. 
The  $6  increase  in  aid  bears  a  direct  rela- 
tionship to  the  addition  already  provided 
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in  the  bill  for  other  welfare  recipients.  It 
would  have  no  effect  on  the  standards  for 
determining  who  is  eligible;  it  would  not  pre- 
vent either  more  or  less  restrictions.  Its  aim 
is  to  protect  and  assist  needy  children,  to 
improve  their  chances  of  leading  useful,  pro- 
ductive adult  lives. 
I  urge  your  support. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  amendment 
would  require  the  States  to  increase  in- 
come standards  or  maximums  by  $4  a 
month  for  each  person  in  a  family  with 
dependent  children;  and  it  would  do  this 
without  providing  additional  money  to 
the  States  with  which  to  do  it. 

The  Federal  cost  is  estimated  to  be  $79 
million.  The  cost  to  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments would  be  $135  million  to  $140 
million.  Where  would  they  get  the 
money? 

We  voted  yesterday,  with  the  Harris 
amendment,  for  the  States  to  make  avail- 
able aid  to  dependent  children  in  families 
where  the  father  is  unemployed,  and  a 
family  would  receive  the  aid  because  the 
father  is  unemployed.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  provide  its  share  of  the 
matching  funds,  but  where  would  the 
State  get  its  money? 

Now  we  are  requiring  them  to  increase 
the  cost  of  their  program  by  $140  million 
and  we  do  not  provide  the  revenue  to  go 
with  it.  I  am  not  worried  about  the  in- 
crease to  the  Federal  Government,  but 
where  are  the  States  going  to  find  the 
money?  We  have  agreed  to  and  voted 
upon  big  increases  in  the  program  such 
as  providing  day  care  facilities,  help  to 
train  people,  assistance  in  finding  jobs, 
and  help  for  errant  fathers. 

However,  this  proposal  imposes  an 
additional  burden  upon  the  States  and 
I  wonder  how  Senators  are  going  to  go 
home  and  tell  their  people,  "I  voted  for 
that  proposal  but  I  did  not  provide  the 
money.  I  said  that  you  would  have  to 
come  up  with  the  money."  Mr.  President, 
that  would  be  in  addition  to  the  money 
that  was  voted  for  unemployed  parents 
yesterday. 

We  have  placed  the  burden  on  the 
States  to  compel  28  States  to  extend 
their  programs  to  cover  fathers  who  do 
not  have  a  job.  This  amendment  would 
require  the  States  to  find  $140  million 
that  they  do  not  have. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  was  disappointed  that  this 
amendment — No.  467 — was  not  con- 
sidered with  more  care.  It  was  a  most 
important  proposal,  designed  to  erase  a 
serious  discrimination  in  the  bill. 

This  amendment  was  simple  enough. 
The  bill  provides  that  old-age  assistance 
recipients,  the  disabled,  and  the  blind 
would  all  receive  mandatory  increases  of 
$7.50  a  month  in  their  welfare  payments. 
As  to  dependent  children  on  welfare,  the 
bill  provides  only  that  their  welfare 
standards  are  to  be  repriced  yearly  in 
accordance  with  the  cost  of  living.  This 
amendment,  moderate  as  it  is,  would 
have  required  that  the  discrimination  be 
erased  only  to  the  extent  of  increasing 
payments  for  dependent  children  by  $4 
a  month.  It  should  be  recalled  that  chil- 
dren, somehow,  always  seem  to  come  off 
worst  in  our  system  of  welfare  assist- 
ance. Look,  for  example,  at  the  average 


per  capita  welfare  payments  in  the  vari- 
ous categories  as  of  June  of  this  year. 
The  per  capita  average  payment  for 
AFDC  children  was  $37.10.  For  old-age 
assistance  it  was  $68.05.  For  aid  to  the 
blind  it  was  $87.30.  And  for  aid  to  the 
permanently  and  totally  disabled  it  was 
$76.90.  These  disparities,  these  discrimi- 
nations, have  been  built  into  the  law  for 
years  and  years.  They  have  only  widened 
as  the  years  have  passed.  Welfare  does 
not  really  provide  a  subsistence  income 
anywhere  in  our  Nation,  and  in  some 
parts  of  our  Nation  it  is  not  even  the 
beginning  of  enough  to  live  on.  In  Mis- 
sissippi, for  example,  the  typical  welfare 
payment  to  a  family  of  four  on  ADC  is 
about  $55  a  month.  No  one  would  get 
rich  on  this  amendment,  but  a  few 
people  would  be  a  little  bit  better  off. 
We  would  have  fulfilled  in  just  a  slight, 
small  improved  way  our  obligation  to 
provide  help  to  those  in  need. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  not  blithely 
provide  increases  to  other  categories  of 
recipients,  deserving  as  they  are,  while 
ignoring  the  children  of  the  poor.  That 
is  a  sin  for  which  no  atonement  would 
be  sufficient.  We  should  have  rectified 
this  omission  by  adopting  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mus- 
kie  in  the  chair) .  All  time  having  been 
yielded  back,  the  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Montana.  [Putting  the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  asked 
that  it  be  stated. 

'  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  130,  line  7,  strike 
through  line  12  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"COVERAGE  FOR   HOSPITAL   INSURANCE  BENEFITS 
FOR  PFRSONS  NOT  INSURED  THEREFOR 

"Sec.  139  (a)  Subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  of 
section  103  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1965  as  amended  by  striking  out 
'1968'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '1969'. 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  effective  on  and  after  the  first 
day  of  the  month  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield  him- 
self? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  the  medi- 


caid bill  of  1965  was  composed  of  two 
parts:  supplemental  medical  insurance 
and  hospitalization  insurance.  Supple- 
mental medical  insurance  is  presently 
available  to  all  Americans  over  age  65  at 
a  cost  of  $3  per  month  regardless  of 
their  social  security  or  railroad  retire- 
ment. 

Hospitalization  insurance  under  medi- 
care, however,  is. available  only  to  those 
who  are  also  eligible  for  social  security  or 
railroad  retirement.  This  is  the  problem 
which  my  pending  amendment  is  desig- 
ned to  rectify. 

It  is  estimated  by  the  Social  Security 
Administration  that  aproximately  70,000 
individuals  who  are  ineligible  for  hospi- 
talization benefits  reach  the  age  of  65 
each  year.  These  older  Americans  are 
excluded  due  to  legislative  oversight  on 
the  part  of  Congress.  They  are  ineligible 
for  hospitalization  because  of  the  re- 
quirement that  they  also  be  eligible 
for  either  social  security  or  railroad  re- 
tirement. 

Mr.  President,  a  large  number  of  peo- 
ple are  not  covered  by  social  security  be- 
cause they  receive  benefits  under  State 
and  local  retirement  systems  in  States 
which  have  opted  to  retain  their  own 
pension  plans  in  lieu  of  social  security. 
These  individuals  are  ineligible  for  hos- 
pitalization benefits  under  medicare  be- 
cause of  their  ineligibility  for  social  se- 
curity. An  excellent  analysis  of  these 
State  and  local  systems  was  printed  in 
a  recent  Social  Security  Bulletin.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  article  be 
printed  in  the  Record  immediately  fol- 
lowing my  remarks. " 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  two  tables 
prepared  by  the  Legislative  Reference  of 
the  Library  of  Congress  inserted  in  the 
Record.  These  tables  demonstrate  per- 
centages of  State  and  local  employees 
across  the  country  who  are  not  eligible 
for  coverage  under  social  security,  and 
thus  for  hospitalization  benefits,  under 
medicare. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  many  of 
these  State  retirement  systems  are  excel- 
lent and  provide  adequate  benefits.  Some 
provide  better  stipends  than  social  se- 
curity. However,  not  all  have  provision 
for  health  services.  On  page  5  of  the 
Bulletin  article,  in  fact,  there  is  a  table 
which  indicates  that  of  51  general  retire- 
ment systems  studied,  only  67  percent  of 
the  members  covered  under  those  sys- 
tems had  any  health  coverage.  Many  of 
these  67  percent  did  not  have  coverage 
comparable  to  that  available  under  medi- 
care. It  is  important  to  enable  these  citi- 
zens to  have  the  opportunity  to  enjoy  all 
medicare  benefits.  The  Finance  Commit- 
tee has  provided  a  long-range  solution  to 
the  problem.  Those  reaching  retirement 
this  year,  however,  should  also  have  an 
opportunity  to  share  in  hospitalization 
benefits  even  though  they  are  not  covered 
under  the  OASDI  system. 

Mr.  President,  who  are  these  70,000 
citizens  who  will  not  be  eligible  for  nos- 
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pitalization  benefits  under  medicare  in 
1968? 

Their  numbers  are  drawn  from  the 
ranks  of  such  dedicated  public  sen-ants 
as  schoolteachers  who  have  worked  their 
entire  lives  in  States  with  options  for 
State  retirement  systems  rather  than  for 
social  security.  At  last  count  there  were 
12  such  States  in  the  Union. 

One  exception  to  this  ineligibility  pro- 
vision was  made.  Those  State  employees 
who  had  at  some  point  during  their  lives 
previous  to  their  65th  year  accumulated 
a  minimum  of  six  quarters  of  coverage 
under  social  security  laws,  were  included. 

To  cover  these  people,  an  amendment 
was  adopted  in  1965  to  provide  for  the  in- 
clusion of  those  older  Americans  becom- 
ing age  65  in  that  year  under  all  medi- 
care programs.  The  provision  was  ex- 
tended in  1967.  However,  those  older 
Americans  who  become  65  on  January  1, 
1968,  will  not  be  eligible  for  hospitaliza- 
tion benefits  because  the  law  lapses  at 
that  time.  It  would  be  a  great  pity  if  these 
dedicated  public  servants  in  12  States 
were  denied  coverage  after  the  first  of  the 
year. 

It  was  apparent  to  me  earlier  this  year 
that  the  hospitalization  benefits  for  the 
70.000  who  will  become  65  in  1968  must 
not  be  allowed  to  lapse.  I  had  an  amend- 
ment drawn  up  to  extend  coverage  for 
another  year  and  was  waiting  for  an  op- 
portune time  to  introduce  it. 

It  was  also  apparent  to  me,  however, 
that  my  amendment  should  only  be  con- 
sidered a  short-term  solution.  I  was  hope- 
ful that  the  Finance  Committee  of  the 
Senate  itself  would  arrange  for  a  per- 
manent decision  by  adopting  the  Ribicoff 
amendment. 

The  Finance  Committee  has  accom- 
plished both  ends  and  met  both  long- 
range  and  short-range  needs.  It  has  first, 
by  incorporating  the  essence  of  the  Ribi- 
coff amendment  into  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967,  made  arrange- 
ments for  a  permanent  solution  to  the 
problem. 

Essentially  what  is  to  be  done  is  that 
the  Secretary  of  Health.  Education,  and 
Welfare  will  be  authorized  to  contract 
with  the  12  States  which  have  employees 
not  insured  for  the  hospitalization  plan 
of  medicare.  These  States,  at  their  own 
option,  will  be  allowed  to  determine 
whether  or  not  they  wish  to  have  medi- 
care made  available  to  citizens  not  ordi- 
narily eligible.  If  so,  the  States  will  re- 
imburse the  medicare  program  for  the 
actual  costs  of  benefits  and  other  admin- 
istrative costs  incurred  in  the  process  of 
granting  assistance  to  these  citizens.  Tne 
States'  retirement  and  pension  plans  will- 
in  no  way  be  jeopardized,  nor  will  the 
State  employees  be  forced  to  option  for 
social  security  instead  of  then  present 
retirement  systems. 

This  is  an  admirable  addition  to  the 
bill.  I  commend  the  committee.  This  pro- 
vision will  allow  all  Americans  who  reach 
65  in  the  future  to  be  covered  without 
committing  large  amounts  of  Federal 
money  on  a  long-term  basis. 

However,  there  will  necessarily  be  some 
time  lag  between  enactment  and  imple- 
mentation. During  this  time  additional 
people  will  reach  the  age  of  65  and  be 
ineligible   for   hospitalization  benefits. 


Of  particular  concern  are  those  who  be- 
come 65  immediately  after  January  1, 
1968.  With  this  in  mind  the  Finance 
Committee  has  written  a  provision  into 
its  amendments  to  allow  some,  but  not  all 
of  the  70,000  whose  hospitalization  bene- 
fits under  medicare  lapse  in  January  to 
continue  to  have  coverage. 

In  order  to  be  eligible  for  these  bene- 
fits, a  minimum  of  three  quarters  of 
social  security  coverage,  as  opposed  to 
six  required  by  existing  law,  are  required 
by  persons  who  become  65  after  Janu- 
ary 1.  That  required  by  individuals  who 
are  to  reach  65  in  later  years  will  increase 
by  three  quarters  each  year  until  the 
regular  insured  status  requirement  is 
met. 

In  doing  this,  the  Senate  followed  the 
lead  of  the  House  which  included  a  like 
provision  in  H.R.  12080.  In  the  commit- 
tee report,  the  reason  for  the  reduction 
of  the  minimum  quarters  required  for 
coverage  was  explained.  The  report 
stated : 

Your  committee  believes  that  this  initial 
increase  of  6  quarters  of  coverage  is  too 
sharp,  and  the  bill  provides  that  the  mini- 
mum amount  of  quarters  of  coverage  re- 
quired for  entitlement  under  this  special 
provision  of  persons  attaining  65  in  1968 
would  be  three  quarters  of  coverage. 

The  President  also  recommended  that 
the  number  of  quarters  required  for  cov- 
erage be  reduced  to  three  from  six. 

This  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction, 
Mr.  President,  but  only  a  step,  because 
not  all  of  these  dedicated  public  servants 
will  be  eligible  for  hospitalization  insur- 
ance under  medicare. 

Let  us  stop  for  just  a  moment  and  con- 
sider the  person  who,  in  1968,  will  be  in- 
eligible for  such  benefits  as  90  days  of 
hospitalization  and  100  days  of  extended 
health  care. 

We  discriminate  against  such  a  per- 
son for  several  reasons.  First,  we  dis- 
criminate against  an  older  citizen  whose 
birthday  falls  on  the  "wrong'"  day.  The 
inequity  of  the  House  and  Senate  pro- 
vision becomes  apparent  if  we  consider 
the  cases  of  two  individuals  who  be- 
come 65  at  about  the  same  time.  Let 
us  assume  that  neither  is  eligible  for 
social  security  benefits.  For  example, 
John  Jones  becomes  65  on  December  31, 
1967;  Bill  Beauregarde  reaches  the  same 
age  on  January  1,  1968.  John  Jones  is 
eligible  for  hospital  insurance  under 
medicare.  Bill  Beauregarde,  1  day  young- 
er than  John  Jones,  fails  to  qualify. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  we  discriminate 
against  dedicated  State  employees  such 
as  teachers  who  were  too  buss'  to  take 
time  off  from  teaching  to  moonlight 
enough  to  accumulate  three  quarters  of 
coverage.  He  was  too  occupied  serving 
the  youth  of  his  State  to  concern  him- 
self with  earning  a  minimum  amount 
of  money  to  make  himself  eligible  for 
social  security  should  he  ever  need  it. 

What  injustice,  Mr.  President.  For  ex- 
ample, suppose  our  Mr.  Beauregarde,  dis- 
cussed above,  who  becomes  65  on  January 
1,  1968,  too  late  for  hospitalization  bene- 
fits, had  been  a  teacher  in  Shreveport, 
La.,  for  all  the  productive  years  of  his 
life.  Such  a  person  in  Louisiana  could 
very  likel3"  find  himself  in  this  inequitous 
position,  for  87  percent  of  the  State  em- 


ployees— and  67  percent  of  both  St2te 
and  local  employees — of  Louisiana  are 
not  covered  by  OASDHI  insurance.  A 
similar  Mr.  Beauregarde  might  reside  in 
Ohio  where  100  percent  of  both  State  and 
local  employees  are  not  covered  by 
OASDHI,  or  in  Massachusetts  where  98 
percent  of  State  and  100  percent  of  local 
employees  are  not  covered  by  social  secu- 
rity and  thus  the  hospitalization  benefits 
of  medicare. 

But,  back  to  Mr.  Beauregarde.  He  is 
doubly  unfortunate  due  to  the  inoppor- 
tune time  of  his  birth  and  his  failure 
to  moonlight.  Our  diligent,  dedicated  Mr. 
Beauregarde  in  all  likelihood  graded  pa- 
pers and  prepared  for  additional  classes 
during  school  holidays  in  Shreveport, 
La.,  rather  than  working  part  time 
in  the  city  department  store.  His  per- 
severance and  concern  for  his  students  is 
now  to  be  rewarded  by  an  exclusion  from 
one-half  of  the  benefits  of  medicare. 

And  the  amount  which  Mr.  Beaure- 
garde would  have  had  to  earn  is  ridicu- 
lously small — S50  a  quarter.  The  amount 
which  he  and  his  employer  would  have 
had  to  contribute  to  make  him  eligible — 
at  the  current  rate  of  4.4  percent  of 
contribution — would  be  a  meager  $13.20 
for  all  three  quarters.  In  other  words, 
this  individual  is  cut  off  because  he  has 
failed  to  contribute  $13.20  to  the  social 
security  fund. 

We  are  told,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
cost  of  including  all  of  the  70,000  in- 
dividuals turning  65  in  1968  under  hospi- 
talization provisions  would  be  a  stagger- 
ing $10  million  the  first  year.  This  cost 
estimate  was  provided  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration.  The  cost  might 
rise  thereafter  for  a  few  years,  but  would 
then  drop  off  because  the  70,000  con- 
stitute a  closed  group  whose  members 
would  be  increasingly  depleted  by  death 
annually. 

Some  of  the  70,000  who  will  not  be 
eligible  for  hospitalization  costs  when 
they  turn  65  in  1968  will  undoubtedly  be 
eligible  for  hospitalization  due  to  the  re- 
duction of  coverage  requirements.  No  fig- 
ures, however,  have  presently  been  made 
available  to  me  to  indicate  precisely  how 
many  would  be  eligible.  However,  even  if 
all  70,000  are  eligible  because  they  have 
accumulated  three  quarters  of  coverage, 
I  contend.  Mr.  President,  that  the  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  would  be  great. 

For  example,  if  all  70,000  have  con- 
tributed $13.20  to  the  social  security 
fund,  this  means  that  a  total  of  $924,000 
is  presently  available  to  pay  for  these 
benefits.  However.  Mr.  Robert  Myers  of 
the  Social  Security  Administration  has 
informed  us  that  the  benefits  would  cost 
SIO.000,000  in  1968.  The  difference  be- 
tween $924,000  and  $10,000.000 — or 
S9, 076,000  would  have  to  come  from  the 
Federal  Government.  The  House  com- 
mittee has  provided  for  the  expense  to 
come  out  of  the  general  tax  revenues. 

By  requiring  that  these  70.000  individ- 
uals have  three  quarters  of  coverage.  Mr. 
President,  we  are  saving  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment a  staggering  $924,000  in  19S8. 
What  savings.  The  President,  the  House 
and  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  are 
to  be  commended  for  their  thriftiness. 

For  an  expenditure  of  only  $924,000 
more,  though  Mr.  President — a  figure 
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which  represents  the  real  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  next  year  if  no 
quarters  were  required  for  the  70,000  who 
will  be  ineligible  for  all  medicare  bene- 
fits— think  how  many  individuals  will 
benefit.  Consider  how  many  Mr.  Beaure- 
gardes  there  may  be  among  the  12  States 
and  70,000  individuals  ineligible  for  hos- 
pitalization under  medicare  who  can  be 
saved  from  high  expenses  when  they  fall 
ill. 

We  should  reward,  not  punish,  the 
diligent  public  servants  such  as  Mr. 
Beauregarde,  who  through  misfortune, 
or  miscalculation  will  fail  to  receive  all 
the  benefits  of  medicare  in  1968.  These 
are  individuals  who  are  looking  forward 
to  the  leisure  and  joys  of  retirement. 
They  are  individuals  who  probably  re- 
joiced at  the  enactment  of  medicare  and 
anticipated  that  their  needs  would  be 
met.  Many  will  probably  not  discover  that 
their  hospital  costs  will  not  be  met  until 
they  are  ill  and  taken  to  the  hospital 
Think  of  their  discouragement. 

Such  an  occurence  is  to  be  avoided  at 
any  cost — a  small  real  cost  is  indeed  all 
that  is  necessary. 

This  amendment  is  to  insure  that  all 
70,000  individuals  becoming  65  in  1968 
will  be  covered,  Mr.  President,  for  hos- 
pital insurance  under  medicare. 

My  amendment  is  very  short  and 
simple.  It  would  merely  eliminate  the 
December  31,  1967,  cutoff  date  for  eligi- 
bility of  persons  65  for  hospitalization 
insurance  under  medicare,  without  also 
have  to  be  eligible  for  social  security 
cr  railroad  retirement. 

In  this  way,  Mr.  President,  70,000 
Americans  would  be  eligible  for  coverage 
under  both  parts  of  medicare.  The  cost 
of  this  would  be  $10  million  the  first 
year — only  $924,000  more  than  that 
which  the  Senate  bill  currently  costs. 
Yet,  the  inequities  inherent  in  the  pres- 
ent provisions  would  be  alleviated.  It  is 
a  small  price  to  pay  for  the  insurance 
benefits  which  will  be  made  available  to 
some  of  our  elder  Americans  who  have 
long  served  our  country  and  who  will 
soon  enter  their  first  and  justly  deserved 
year  of  retirement. 

Exhibit  1 

State  and  Local  Government  Retirement 

Systems,  1966:  Provisions  for  Employees 

Not  Under  OASDHI 

(By  Saul  Waldman*) 

(Note. — The  development  of  State  and 
local  government  retirement  systems  in  the 
last  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  repre- 
sented one  of  the  first  efforts  in  this  coun- 
try to  protect  the  worker  against  the  major 
economic  hazards  of  our  modern  society.  The 
Social  Security  Administration,  as  part  of 
its  continuing  concern  with  methods  of  pro- 
viding protection  against  economic  inse- 
curity, has  long  included  studies  of  State  and 
local  systems  among  its  research  activities. 
This  article  summarizes  the  findings  of  the 
1966  survey  of  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ment retirement  systems  whose  members  are 
not  covered  under  the  Federal  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, disability,  and  health  Insurance 
(OASDHI)  program.  The  full  findings  of  the 
survey  are  to  be  published  as  a  research  re- 
port in  the  coming  months.) 

Surveys  of  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ment retirement  systems  whose  members  are 
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also  covered  under  the  Federal  program  of 
old-age,  survivors,  disability,  and  health  in- 
surance (OASDHI)  have  been  made  in  re- 
cent years,  and  the  findings  of  these  sur- 
veys have  been  reported  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration.1 

The  present  study  of  retirement  systems 
not  under  the  Federal  program  fills  out  the 
information  on  the  protection  afforded  by 
these  systems.  The  report,  based  on  the  study 
of  87  retirement  systems  with  1,000  or  more 
members,  includes  discussion  of  the  sys- 
tems' provisions  governing  retirement  for  age 
and  service,  disability  retirement,  and  death 
benefits.  Special  emphasis  is  given  to  the 
recent  developments  in  providing  survivor 
protection,  and  information  is  included  on 
such  matters  of  current  interest  as  early 
retirement,  vesting  of  benefit  rights,  and 
provision  for  increases  in  benefits  for  retired 
persons. 

survey  methodology 
The  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954 
made  coverage  under  OASDHI  available,  at 
the  option  of  the  State,  for  most  employees 
under  State  and  local  government  retire- 
ment systems  if  the  employees  involved  vote 
in  favor  of  coverage.  As  a  result,  some 
OASDHI  coverage  of  retirement  system  mem- 
bers has  been  implemented  in  nearly  all 
States. 

The  survey  included  all  retirement  systems 
with  1,000  or  more  members  who  were  not 
covered  under  OASDHI,  according  to  the  1962 
Census  of  Government.2  Systems  with  in- 
complete OASDHI  coverage  resulting  from  a 
"divided  retirement  system"  election  were 
omitted  from  the  survey,  since  eventually 
all  the  members  will  be  covered.  Systems 
with  incomplete  OASDHI  coverage  on  a  per- 
manent basis,  which  is  permitted  under  cer- 
tain other  provisions,  were  generally  in- 
cluded.3 Excluded  were  (1)  closed  systems, 
which  do  not  accept  new  employees,  (2)  sup- 
plementary systems,  covering  employees  re- 
ceiving substantial  protection  under  another 
public  retirement  system,  and  (3)  systems 
covering  unsalaried  employees  such  as  volun- 
teer firemen. 

The  systems  selected  were  limited  to  those 
with  1,000  or  more  members.  Though  there 
is  a  relatively  great  concentration  of  small 
systems  among  thore  whose  members  are 
not  covered  under  OASDHI,  only  an  esti- 
mated 10  percent  of  employees  were  excluded 
for  this  reason. 

The  final  listing  of  systems  to  be  surveyed 
included  exactly  100  retirement  systems  with 
an  estimated  1.5  million  members  in  January 
1966  or  about  one-fourth  of  all  State  and 
local  government  employees  under  staff  re- 
tirement systems.  A  questionnaire  was  mailed 
to  the  administrator  of  each  system  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census,  acting  as  agent  for 
the  Social  Security  Administration.  Sixty- 


1  Joseph  Krislow,  State  and  Local  Govern- 
ment Retirement  Systems,  1965  (Research 
Report  No.  15),  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion, Office  of  Research  and  Statistics,  1966, 
and  Joseph  Krislov,  A  Survey  of  State  and 
Local  Government  Retirement  Systems  .  .  . 
1961,  Social  Security  Administration,  Bureau 
of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance,  1962. 

2  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1962  Census  of 
Governments:  Topical  Studies,  No.  1,  Em- 
ployee-Retirement Systems  of  State  and  Lo- 
cal Governments. 

3-Under  the  "divided  retirement  system" 
provision,  applicable  in  States  specified  in 
the  Social  Security  Act,  only  those  members 
who  elect  to  be  covered  are  brought  under 
OASDHI,  with  all  new  members  automati- 
cally covered  on  a  compulsory  basis.  Under 
other  provisions  of  the  law,  coverage  may  be 
arranged  for  only  certain  groups  of  mem- 
bers— the  employees  of  various  local  govern- 
ments who  are  members  of  a  statewide  sys- 
tem, for  example — and  the  noncovered 
groups  are  permanently  excluded,  unless  ad- 
ditional arrangements  are  made. 


three  of  the  .75  general  systems,  with  an  es- 
timated 94  percent  of  the  members,  responded 
to  the  survey.  Only  one  ofthe  25  systems  for 
policemen  and  firemen — a  small  one — failed 
to  respond. 

The  systems  for  policemen  and  firemen 
are  analyzed  separately  because  their  provi- 
sions tend  to  differ  considerably  from  those 
of  the  general  systems,  though  for  the  most 
part  they  are  homogeneous  among  them- 
selves. The  term  "general  system"  is  used 
here  to  refer  to  all  systems  other  than  those 
for  policemen  and  firemen  (unlike  the  term 
as  used  by  the  Census  Bureau).  The  terms 
"members"  or  "membership"  refer  to  active 
members  and  are  used  synonymously  with 
''employees." 

TABLE  1. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS  IN  SURVEY,  BY  STATE, 
JANUARY  1966 


Number 

Number  of 

State  (ranked  by  membership) 

of 

members 

systems 

(thousands) 

Total   

63 

1,302.8 

Ohio    

4 

332.8 

California   

6 

260.7 

Illinois.    

9 

216.8 

Massachusetts   

18 

94.6 

Louisiana  

3 

81.1 

Florida  _   

3 

63.9 

Colorado   

2 

59.2 

Missouri  

1 

35.0 

Maine.  _    

1 

34.2 

Connecticut    

2 

33.0 

Kentucky   

1 

30.0 

Nevada.   

1 

18.2 

Georgia   

1 

12.8 

Minnesota   

3 

10.4 

Texas...   

2 

9.1 

Alaska    

1 

3.2 

Tennessee    

1 

2.7 

New  Jersey   

2 

2.4 

Virginia   

1 

1.5 

Nebraska..    

1 

1.1 

GENERAL  SYSTEMS 

Characteristics 
Only  20  States  were  represented  in  the 
survey  of  general  systems  (table  1),  since 
in  many  States  the  members  of  all  systems, 
or  at  least  all  thosa  with  1,000  or  more  mem- 
bers, have  been  brought  under  OASDHI. 
Measured  by  the  number  of  employees,  the 
survey  is  dominated  by  three  States  (Ohio, 
California,  and  Illinois)  that  together  in- 
cluded 62  percent  of  all  employees  in  the 
systems  surveyed.  Massachusetts  contributed 
the  largest  number  of  systems — 18  of  the  63 
systems — followed  by  Illinois  with  nine  sys- 
tems and  California  with  six  systems.  The 
fact  that  the  retirement  systems  within  a 
State  tend  to  have  similar  provisions  has  a 
significant  effect  on  the  results  of  the  sur- 
vey. The  Massachusetts  systems  for  example 
are  virtually  identical,  and  most  of  the  Illi- 
nois and  California  systems  are  closely  simi- 
lar. 

The  two  largest  systems  in  the  survey  (one 
California  system  and  one  Ohio  system)  in- 
clude 28  percent  of  the  total  membership 
represented  in  the  survey  and  the  eight 
largest  have  almost  60  percent  of  the  total 
membership.  About  half  the  systems  had 
fewer  than  5,000  members,  and  this  group 
included  5  percent  of  all  employees  in  the 
survey  (table  2) . 

TABLE  2. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS  IN  SURVEY,  BY  SIZE  OF 
MEMBERSHIP,  JANUARY  1966 


Systems  Members 


Size  of  membership 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

distri- 

(thou- 

distri- 

bution 

sands) 

bution 

Total  

63 

100.0 

1,302.8 

100.0 

Less  than  2,000  

18 

28.6 

25.7 

2.0 

2,000  to  4,999  

14 

22.2 

41.8 

3.2 

5,000  to  9,999   

6 

9:5 

39.1 

3.0 

10,000  to  24,999  

9 

14.3 

153.2 

11.8 

25,000  to  49,999...  

8 

12.7 

277.0 

21.3 

50,000  to  99,999  

6 

9.5 

399.0 

30.6 

100,000  or  more  

2 

3.2 

367.0 

28.2 
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Major  findings 

The  survey  findings  indicate  that,  during 
the  postwar  years,  the  retirement  systems 
have  considerably  strengthened  the  protec- 
tion they  provide  for  their  members.  The 
greatest  improvements  have  been  in  provi- 
sions for  monthly  benefits  for  disability  and 
death — types  of  protection  offered  by  nearly 
all  the  systems  in  the  survey.1 

The  type  of  protection  offered  by  OASDHI 
has  been  one  of  the  factors  influencing  the 
direction  of  improvements  of  those  systems 
whose  members  have  not  come  under  the 
Federal  program  (as  well  as  the  systems 
whose  members  were  brought  under  cover- 
age E) .  The  influence  on  noncovered  systems 
is  most  apparent  in  new  provisions  for 
monthly  benefits  to  widows  and  children 
that  resemble  the  provisions  for  survivors  in 
the  OASDHI  program. 

The  study  also  reveals  an  apparent  modi- 
fication of  the  principle  of  individual  equity 
('under  which  benefits  are  based  solely  on 
the  contributions  or  credits  of  the  member) 
that  has  been  an  important  element  of  the 
benefit  provisions  of  many  systems.  Rela- 
tively few  systems  in  the  survey,  for  example, 
still  use  the  money  purchase  method  of  com- 
puting benefits,  under  which  benefits  are 
actuarially  based  on  the  contributions 
credited  to  the  member's  account.  Modifica- 
tion of  this  principle  is  revealed  too  in  the 
growing  tendency  toward  providing  full  or 
substantial  benefits,  without  regard  to  con- 
tributions or  length  of  service,  to  disabled 
members  and,  especially,  to  the  survivors  of 
deceased  members. 


TABLE  3. — SUMMARY  OF  PROVISIONS,  BY  TYPE,  JANUARY 
1966 


Type  of  provision 

General  systems 

Systems  for 
policemen 
and  firemen 

Percent 
of 

members 
c: ,er; j 

Number 

Percent 
of 

members 
covered 

Total   

63 

100.0 

24 

100.0 

Retirement  for  age  and 

service  

63 

100.0 

24 

100.0 

Involuntary  retirement- 

54 

79.0 

19 

79.5 

Early  retirement 

53 

93.6 

6 

48.8 

Automatic  adjustment  of 

benefits  - 

10 

12.3 

7 

25.1 

Health  plan  after  retire- 

ment  

51 

67.6 

23 

93.7 

Vesting  

39 

92.0 

6 

36.5 

Retirement  for  disability. 

ronservice  connected- 

62 

99.9 

22 

96.5 

Monthly  survivor  benefits, 

nonservice  connected: 

Widow  of  active  mem- 

ber, with  children  

60 

99.5 

24 

100.0 

Widow  of  active  mem- 

ber, without  children. 

58 

99.1 

24 

100.0 

Widow  of  retired  mem- 

ber'   

21 

::.  7 

22 

69.5 

1  Benefit  specified  in  the  iavi  (excluding  joint  and  survivor 
option). 


Retirement  for  age  and  service 
Eligibility. — The  "normal  retirement  age" 
is  considered  here  as  the  youngest  age  at 
which  an  employee  may  retire  on  his  own 
volition  and  receive  the  full  amount  of  re- 
tirement benefits  to  which  he  is  entitled 
on  the  basis  of  his  earnings  and  length  of 
service.  Similarly,  where  retirement  based  on 
length  of  service  alone  is  possible,  "normal" 


4  For  a  description  of  the  retirement  sys- 
tems in  the  early  1940's,  see  Dorothy  F.  Mc- 
Camman,  The  Scope  of  Protection  Under 
State  and  Local  Government  Retirement 
Systems,  Social  Security  Board,  1944.  Al- 
though information  is  not  available  from 
that  study  on  the  specific  systems  in  the 
survey,  the  improvements  have  been  so  wide- 
spread as  to  indicate  revision  of  the  great 
majority  of  systems. 

5  See  Joseph  Krislov,  State  and  Local  Gov- 
ernment Retirement  Systems,  1965. 


retirement  is  retirement  at  the  earliest  time 
full  benefits  become  available.  The  earliest 
age  at  which  retirement  for  a.ge  and  service 
is  possible,  but  with  benefits  reduced  because 
of  age,  is  denned  as  the  "early  retirement 
age." 

To  qualify  for  normal  retirement,  the 
member  usually  has  to  meet  both  an  age 
and  length-of-service  requirement,  typically 
age  60  with  10-20  years'  service,  but  many 
systems  permit  retirement  on  the  basis  of  age 
alone  (at  age  60—65)  and  a  few  on  the  basis 
of  service  alone  (with  30—35  years).  Many 
systems  offer  alternative  eligibility  require- 
ments for  normal  retirement.  They  may,  for 
example,  permit  members  with  long  service 
to  retire  at  an  early  age  or  to  retire  on  the 
basis  of  service  alone,  without  meeting  any 
age  requirement  (table  4) . 

The  normal  retirement  age  specified  under 
the  age  or  age-and-service  provisions  is 
usually  60,  but  age  65  is  also  frequently 
found.  Many  employees  continue  to  work 
beyond  the  age  that  normal  retirement  first 
becomes  available.5 

Involuntary  retirement. — Although  em- 
ployees usually  may  continue  to  work  be- 
yond normal  retirement  age,  under  most 
systems  they  may  be  required,  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  employer,  to  retire  at  a  specified 
age — commonly  at  age  70  and  to  a  lesser 
extent  at  age  65.  This  type  of  provision  is 
called  a  compulsory  retirement  provision. 
Some  systems  require  the  "automatic"  retire- 
ment of  their  members,  typically  at  age  70, 
with  neither  the  employee  or  employer  hav- 
ing any  discretion  (table  4) . 

Benefit  amounts. — Except  for  one  system 
with  a  money-purchase  formula,  the  amount 
of  the  retirement  benefit  is  always  based  on 
the  member's  average  salary  and  length  of 
service.  The  benefit  amount  is  usually  de- 
termined by  computing  a  percentage  of 
average  salary  for  each  year  of  service,  com- 
monly 1%  to  2%  percent.7  The  "final" 
average  salary  of  the  member  is  based  usually 
on  the  5  highest  years  of  earnings,  and  many 
systems  require  that  the  years  be  consecutive 
or  years  during  a  specified  period  (usually 
the  last  10  years)  of  employment  (table  5). 
Some  systems  provide  a  minimum  benefit 
amount,  usually  $30—370  monthly  or  $6-67 
monthly  for  each  year  of  service,  payable  for 
members  who  meet  certain  eligibility  require- 
ments, commonly  10-15  years'  service. 

TABLE  4. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  PROVISIONS  FOR  AGE  AND 
SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  INVOLUNTARY  RETIREMENT, 
JANUARY  1956 


Num-    Number  of 
Type  of  provision  ber  of  members 

systems  (thou- 
sands) 


Total   63         1, 303 


Requirements  for  normal  retirement: 1 

Age  requirement  only   35  313 

Service  requirement  only   9  309 

Age  and  service  requirements   32        1, 028 

Normal  retirement  age:5 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


3  The  survey  questionnaire  requested  in- 
formation on  the  number  of  retirees  who 
were  under  age  62  (an  age  when  employees  of 
most  systems  could  take  normal  retirement) . 
The  42~  systems  that  reported  on  the  subject 
indicated  that  only  20  percent  of  the  men 
and  28  percent  of  the  women  were  under  age 
62  at  the  time  of  retirement  in  the  fiscal 
year  1965. 

T  Some  retirement  systems  reported  the 
benefit  as  a  specified  percentage  of  salary 
(say,  40  percent)  payable  upon  completion 
of  a  certain  period  of  service.  Percentages 
have  been  converted  to  a  percent-per-year 
formula,  where  possible,  in  this  analysis. 


TABLE  4. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  PROVISIONS  FOR  AGE  AND 
SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  INVOLUNTARY  RETIREMENT 
JANUARY  1966— Continued 


Hum-    Number  of 
Type  of  provision  ber  of  members 

systems  (thou- 
sands) 


With  provisions  for  early  retirement.   53  1,220 

Requirement  for  eligibility:! 

Age  requirement  only   25  141 

Service  requirement  only.   26  296 

Age  and  service  requirement   24  880 

With  provisions  for  involuntary  retirement.  54  1,029 

Compulsory  provision  only..   33 

Age  65  to  68   8  321 

Age  70  to  73     25  386 

Automatic  provision  only   16  237 

Age  55  to  68    8  54 

Age  70   8  183 

Compulsory  and  automatic  provision..  5  84 


'Systems  that  provide  alternative  requirements  are  counted 
more  than  once. 

-  Earliest  age  required  for  normal  retirement  under  the  age  or 
age  and  service  provisions. 

Illustrative  median  benefits s  payable  to 
members  aged  65  with  10,  20,  and  30  years  of 
service  would  replace  about  21,  40,  and  54 
percent  of  salary,  respectively.  Based  on  the 
actual  experience  of  the  system,  the  average 
benefit  amount  awarded  to  men  in  the  fiscal 
year  1965  was  about  $235  monthly,  for  the  44 
systems  that  supplied  benefit  data. 

Early  retirement. — Most  systems  permit 
employees  to  choose  early  retirement  at  a 
reduced  benefit  amount.  The  early  retire- 
ment age  is  almost  always  age  55,  and  usually 
20—30  years  of  service  is  needed  to  qualify 
(but  several  large  systems  require  5  years). 
B-etirement  for  service  alone  (20-35  years)  is 
offered,  usually  as  an  alternative  require- 
ment, by  many  systems  (table  4) .  Several 
methods  are  used  to  reduce  the  benefit 
amount,  but  usually  the  reduction  is,  in  ef- 
fect, roughly  actuarial. 

Adjustment  of  benefits. — In  recent  years, 
there  has  been  increasing  interest  in  the 
problem  of  protecting  the  purchasing  power 
of  pension  benefits  after  retirement.  The 
laws  of  a  few  of  the  systems  surveyed  pro- 
vide for  an  automatic  increase  in  benefits  to 
persons  on  the  retirement  rolls  (usually  an- 
nually) without  requiring  additional  legis- 
lation. The  automatic  increase  is  usually 
specified  as  1  percent  or  l1^  percent  annually. 
For  almost  one-half  the  systems  in  the  sur- 
vey, additional  legislation  was  enacted  that 
provided  an  across-the-board  increase  in 
benefits  during  the  3  years  1963—65. 


TABLE  5.— GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  CALCULATION  OF  NORMAL 
RETIREMENT  BENEFITS,  JANUARY  1966 


Num- 

ber of 

of  mem- 

Method of  calculation 

sys- 

bers 

tems 

(thou- 

sands) 

Total  with  benefits  based  on  average 

salary  

62 

1,295 

Determination  of  final  average  salary, 

based  on  average  salary  in  highest— 

3  years   ... 

8 

299 

5  years  ..   

51 

900 

10  years   .   

3 

:-: 

Determination  of  benefit  amount: 

Percent  of  salary  for  each  year  of 

service: 

"S 

Less  than  1.67  

5 

1.67  to  1.70  

21 

479 

1.75  to  1.90   

4 

$e; 

2.00  to  2.17  

6 

157 

2.50    

20 

149 

2  percentage  factors  

4 

:i 

2 

28 

5  The  illustrative  median  benefits  used 
throughout  the  article  are  based  on  a  dis- 
tribution of  employees  by  the  benefit 
amounts  payable  at  specified  ages  and  length 
of  service,  as  indicated,  and  an  assumed 
monthly  salary  of  $400  and  $600. 
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TABLE  5. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  CALCULATION  OF  NORMAL 
RETIREMENT  BENEFITS,  JANUARY  1966— Continued 


Num- 

Number 

ber  of 

of  mem- 

....   .   .  . 

Method  oi  calculation 

sys- 

bers 

tems 

(thou- 
sands) 

Provision  for  minimum  bsnefit 

19 

716 

Monthly  benefit  amount: 

Less  than  $30    

1 

3 

$30  to  $70   

6 

103 

$70  to  $100...   

3 

28 

Monthly  benefit  amount  per  year  of 

service: 

Less  than  $4.00  

2 

36 

$6.33  to  $6.67   

4 

527 

$7.50  to  $7.80   

2 

13 

Other  

1 

8 

Health  plan. — Participation  after  retire- 
ment in  a  group  health  plan  established  by 
the  former  employer  provides  a  means  of 
obtaining  health  insurance  protection  at  a 
lower  cost  than  Is  usually  available  on  an 
individual  basis,  especially  of  course  if  part 
of  the  premium  is  paid  by  the  employer. 
Most  systems  in  the  survey  reported  that  a 
group  health  plan  is  available  for  retired 
employees  and  that  the  employer  contrib- 
utes to  the  cost.  The  plans  with  employer 
contributions,  however,  include  only  about 
one-fourth  of  the  employees  in  the  survey. 

Vesting. — Unless  a  retirement  plan  has  a 
provision  for  vesting  of  credits,  a  worker  who 
leaves  employment  before  retirement  age 
loses  any  rights  to  a  pension  at  retirement 
age.  Vesting  refers  to  the  right  of  members 
to  "all  or  part  of  their  accrued  pension  bene- 
fits at  retirement  age,  regardless  of  their 
employment  status  at  that  time." '  Vesting 
provisions  usually  require  that  the  employee 
leave  his  contributions  in  the  fund  when 
he  leaves  his  job.  Systems  with  nine-tenths 
of  the  membership  had  provisions  for  vesting. 
Eligibility  for  a  vested  right  is  dependent 
usually  on  completion  of  10-20  years  of 
service,  but  several  of  the  large  systems  re- 
quire 5  years  (table  6) . 

TABLE  6. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  PROVISIONS  FOR  VESTING 
OF  BENEFIT  RIGHTS,  JANUARY  1966 


Vesting  requirement 


Number  Number  of 
of  sys-  members 
terns     (in  thou- 
sands) 


Total     63  1,303 

With  provision  for  vesting  of  benefits   39  1, 198 

Service  requirement  only  _..  36  1,139 

1  to  5  years.     8  633 

10  to  15  years    17  320 

20  to  25  years..  __   11  185 

Other  requirements.  _   3  60 

Without  vesting  provisions   24  105 


Retirement  for  disability 
Eligibility. — Disability  retirement  was 
among  the  first  types  of  protection  provided 
by  State  and  local  government  retirement 
systems.  The  1944  report  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Board  10  indicated,  however,  that  many 
systems  did  not  provide  for  non-service-con- 
nected disability,  and  benefits  were  often 
limited  to  members  with  long  periods  of 
service.  Sometimes  the  provisions  were  de- 
signed mainly  to  facilitate  the  premature 
retirement  of  older  employees. 

The  present  survey  indicates  a  broadening 
of  the  scope  of  protection.  Non-service-con- 
nected disability  retirement,  provided  by  all 
but  one  system,  depends  usually  on  meeting 
a  length-of -service  requirement  of  5-10  years 
with  the  larger  systems  usually  requiring  5 
years;  many  small  systems,  however,  require 
15  years  (table  7).  Most  systems  use  an  oc- 
cupational definition  of  disability  under 
which  the  member  must  be  unable  to  per- 


8  President's  Committee  on  Corporate  Pen- 
sion Funds,  Public  Policy  and  Private  Pen- 
sion Programs,  January  1965. 

10  Dorothy  McCamman,  op.  cit. 


form  his  usual  Job.  The  others  generally 
require  a  determination  that  the  member 
be  unable  to  perform  any  type  of  work. 

Benefit  amounts. — Most  systems  compute 
the  benefit  in  the  same  manner  as  for  age- 
and-service  retirement,  often  using,  how- 
ever, a  smaller  percent  of  salary  for  each  year 
of  service.  There  is  somewhat  greater  diver- 
sity in  the  computation  methods  (table  7). 
Some  systems  use  a  modified  formula  or  other 
method  of  computation  under  which  the  ben- 
efit amount  is  figured  without  regard  to 
length  of  service  or  they  provide  a  minimum 
benefit  to  all  eligible  members.  This  type 
of  computation  is  used  by  15  systems  that 
include  two-thirds  of  the  employees.11  An 
illustrative  median  benefit  for  a  member 
aged  50  with  20  years  of  service  would  re- 
place 39  percent  of  the  member's  salary.  The 
actual  benefit  amount  awarded,  in  the  fiscal 
year  1965  (for  non-service-connected  and 
service-connected  disability  combined)  aver- 
aged about  $185  monthly,  based  pn  data  for 
37  systems  reporting  on  disability  benefits. 

TABLE  7. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  PROVISIONS  FOR  NON- 
SERVICE-CONNECTED  DISABILITY  RETIREMENT,  JANUARY 
1966 


Eligibility  requirement  and 
benefit  formula 


Number 
Number  of 

of  members 
systems    (in  thou- 
sands) 


Total  with  provision  for  disability 
retirement  

Eligibility  requirements  for  benefits: 

No  requirement  

Service  requirement  only  _. 

2  to  3  years  

5  years  

8  to  10  years   

15  years    _ 

Formula  for  calculating  benefits: 

Percent  of  salary  for  each  year  of 

service    

Specified  percent  of  salary  

Based  on  benefit  payable  at  normal 

retirement  age  

Money-purchase  arrangement  

Information  not  furnished  


1,302 


54 
3 
14 
17 
20 


64 
1,237 

47 
646 
395 
150 


949 
119 


108 
125 
2 


Survivor  benefits 

Monthly  payments  for  survivors  of  active 
members  who  died  from  non-service-con- 
nected causes,  now  provided  by  nearly  all 
systems  in  the  survey,  have  been  introduced 
comparatively  recently  into  State  and  local 
government  retirement  systems.  Many  sys- 
tems had  long  offered  some  type  of  death 
benefits,  but  the  protection  often  was  limited 
to  service-connected  death,  was  dependent 
on  accepting  a  reduced  annuity,  or  was  con- 
fined to  survivors  of  retired  members.  The 
benefit  was  often  a  lump-sum  payment.12 

Widcnos  and  children  of  active  members. — 
All  but  three  small  systems  provide  monthly 
benefits  to  the  windows  with  children  of  an 
active  member  who  died  from  non-service- 
connected  causes.  Many  of  the  provisions 
dealing  with  eligibility  and  the  amount  of 
benefits  were  modeled,  when  they  were 
adopted,  on  those  under  OASDHJ.  Eligibility 
for  benefits  is  usually  acquired  with  2  or 
fewer  years  of  service  (table  8).  The  typical 
benefit  is  a  fiat-rate  amount  of  $150-$200 
monthly  for  a  widow  with  one  child,  $50-$75 
for  the.  second  child,  and  a  maximum  family 
benefit  of  $235-$255  (or  the  amount  is  com- 
puted as  a  percentage  of  salary,  with  similar 
maximum  family  benefits) . 


11  This  analysis  was  made  by  selecting  those 
systems  in  which  the  length  of  service  does 
not  substantially  affect  the  benefit  amount, 
including  systems  (1)  providing  a  percentage 
of  the  member's  salary  for  each  year  of  serv- 
ice but  basing  this  calculation  on  assumed 
service  to  or  near  retirement  age;  (2)  pro- 
viding a  benefit  amount  based  on  that  pay- 
able at  normal  retirement;  (3)  providing  a 
specified  percent  of  salary — and  by  selecting 
those  systems  with  a  minimum  benefit 
amount  that  is  not  based  on  length  of  service. 

^Dorothy  McCamman,  op.  cit. 


TABLE  8. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  PROVISIONS  FOR  MONTHLY 
SURVIVOR  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  WITH  CHILDREN, 
NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED  DEATH,  JANUARY  1966 


Eligibility  requirement  and 
benefit  formula 


Number  of    Number  of 
systems     members  (in 
thousands) 


Total  with  provision  for  benefits 
for  widow  with  children  

Eligibility  requirements  for  benefits: 

No  requirement  

Service  requirement  only  

1  to  2  years  

3  to  5  years  _ 

10  to  20  years    

Age-and-service  requirement  

Information  not  furnished  

Formula  for  calculating  benefits: 
Flat-rate  benefit  amount  or  speci- 
fied  percent  of  member's 

salary    

Maximum  family  benefit: 

$150  to  $200  

$236  to  $255   

$275  to  $330_   

Information  not  furnished... 
Based  on  accrued  credits  or  con- 
tributions  


60 


1,297 


12 
45 
32 
9 
4 
2 
1 


44 

24 
14 
5 
1 


188 
1,103 
904 
178 
21 
5 
1 


1,209 

241 
770 
197 
2 


Widows  of  active  members  without  chil- 
dren.— Almost  all  of  the  retirement  systems 
in  the  survey  also  provide  benefits  to  the 
widow  without  children  of  a  member  who 
died  in  active  service  from  non-service-con- 
nected causes  (table  9).  These  benefits  are 
usually  limited  to  widows  age  50-62  or  to  the 
widows  of  members  with  at  least  15  years' 
service.13  The  benefit  commonly  is  a  flat-rate 
amount  of  $90  to  $125  monthly  but  can 
sometimes  be  based,  alternatively,  on  the 
member's  accumulated  credits.  An  illustra- 
tive median  benefit  for  a  widow,  aged  55,  of 
a  member  with  20  years'  service  would  re- 
place 22-24  percent  of  the  member's  salary. 

TABLE  9.— GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  PROVISIONS  FOR  MONTHLY 
SURVIVOR  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  WITHOUT  CHILDREN, 
NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED  DEATH,  JANUARY  1966 


Eligibility  requirement  and 
benefit  formula 


Number  of    Number  of 
systems    members  (in 
thousands) 


Total  with  provision  for  bene- 
fits for  widow  without  chil- 
dren 1  

Eligibility  requirements: 
No  age  requirements  for  widow.. 
Service    requirement   of  15 

years.  

Age  requirement  for  widow  

50  

Service  requirement  of  15 

years 2  

55   

60  _   

Service  requirement  of  15 

years   - 

62   

Age  not  furnished   

Formula  for  calculating  benefits: 
Flat-rate  benefit  amount  or  speci- 
fied percent  of  member's 

salary  

Flat  rate  or  maximum  benefit: 

$65-96   

$100-130   

$200  

No  maximum   

Based  on  accrued  credits  or  con- 
tributions  


1,291 


7 
30 
4 
1 

16 


420 

126 
871 
399 

339 
169 
43 


242 
18 


1,193 

538 
480 
169 
6 

93 


'Generally,  the  deceased  member  must  have  met  the  same 
requirements  as  shown  in  table  8  for  benefits  for  widowed 
mothers  and  children.  The  additional  requirements  imposed 
by  some  systems  are  indicated  below. 

-  Benefits  payable  at  age  62  it  member  had  less  than  15 
years'  service. 

Widows  of  retired  members. — About  one- 
third  of  the  systems  in  the  survey  provide 
specified  benefits  to  the  widow  of  a  retired 


13  Thirty-nine  systems  with  about  one- 
fourth  of  the  members,  provide  benefits  with 
neither  an  age  requirement  nor  a  15-year 
service  requirement,  but  except  for  Massa- 
chusetts they  usually  base  the  benefit  on  the 
members'  accrued  credit  or  contributions  and 
thus,  in  effect,  provide  substantial  benefits 
only  for  long  service. 
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member.  These  benefits  are  usually  computed 
as  50-75  percent  of  the  member's  retirement 
pension  (table  10). 

Most  systems  (including  many  of  those 
with  specified  benefits)  permit  a  member 
who  is  retiring  to  elect  to  take  a  reduced  re- 
tirement benefit  in  order  to  provide  a  benefit 
for  his  widow.  Under  this  joint-and-survivor 
option,  the  reduction  in  the  benefit  is  usually 
actuarial,  according  to  the  age  and  life  ex- 
pectancy of  the  member  and  his  wife.  The 
experience  of  the  systems,  however,  indi- 
cates that  relatively  few  retirees  elect  this 
option.14  That  finding  is  consistent  with  those 
of  other  studies.15 

Contributions 

Joint  contributions  from  both  employees 
and  the  employing  government  were  reported 
by  all  the  systems  in  the  survey.  With  a  few 
exceptions,  the  amount  of  contributions  from 
employees  is  based  on  the  employee's  total 
salary.  The  employee  contribution  rate  is 
usually  a  single  rate  of  5-7  percent  of  total 
salary,  but  a  few  systems  vary  the  rate  ac- 
cording to  age  of  entry  into  the  system  or 
type  of  work  performed. 

TABLE  10. — GENERAL  SYSTEMS:  MONTHLY  BENEFITS  FOR 
WIDOWS  OF  MEMBERS  WHO  DIED  AFTER  RETIREMENT, 
JANUARY  1966 


Number 
Number     of  mem- 
Provision  for  benefits  of         ber  (in 
systems  thousands) 


Total    63  1,303 


With  provision  for  specified  benefits  for 

widows     121  270 

Based  on  percent  of  member's  retire- 
ment benefit     11  97 

50    6  81 

60  to  75    3  12 

100   __    2  4 

Based  on  accrued  contributions  or 

service..  ___    7  54 

Based  on  percent  of  member's  salary. 

salary    3  119 

Without  provision  for  specified  benefits—  42  1,033 

Joint-and-survivor  option   39  1,015 

No  joint-and-survivor  option   3  18 


•Includes  15  systems  that  also  provide  joint-and-survivor 
option. 

The  employer  rate,  which  was  reported  by 
about  half  the  systems  in  the  survey,  is  con- 
centrated between  6  percent  and  9  percent 
of  total  payroll.  A  system-by-system  com- 
parison of  employee  and  employer  rates  in- 
dicates that  the  employer  rate  is  typically 
larger  than  the  employee  rate. 

SYSTEMS   FOR   POLICEMEN   AND  FIREMEN 

Retirement  systems  for  policemen  and  fire- 
men were  among  the  first  State  and  local 
government  systems  established  in  the 
United  States.  Special  considerations  were 
believed  to  be  involved  in  providing  protec- 
tion for  uniformed  policemen  and  firemen, 
including  the  hazards  of  disability  and  death 
connected  with  such  service  and  the  policy 
of  many  police  and  fire  departments  of  main- 
taining a  force  of  young  and  vigorous  person- 
nel. As  a  result,  these  systems  generally  pro- 
vide normal  retirement  at  a  relatively  young 
age  and  liberal  benefits  for  service-connected 
disability  and  death.  Information  was  ob- 


14  Of  the  39  systems  with  a  joint-and-sur- 
vivor option  and  without  specified  benefits, 
25  reported  the  percent  of  newly  retired 
members  electing  a  joint-and-survivor  op- 
tion. About  one-half  of  these  25  systems 
indicated  that  less  than  20  percent  of  the 
retirees  elected  the  option. 

15  See,  for  example,  James  A.  Hamilton  and 
Dorrance  C.  Bronson,  Pensions,  McGraw-Hill 
Book  Co.,  1958;  State  of  Ohio,  Governor's 
Commission  on  Aging,  Industrial  Pensions 
and  Insurance  Plans,  1961;  and  Joseph 
Krislov,  State  and  Local  Government  Retire- 
ment Systems,  1965. 


tained  in  the  survey  on  such  service-con- 
nected benefits. 

Policemen  and  firemen  were  excluded  from 
provisions  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1954,  which  made  coverage  under 
the  Federal  program  available  to  most  mem- 
bers of  State  and  local  government  retire- 
ment systems.  Federal  legislation  enacted  in 
1956  and  later  years,  however,  permitted  cov- 
erage in  States  specified  in  the  law.  As  of 
September  1967,  19  States,  with  about  one- 
half  of  all  policemen  and  firemen,  had  the 
authority  to  obtain  OASDHI  protection  for 
their  police  and  fire  departments,  and  most 
of  these  States  have  implemented  coverage 
for  at  least  some  systems. 

Characteristics  of  the  systems 

Policemen  and  firemen  are  usually  covered 
under  special  retirement  systems  limited  to 
personnel  of  uniformed  services,  although  the 
two  groups  are  often  included  in  the  same 
system.  The  systems  are  predominantly  lo- 
cally administered  and  most  of  them  are 
small.  The  1962  Census  of  Governments 
counted  a  total  of  1,651  systems  for  police- 
men and  firemen  exclusively  (70  percent  of 
all  retirement  systems) ,  and  they  had  225,300 
active  members. 

The  24  systems  for  policemen  and  firemen 
responding  to  the  survey  reported  member- 
ship of  69,400  in  January  1966.  Many  large 
systems,  such  as  those  covering  the  New 
York  City  policemen  and  firemen,  were  ex- 
cluded from  the  survey  because  the  mem- 
bers are  covered  under  OASDHI.  The  exclu- 
sion of  systems  with  less  than  1.000  mem- 
bers means  that  only  relatively  large  cities 
are  represented,  and  the  survey  data  are 
dominated  by  such  cities  as  Chicago,  Los 
Angeles,  Detroit,  Cleveland,  New  Orleans,  St. 
Louis,  and  Dallas  (table  11).  Four  State-ad- 
ministered systems  were  included — three  of 
them  systems  covering  State  police.  Gen- 
erally speaking,  the  results  of  this  survey 
thus  refer  to  the  larger  systems  not  covered 
by  OASDHI. 

Twelve  States  are  represented  in  the  sur- 
vey, and  no  State  has  more  than  four  sys- 
tems. The  two  largest  systems  include  36 
percent  of  the  total  membership,  and  the  17 
systems  with  less  than  2,000  members  ac- 
count for  30  percent.  This  group  includes 
five  systems  with  slightly  less  than  1,000 
members. 

Retirement  for  age  ar.d  service 

Eligibility. — Most  systems  require  the 
member  to  meet  both  an  age  (50-55  years) 
and  length-of-service  requirement  (20-25 
years)  for  normal  retirement,  but  many  per- 
mit retirement  for  service  alone  after  20 
or  25  years  of  service.  Systems  of  policemen 
and  firemen  generally  do  not  offer  alternative 
requirements  for  eligibility  (table  12) .  The 
automatic  retirement  of  the  member,  usu- 
ally at  age  63-65,  is  generally  required. 

Benefit  am.ounts. — For  all  these  systems, 
benefits  are  based  on  the  member's  average 
salary  and  length  of  service.  The  "final"  aver- 
age is  usualy  based  on  the  highest  3-5  years 
of  earnings,  but  some  systems  use  the  salary 
currently  payable  at  a  specified  rank.  The 
benefit  formula  (either  a  specified  percent- 
age of  salary  or  a  percentage  of  the  mem- 
ber's salary  for  each  year  of  service)  usually 
provides  40-50  percent  of  the  member's 
salary  upon  completion  of  the  20-25  year  eli- 
gibility period  (table  12).  Many  use  "split" 
formulas  under  which  the  benefits  for  serv- 
ice after  the  completion  of  the  eligibility 
period  are  less  generous  than  those  for  earlier 
years.  Such  formulas  are  apparently  designed 
to  discourage  continued  employment  be- 
yond the  time  of  eligibility  for  retirement.  H- 
lustrative  median  benefits  for  a  member  re- 
tiring at  age  55  would  replace  42^13  per- 
cent of  the  member's  salary  for  20  years' 
service  and  56—57  percent  for  30  years'  serv- 
ice. The  actual  benefit  awarded  to  men  in 
the  fiscal  year  1965  averaged  $334  a  month 
for  the  21  systems  reporting  benefit  data. 


TABLE  11.— SYSTEMS  FOR  POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN  Vi 
SURVEY  BY  NUMBER  OF  MEMBERS,  JANUARY  1966 


Number 

Retirement  system  of 

members 


Total,  24  systems   69,400 


California: 

Los  Angeles  Fire  and  Police  Pension  System   8, 600 

Oakland  Police  and  Fire  Retirement  System   1, 300 

Illinois: 

Chicago  Policemen's  Annuity  Benefit  Fund   10,000 

Chicago  Firemen's  Annuity  and  Benefit  Fund   4, 400 

Indiana  Stale  Police  Pension  Fund   900 

Louisiana: 

New  Orleans  Firemen's  Pension  and  Relief  Fund  ?00 

New  Orleans  Police  Pension  Fund   1, 100 

Michigan: 

Michigan  State  Police  Pension,  Accident,  and  Dis- 
ability Fund...  _   1,  400 

Detroit  Policeman  and  Fireman  Retirement  Sys- 
tem  6,203 

Missouri: 

St.  Louis  Foremen's  Retirement  System   1, 1C0 

St.  Louis  Police  Retiremen.  System    2,  COO 

New  Jersey  Police  and  Firemen's  Retirement  Sys- 
tem.   15,000 

Ohio: 

Cleveland  Firemen's  Relief  and  Pension  Fund...  1,400 

Cleveland  Police  Relier  and  Pension  Fund..   2,  COO 

State  Highway  Pairol  Retirement  System   S00 

Oregon:  Portland  Fire  and  Police  Disability  Retire- 
ment Fund.    1, 400 

Pennsylvania: 

Pittsburgh  Firemen's  Relief  and  Pension  Fund...  1,100 
Pittsburgh  Policemen's  Relie,  and  Pension  Fund.  1,600 
Texas: 

Dallas  Police,  Fire,  and  Fire  Alarm  Operators 

Pension  Fund    2,600 

Houston  Firemen's  Relie.  and  Pension  Fund   1.3C0 

San  Antonio  Police,  Fire,  and  Alarm  Operators 

Pension  Fund     1,200 

Houston  Police  Officers  Pension  System   1,300 

Washington: 

Firemen's  Pension  Fund  of  Seattle.    9C0 

Police  Relief  and  Pension  Fund  of  Seattle.   S00 


Adjustment  of  benefits  after  retirement . — 
Because  policemen  and  firemen  are  usually 
eligible  for  retirement  at  relatively  younger 
ages,  their  benefits  are  especially  subject  to 
erosion  because  of  rising  price  levels.  A  pro- 
vision for  automatic  increases  in  the  benefits 
of  setirees  is  included  in  the  laws  of  about 
one-third  of  the  systems.  The  adjustment  is 
usually  based  on  the  increases  granted  active 
employees.  This  method  would,  of  course, 
tend  to  provide  substantial  benefit  increases. 
Only  a  few  systems  increased  benefits  under 
ad  hoc  legislation  in  the  past  3  years. 

Other  provisions. — Comparatively  few  sys- 
tems for  policemen  and  firemen  permit  early 
retirement — a  reflection  of  the  fact  that 
normal  retirement  is  available  at  relatively 
young  ages  (table  3).  Where  retirement  be- 
fore the  normal  time  is  permitted,  50  is  spe- 
cified as  the  early  retirement  age  or  retire- 
ment is  offered  on  the  basis  of  service  alone 
(20-25  years) . 

Vesting  of  benefit  rights  is  provided  by  only 
six  systems,  and  10  or  20  years  of  service  is  re- 
quired in  order  to  qualify.  Nearly  all  systems 
permit  retired  members  to  participate  in  a 
group  health  plan,  but  few  contribute  to  the 
cost. 

Retirements  for  disability 
Non-service-connected  disability. — Most  re- 
tirement systems  for  policemen  and  firemen 
provide  for  retirement  of  members  disabled 
from  causes  not  connected  with  their  work. 
Generally,  there  are  no  eligibility  require- 
ments or  only  a  service  requirement  of  5  years 
or  less,  and  most  systems  use  an  occupational 
definition  of  disability.  The  benefit  is  gen- 
erally a  specified  percentage  of  the  member's 
salary  (usually  50  percent)  or  is  computed 
as  a  percentage  of  salary  for  each  yer.r  of  serv- 
ice (1.5-2.0  percent)  with  a  minimum  bene- 
fit provision.  An  illustrative  median  benefit 
for  a  member  aged  30,  with  either  5  to  10 
years  of  service,  would  replace  41  percent  of 
the  member's  salary. 
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TABLE  12. — SYSTEMS  FOR  POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN: 
PROVISIONS  FOR  AGE-AND-SERVICE  RETIREMENT,  JAN- 
UARY 1966 


Number  of 

Type  of  provision  and  method  of     Number  of  members 
calculation  systems  (in 

thousands) 


Total   24  69. 4 


Requirement  for  normal  retire- 
ment: 1 


Age  requirement  only  

2 

17.0 

Service  requirement  only  

10 

24.0 

Age-and-service  requirement  

13 

29.8 

Retirement  age: 2 

45   

1 

.9 

50  to  53  _._  

9 

16.4 

55   

3 

26.3 

60   

2 

3. 1 

Service  only  (no  age  require- 

ment)   

9 

22.7 

Determination  of  benefit  amount: 

Percent  of  salary  for  each  year 

of  service: 3 

1.67   

2 

3.  1 

2.00   

7 

37.  2 

2.50   

1 

1.1 

Specified  percent  of  salary  when 

eligible  for  retirement: 3 

30  to  42.5.  

3 

11.2 

50....   

11 

17.0 

'  Includes  the  requir  ements  of  the  one  system  that  provides 
alternative  requirements. 

Earliest  age  required  for  normal,  retirement  under  the  age 
or  age-and-service  provisions. 

3  Two  systems  with  a  percentage-factor  formula  and  9  systems 
with  a  specified-percent  formula  provide  an  additional  benefit, 
usually  calculated  as  1  to  1.67  percent  of  salary,  after  completion 
of  the  20  to  25  years  of  service  required  for  eligibility. 


Service-connected  disability. — All  the  sys- 
tems provide  benefits  in  case  of  service-con- 
nected disability,  without  any  age  or  service 
requirements  for  eligibility.  Most  use  an 
occupational  definition  of  disability.  The 
benefits  are  usually  calculated  as  50-75  per- 
cent of  the  member's  salary.  An  illustrative 
median  benefit  for  a  member  aged  30,  for 
either  5  or  10  years'  service,  would  replace  67 
percent  of  the  member's  salary. 

The  actual  benefit  amount  for  men  in  the 
fiscal  year  1965  (for  non-service-connected 
and  service-connected  disability  combined) 
averaged  $348  monthly,  based  on  data  for 
16  reporting  systems. 

Survivor  benefits 

Non-service-connected  death. — All  the  sys- 
tems pay  benefits  to  a  widow  without  chil- 
dren, at  any  age,  and  most  provide  additional 
benefits  for  children.  Usually,  there  are  no 
or  only  nominal  eligibility  requirements,  but 
one-third  of  the  systems  require  5-20  years 
of  service.  The  benefit  for  the  widow  is  com- 
monly computed  as  20-40  percent  of  the 
member's  salary;  for  a  widow  with  two  chil- 
dren it  is  45-50  percent.  Some  systems,  how- 
ever, provide  flat-rate  benefits  or  base  the 
basic  benefit  on  the  member's  accrued  cred- 
its and  provide  additional  benefits  for  the 
children.  An  illustrative  median  benefit  for  a 
young  widow  and  two  children  would  replace, 
depending  on  the  member's  salary,  37—45  per- 
cent of  salary;  for  a  widow  aged  50,  it  would 
replace  32-37  percent. 


Service-connected  death. — All  systems  pro- 
vide benefits,  generally  with  no  eligibility 
requirements.  For  the  widow  alone  the  bene- 
fit was  usually  50  percent  of  the  member's 
salary,  and  it  was  60-70  percent  of  the  mem- 
ber's salary  for  the  widow  with  two  children. 
In  some  systems,  the  benefit  was  a  flat-rate 
benefit  amount.  An  illustrative  median  bene- 
fit for  a  young  widow  would  replace  47-51 
percent  of  the  member's  salary;  for  a  widow 
with  two  children,  it  would  replace  51-65 
percent. 

Widows  of  retired  members. — Most  systems 
pay  specified  benefits  to  the  widow  of  a  mem- 
ber who  died  after  retirement,  ranging  from 
25  percent  to  100  percent  of  the  member's 
retirement  benefits  but  often  25-50  percent 
of  the  member's  salary  or  a  flat-rate  benefit 
of  $60-90.  A  joint-and-survivor  option  is  gen- 
erally available  only  in  those  systems  with- 
out specified  benefits.  These  provisions  differ 
from  those  in  the  general  systems,  which 
make  limited  use  of  specified  benefits. 
Contributions 

Employee  contributions  are  mostly  in  the 
range  of  5-8  percent  of  total  salary;  employer 
contributions  (reported  by  17  systems)  are 
considerably  higher,  usually  9-18  percent.  For 
the  general  systems,  the  employer's  contribu- 
tions are  also  generally  larger,  but  the  dif- 
ferential between  employee  and  employer 
contributions  is  much  larger  for  the  systems 
for  policemen  and  firemen. 


TABLE  M-27. — GROSS  NATIONAL  PRODUCT  AND  PERSONAL  INCOME,  BY  TYPE,  1940-67 
(Amounts  in  billions.  Before  1960,  data  are  for  the  48  States  and  the  Dis  rict  of  Columbia,  except  where  otherwise  noted.  Beginning  1960,  includes  Alaska  and  Hawaii] 


Personal  income 


Period 


Gross  national 
product 


Total 


Wage  and  salary 
disbursements  1 


Social  insurance  and  related 
payments  2 


Percent  of 
personal  income 


Public  assistance  payments  : 


Percent  of 
personal  income 


Other  income  * 


Less:  personal 
contributions 
for  social 


1940     $99.  7 

1945   212.0 

1950    284.8 

1955   398.0 

I960....   503.8 

1961...    520.1 

1962    560.3 

1963  __   590.5 

1964    632.4 

1965..   683.9 

1966  5    743.3 

1966' 

June.   736.7 

July   

August     

September   748.8 

October   

November     

December   762. 1 

1967' 

January   

February    

March   766.3 

April   

May6   

June6     775.3 


$78.3 
171. 1 
227.6 
310.9 
401.  0 
416.8 
442.6 
465.  5 
497.5 
537.8 
584.0 


581.1 
584.7 
589. 1 
594. 1 
597.  5 
602. 1 
605.0 


610.  4 
612.6 
615.6 
616.5 
618.2 
621.9 


$48.2 
117.  5 
146.7 
211.3 
270.8 
278.  1 
296. 1 
311.  1 
333.7 
359. 1 
394.6 


393.9 
397.1 
399.8 
401.9 
404.  8 
407.6 
410.0 


413.8 
414.2 

416.  8 
416.7 

417.  2 
420.0 


$1.7 
2.9 
6.7 
12.7 
23.3 
26.8 
27.8 
29.4 
30.5 
33.  1 
36.3 


34.  4 
34.  8 

36.  0 

37.  8 
38.6 
39. 1 
40. 1 


40.9 

41.  4 

42.  1 
42.4 
42.  8 
43.1 


2.1 
1.7 
3.0 
4.1 
5.8 
6.4 
6.3 
6.3 
6.1 
6.2 
6.2 


5.9 
6.0 
6. 1 
6.4 
6.5 
6.5 
6.6 


6.7 
6.8 
6.8 
6.9 
6.9 
6.9 


$2.7 
1.0 
2.3 
2.5 
3.2 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.8 
4.0 
4.3 


4.2 
4.3 
4.3 
4.  4 
4.5 
4.5 
4.6 


4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 


3.4 
.6 


$26.4 
52.1 
74.7 
89.7 
112.9 
118.2 
125.5 
133.2 
142.0 
155. 1 
166.7 


166. 1 
166.8 
167.4 
168.4 
168.2 
169.6 
169. 1 


171.1 
172.3 
172.6 
172.7 
173.5 
174.2 


$0.7 
2.3 
2.9 
5.2 
9.3 
9.6 
10.3 
11.8 
12.5 
13.4 
17.9 


17.5 
18.3 
18.4 
18.4 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 


20.0 
20.0 
20.  1 
20. 1 
20.  1 
20.2 


1  Includes  payments  in  kind;  includes  pay  of  Federal  civilian  and  military  personnel  in  all 
areas.  Excludes  earnings  under  work-relief  programs  in  effect  during  1935-43. 

-  Includes  government  transfer  payments  to  beneficiaries  under  OASDHI,  railraod  retirement, 
public  employee  retirement,  unemployment  insurance,  and  veterans'  pensions  and  compensation 
programs;  cash  and  medical  payments  under  workmen's  compensation  and  temporary  disability 
insurance;  and  court-awarded  benefits  for  work  injuries  sustained  by  railroad,  maritime,  and  other 
workers  under  Federal  employer  liability  acts. 

3  Includes  government  transfer  payments  to  recipients  of  direct  relief  under  programs  of  old- 
age  assistance,  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,  aid  to  the  blind,  aid  to  the  permanently 
and  totally  disabled,  and  general  assistance;  includes,  during  1935-43,  earnings  under  work-relief 
programs  and  the  value  of  surplus  food  stamps.  Excludes  payments  made  in  behalf  of  recipients 
to  suppliers  of  medical  care  (vendor  payments). 


1  Includes  proprietors'  income,  dividends,  personal  interest,  and  rental  income;  other  transfer 
payments  not  enumerated  in  footnotes  2  and  3  (such  as  Government  life  insurance  payments. 
World  War  bonus  payments,  mustering-out  pay  and  terminal-leave  benefits  to  discharged  service- 
men, subsistence  allowances  to  veterans  at  school);  and  employer  contributions  to  private  pension 
and  welfare  funds  and  other  labor  income  (except  compensation  for  injuries). 

i  Includes  life  insurance  premium  payments  for  veterans. 

6  Preliminary. 

'Seasonally  adjusted  annual  rates,  except  public  assistance  and  part  of  the  "social  insurance 
and  related  payments"  category. 

Source:  Department  of  Commerce,  Office  of  Business  Economics.  Data  regrouped  to  highlight 
items  of  special  interest  to  the  social  security  program. 


Exhibit  2 

Table  I. — States  which  have  not  provided 
social  security  coverage  for  employees  of 
the  tSate  itself  and  number  of  employees 
not  covered 

Colorado    25,  200 

Illinois   87,  700 

Maine     10,  100 


Table  I — Continued 

Massachusetts    44,  900 

Nevada    4. 800 

Ohio   72,  900 

Note. — Colorado,  Illinois,  and  Maine  have 
covered  civilian  employees  of  National  Guard 
units;  Nevada  terminated  their  coverage  as 
of  the  end  of  1964.  Colorado  has  covered 
agricultural  inspectors  hired  under  an  agree- 


ment with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture. The  Federal  Government  pays  the  em- 
ployer social  security  contributions  for  these 
employees. 

Whii^  che  above  States  are  the  only  States 
which  have  not  covered  any  State  employees 
(with  the  exceptions  noted),  there  are  other 
States  which  have  covered  a  very  small  per- 
centage of  State  employees.  (See  table  II.) 
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TABLE  II.— STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTAL  EMPLOYEES  NOT  COVERED  BY  SOCIAL  SECURITY,  BY  STATE,  JANUARY  1965 

I  Employment  in  thousands) 


All  State  and  local  employment 


State  employment 


Total 


Not  cov- 
ered by 
OASDHI 


Percent 

not 
covered 


Total 


Not  cov-  Percent 
ered  by  not 
OASDHI  covered 


Alabama     116.0  6.0  5  32.0  4.4  14 

Alaska   11.3  1.9  17  6.3  0  0 

Arizona                ...  65.5  5.7  9  18.4  3.5  19 

Arkansas    64.2  5.7  9  20.3  3.5  17 

California    783.7  541.2  69  168.5  1  09.4  6  5 

Colorado                 .  96.9  74.3  77  26.8  2  5.2  94 

Connecticut    97.0  51.7  53  28.9  6.7  23 

Delaware    20.0  2.4  12  8.5  1.9  23 

Florida    230.0  103.9  45  51.0  15.4  30 

Georgia    ■  _            .  150.6  37.0  25  33.7  3.0  9 

Hawaii                ....  26.6  5.3  20  18.3  3.2  18 

Idaho                    ..  '31.0  0.1  0  9.4  0  0 

Illinois 377.0  274.9  73  88.9  87.7  99 

Indiana    190.6  31.6  17  52.6  14.2  27 

Iowa                        .  120.9  4.5  4  31.6  1.1  4 

Kansas    107.1  9.2  9  29.5  5.2  18 

Kentucky    102.8  37.9  37  31.6  0.3  1 

Louisiana   141.2  94.6  67  50.4  43.7  87 

Maine    41.3  30.9  75  12.2  10.1  82 

Maryland    125.1  8.6  7  31.6  .1  0 

Massachusetts       .    .  204.0  203.1  100  45.7  44.9  98 

Michigan     330.9  52.8  16  81.8  22.0  23 

Minnesota   155.3  S9. 0  64  39.4  8.5  21 

Mississippi   89.7  10.5  12  23.5  1.1  5 

Missouri    161.6  37.6  23  40.8  0  0 


All  State  and  local  employment 


State  employment 


Total 


Not  cov- 
ered by 
OASDHI 


Percent 

not 
covered 


Total 


Not  cov-  Percent 
ered  by  not 
OASDHI  covered 


Montana    34.1  5.3  16  11.4 

Nebraska    68.7  3.7  5  18.0 

Nevada    19.2  18.2  95  5.0 

New  Hampshire..   29.3  4.4  15  8.3 

New  Jersey   232.4  27.6  12  41.8 

New  Mexico   42.7  9.1  11  16.8 

New  York   769.3  69.0  9  141.4 

North  Carolina  j  164.9  5.6  3  48.4 

North  Dakota   41.5  15.6  47  9.7 

Ohio    373.1  372.4  100  72.9 

Oklahoma   104.  5  19.8  19  35.7 

Oregon   90.1  7.7  9  30.4 

Pennsylvania   373.9  52.7  14  97.5 

Rhode  Island   31.7  6.9  22  12.1 

South  Carolina   83.7  1.9  2  23.6 

South  Dakota   35.4  5.1  14  10.2 

Tennessee  _.  141.5  41.5  29  33.9 

Texas    384.0  183.5  48  89.3 

Utah   46.2  1.0  2  15.6 

Vermont   16.6  5.7  34  6.6 

Virginia    152.7  6.1  4  48.7 

Washington.    137.8  4.6  3  40.8 

West  Virginia   66.6  5.0  8  25.5 

Wisconsin    180.1  49.2  27  41.2 

Wyoming.    18.9  0.3  2  6.1 


1.8 

.2 
4.8 
0 

1.3 
4.5 

22.3 
5.8 
.2 

72.9 
8.0 
3.6 
1.4 
.4 
.6 
1.7 
7.8 
1.2 
0 

1.1 
2.5 
2.3 
3.7 
13.4 
2.6 


16 
1 

96 
D 
3 
27 
16 
12 
2 

22 
VI 
1 
4 
3 
16 
23 
1 
C 
16 
5 
6 
15 
3  3 
11 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

This  amendment  would  permit  per- 
sons who  are  not  covered  by  social  secu- 
rity and  who  have  paid  no  tax  into  the 
fund,  to  be  covered  by  medicare. 

We  did  have  a  provision  of  that  sort 
as  a  transitional  matter,  so  that  people 
who  had  no  coverage  at  all  could  come 
under  medicare,  even  though  they  had 
paid  nothing  into  the  fund.  The  exist- 
ing law  required  that  those  people  should 
have  at  least  six  quarters'  coverage  in 
1968  in  order  to  be  covered  by  medicare. 
The  committee  bill  liberalized  that  to 
make  it  only  three  quarters.  The  bill 
also  provides  that  State  and  local  em- 
ployees^— one  of  the  largest  groups  not 
presently  covered  by  medicare — can  buy 
in  at  cost.  Other  people  have  the  option 
to  elect  to  be  covered  by  the  tax  or  the 
option  to  elect  not  to  be  covered  by  the 
tax.  It  is  difficult  to  see  why  State  and 
local  employees  who  have  the  right  to 
elect  not  to  be  covered,  should  not  re- 
main out  if  they  do  not  want  to  be  in- 
cluded under  a  program  of  this  sort.  If 
we  are  going  to  continue  to  have  amend- 
ments such  as  that  offered  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Vermont,  what  would  be  the 
advantage?  Why  should  States  elect 
to  have  coverage  of  State  employees 
when  they  do  not  need  it,  anyway?  Un- 
der this  amendment  all  those  people 
could  be  blanketed-in  free. 

If  there  is  going  to  be  some  incentive 
for  people  to  pay  their  share  of  the  tax 
in  order  to  get  their  share  of  the  benefits 
today,  they  should  not  come  in  with  peo- 
ple who  could  get  it  free. 

On  that  basis,  I  cannot  support  the 
amendment.  If  the  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  I  am  sure  that  there  will  be  other 
amendments  offered  to  get  people  in  on 
the  program  free.  State  and  local  em- 
ployees and  various  other  groups  who 
have  the  option  to  elect  to  be  covered 
will  elect  not  to  be  covered,  when  they 
expect  to  get  medicare  for  free. 

I  therefore  hope  that  the  amendment 
will  not  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  First,  let  me  point  out 
that  there  are  70,000  people  in  such 
States  as  Ohio,  California,  Illinois,  Mass- 


achusetts, Louisiana,  Florida,  Colorado, 
Missouri,  Maine,  Connecticut,  Kentucky, 
and  Nevada  who  are  affected. 

Second,  these  people  are  not  eligible 
for  hospitalization  benefits  because  they 
failed  to  contribute  $13.20  into  the  trust 
fund.  In  want  of  this  meager  contribu- 
tion 70,000  people  may  suffer. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, Louisiana  can  buy  in  at  cost.  Lou- 
isiana is  not  asking  for  it  free.  They 
would  be  willing  to  pay  for  it,  as  I  think 
other  States  would  be  willing  to  pay  for 
it,  if  they  want  to  buy  in. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  present  bill  they  would  not  benefit 
this  year.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  agrea  that  it  will  take 
time  for  the  agreements  between  the 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  to  be  made.  In  the 
meantime,  however,  these  individuals 
need  coverage.  I  urge  that  we  provide 
them  with  the  privilege  to  share  benefits 
available  to  most  other  older  Americans. 

In  addition,  we  are  dealing  with  a  small 
cost  of  only  $10  million  here.  I  would 
hope  that  my  dear  friend  and  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Louisiana,  who 
is  renowned  for  his  fairness,  could  ac- 
cept the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  appreciate 
the  Senator's  generosity.  If  Louisiana 
does  not  want  to  buy  in  I  do  not  see  why 
we  should  make  the  Federal  Government 
pay  for  it. 

If  we  want  it,  we  will  pay  for  it,  and 
we  should  pay  something  for  it,  rather 
than  asking  other  States  to  pay. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  What  happens  to  those 
who  become  65  before  Louisiana  does 
take  action? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  me  read 
from  the  committee  report: 

The  committee  has  added  the  House  hill 
provision,  permitting  States  and  inter-State 
instrumentalities  ...  as  under  present  law. 

We  provide  here  for  the  States,  if  they 
want  to,  to  make  a  contract  with  HEW 
to  buy  the  benefits  at  cost. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  What  happens  to  those 
people  who  become  65  before  these  agree- 
ments are  made? 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  they  have 
three-quarters  of  coverage,  they  can 
have  that  coverage. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that  we  had 
an  elaborate  system  of  medical  care  in 
Louisiana  long  before  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment had  any. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  am  well  aware  of  that. 
Louisiana  has  an  excellent  retirement 
system;  much  of  this  progress  promoted 
by  the  distinguished  Senator's  father.  I 
am  not  so  sure  that  Louisiana  residents 
receive  all  the  benefits  granted  under 
medicare,  however.  Residents  of  other 
States  who  are  not  covered  by  social 
security  are  even  less  fortunate.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all  time 
now  yielded  back? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back  on  the  amend- 
ment. The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia,  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Stennis],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  and  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
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ers],  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
o^Ticial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hat- 
field] are  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  each 
vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  13, 


nays  61,  as 

follows: 

[No.  345  Leg.] 

YEAS — 13 

Aiken 

Griffin 

Kuchel 

Baker 

Gruening 

Nelson 

Brooke 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Case 

Javits 

Cotton 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

NAYS— 61 

AUott 

Hill 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Holland 

Pastore 

Partlett 

Rollings 

Pearson 

Eayh 

Inouye 

Pell 

Bible 

Jackson 

Percy 

Eoggs 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Proxmire 

Brewster 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

B -rd,  Va. 

Lausche 

Russell 

Bvrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Church 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Spong 

Dominick 

Mclntyre 

Symington 

Ellender 

Metcalf 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

Miller 

Tydings 

Fnnnin 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbrigbt 

Monroney 

Williams,  Del. 

Gore 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke 

Morton 

HiCkenlooper 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING— 

26 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hart 

Murphy 

Carlson 

Hatfield 

Scott 

Clark 

Hayden 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Tower 

Eastland 

McGee 

Young,  Ohio 

Fong 

McGovern 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

EXTENDING  SOCIAL  SECURITY  COVERAGE  TO 
MIGRATORY  FARMWORKERS 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  had  intended  to  call  up  my 
amendment  No.  461  to  bring  additional 
farmworkers  under  the  social  security 
coverage. 


However,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this 
amendment  was  not  a  subject  of  the 
hearings  conducted  by  the  committee, 
combined  with  the  fact  that  I  believe 
the  manager  of  the  bill  has  a  sufficient 
number  of  amendments  to  take  to  con- 
ference, I  believe  the  more  orderly  legis- 
lative process  is  to  withhold  the  amend- 
ment at  this  time.  Additionally,  I  have 
been  assured  by  the  manager  of  the  bill, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  that  the  amendment 
will  receive  early  consideration  in  hear- 
ings after  the  first  of  the  year. 

At  the  present  time,  a  farmworker  is 
eligible  for  social  security  if  he  receives 
$150  in  cash  wages  from  one  employer 
during  the  year,  or  if  he  works  for  the 
same  employer  for  cash  wages  for  20 
days  of  more  during  the  year. 

All  my  amendment  would  do  would  be 
to  place  the  farmworkers  on  all  fours 
with  the  industrial  workers  for  purposes 
of  social  security  coverage.  The  amend- 
ment would  do  this  by  eliminating  two 
provisions  in  the  present  law.  First,  it 
would  eliminate  the  restrictive  wage 
and  work  period  qualifications  applicable 
to  farm  employment.  Second,  it  would 
eliminate  the  provision  of  the  law  which 
makes  the  crew  leader  the  employer  of 
the  farmworker  for  social  security  pur- 
poses. 

Very  simply,  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  seek  to  place  the  low- 
est paid  workers  in  the  country — who  are 
employed  in  some  of  the  most  backbreak- 
ing  labor  existing  and  in  an  area  of  em- 
ployment which  ranks  third  as  the  most 
hazardous  as  far  as  accidents  are  con- 
cerned— on  a  parity  with  their  more  for- 
tunate industrial  brothers. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  a  more  detailed 
statement  which  I  ask  to  be  included  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  By  Senator  Williams  op  New 
Jersey 

My  amendment  brings  in  additional  work- 
ers by — 

First,  eliminating  the  restrictive  wage  and 
period  of  work  qualifications  respecting  farm 
employment  under  the  Act,  and 

Second,  eliminating  the  provision  of  the 
Act  which,  for  Social  Security  purposes, 
makes  the  crew  leader  the  employer  of  the 
farm  worker  unless  a  written  contract  with 
the  farmer  provides  otherwise. 

Presently,  and  since  1956,  farm  employ- 
ment has  been  covered  for  social  security 
purposes — 

If  the  worker  receives  cash  wages  amount- 
ing to  $150  from  one  employer  during  the 
year,  or  if  he  works  for  cash  wages  for  the 
same  employer  for  20  days  or  more  during 
the  year. 

In  addition,  the  present  law  treats  the 
crew  leader  as  an  employer  for  purposes  of 
the  Act  unless  a  written  contract  between 
him  and  the  farmer  provides  that  the  crew 
leader  shall  not  be  deemed  the  employer. 

The  rationale  for  the  crew  leader  provision 
was  that,  although  the  employee  might  work 
on  several  farms,  he  would  continue  to  work 
with  the  same  crew  leader  and  would  have 
a  better  chance  of  meeting  the  annual  re- 
quirements by  treating  the  crew  leader  as 
the  employer.  Another  reason  for  the  crew 
leader  provision  was  that  inconvenience  in 
bookkeeping  would  be  caused  the  farmer  if 
ta  were  responsible  to  make  and  forward  the 


social  security  withholdings  of  his  em- 
ployees. 

More  than  a  decade  of  experience  with  the 
farm  worker  provisions  show  that  several 
critical  problems  flow  from  the  present  law, 
problems  that  will  continue  in  varying  de- 
gree until  we  provide  coverage  for  farm 
workers  on  the  same  basis  as  industrial 
workers.  The  problems  with  the  present  law 
are  numerous — 

(1)  The  unethical  crew  leader  is  in  a 
position  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  farm 
worker  almost  at  will  and  the  worker  has 
little  way  of  knowing  or  checking  on 
whether  the  crew  leader  has  illegally  ap- 
propriated his  social  security  withholdings. 

(2)  Many  farm  workers  are  excluded  by 
the  restrictive  provisions  of  the  Act,  and 
the  taxpaying  public  will  pay,  through  wel- 
fare payments  or  otherwise,  for  the  defi- 
ciencies and  omissions  in  farm  worker 
coverage. 

(3)  The  farmer  making  his  own  with- 
holdings is  put  to  a  guessing  game  as  to 
which  employees  are  covered,  and  to  an- 
other guessing  game  on  whether  he  might 
be  liable  for  funds  illegally  appropriated 
by  the  unscrupulous  crew  leader. 

crew  leader 
The  provision  allowing  treatment  of  the 
crew  leader  as  the  employer  for  Social  Se- 
curity withholdings,  rather  than  promoting 
coverage  of  farm  workers  as  intended  by  the 
Congress,  has  in  fact  served  as  a  screen  and 
a  tool  for  evasion  by  the  unethical  crew  lead- 
er; and  it  has  all  too  frequently  been  used 
simply  as  another  method  of  deducting  from 
workers'  wages  for  the  crew  leader's  own 
benefit. 

Difficulties  in  keeping  track  of  crew  leaders, 
for  purposes  of  enforcing  their  responsi- 
bilities under  the  Act,  have  in  past  years 
been  extreme.  This  situation  was  one  of  the 
factors  leading  to  passage  of  the  Farm  Labor 
Contractor  Registration .  Act  in  1965. 

The  following  quotation  from  the  1965  Re- 
port of  the  Subcommittee  on  Migratory  Labor 
of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel- 
fare quite  pointedly  illustrates  the  fallacy  of 
requiring  the  crew  leader  to  withhold  from 
covered  wages — and  I  quote : 

"The  abuses  most  frequently  attributed  to 
crew  leaders  include  the  following: 

"(3)  Collecting  wages  from  employers  and 
then  abandoning  workers  without  paying 
them,  failing  to  pay  agreed  upon  wages, 
making  improper  deductions  from  workers' 
earnings,  and  failing  to  forward  OASI  and 
income  tax  deductions  to  proper  authorities." 
farmworkers 

Mr.  President,  farmworkers  are  among  the 
lowest  paid  workers  in  the  Nation,  and  they 
make  up  a  large  proportion  of  the  minimum 
benefit  group  under  Social  Security.  One- 
fourth  of  the  2y2  million  individuals  now  re- 
ceiving the  minimum  $44  a  month  had  some 
covered  earnings  from  farmwork,  either  as 
farm  operators  or  as  farmworkers.  This  fact, 
alone,  illustrates  that  current  withholding 
practices  do  not  enhance  the  farm  workers' 
retirement  status,  but  actually  penalizes 
them. 

It  is  most  unfortunate  that  those  most  in 
need  of  social  security  benefits  should  be  the 
subjects  of  special  legislation  which  in  effect 
deprives  them  of  the  opportunity  for  ade- 
quate coverage,  solely  because  it  is  incon- 
venient for  the  employers  to  have  to  keep 
books — something  a  prudent  businessman 
does  as  a  matter  of  course. 

The  financial  costs  of  making  some  mini- 
mum provision  for  these  citizens,  when  they 
become  too  old  to  follow  farm  work  or  other 
gainful  employment,  must  be  shouldered  by 
the  general  public.  In  other  words,  the  limi- 
tations on  coverage  of  these  workers  during 
their  periods  of  gainful  employment  at  farm 
work,  although  amounting  to  a  minor  bene- 
fit or  convenience  to  the  employer,  will  in  the 
long  run  constitute  a  substantial  detriment 
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to  the  general  taxpaying  public  as  well  as 
the  farmworker  himself. 

I  anticipate  that  the  vast  majority  of  our 
farmworkers  will  be  around  for  a  goodly 
number  of  years  beyond  their  productive 
years.  They  will  be  entitled  to  housing,  shel- 
ter, food,  clothing,  and  medical  care.  Every 
dollar  that  these  citizens  are  allowed  to  pay 
for  their  own  social  security  entitlement  will 
lessen  the  financial  burden  on  the  taxpaying 
public  during  the  workers  non-productive 
years. 

FARM  EMPLOYERS 

Under  the  present  law,  the  farm  employer 
has  to  engage  in  guessing  games  as  to 
whether  a  particular  employee  will  earn  $150 
a  year,  or  work  20  days  for  him  during  the 
year,  so  that  Social  Security  taxes  may  be 
withheld.  Some  of  the  larger  employers  ac- 
tually start  deducting  from  the  employee  on 
the  1st  day  of  work  on  the  assumption  he  is 
going  to  stay  long  enough  to  meet  the  pres- 
ent test  even  though  he  never  does.  This 
results  in  the  farmworkers,  the  ones  who  can 
least  afford  it,  paying  for  coverage  they  never 
receive,  which  is  certainly  not  what  the  Con- 
gress intended. 

However,  the  action  of  these  large  employ- 
ers in  deducting  "from  wages  prematurely  is 
quite  understandable  due  to  the  large  sums 
of  money  which  may  be  involved.  To  illus- 
trate, an  employer  with  a  $100,000  payroll, 
under  present  withholding  rates,  might  be 
liable  for  $4,400  contributed  by  the  employees 
and  an  additional  $4,400  representing  the 
employer's  matching  contribution.  No  busi- 
nessman can  afford  to  sacrifice  these  sums 
due  to  an  erroneous  assumption. 

In  my  work  as  Chairman  of  the  Subcom- 
mitte  on  Migratory  Labor,  we  have  conducted 
numerous  field  trips  in  the  farming  areas 
throughout  the  nation.  In  recent  years,  we 
have  encountered  an  increasing  number  of 
farm  employers  who  have  changed  over  from 
a  policy  of  allowing  the  crew  leader  to  make 
Social  Security  withholdings  to  the  conven- 
tional method  of  the  employer,  himself,  carry- 
ing out  this  responsibility.  This  is  done  de- 
spit*  the  fact  that  present  law  requires  a 
written  contract  between  the  farm  employer 
and  the  crew  leader  he  uses. 

More  and  more  farmers  put  themselves  to 
the  inconvenience  of  executing  the  contract 
in  order  to  avoid  possible  liability  where  a 
dishonest  crew  leader  might  withhold  large 
sums  and  then  fail  to  forward  the  money 
to  the  proper  authority.  These  growers  have 
been  advised  by  their  own  attorneys  that, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
which  allow  the  crew  leader  to  be  treated  as 
the  employer,  they  may  well  find  themselves 
liable  where  the  crew  leader  has  failed  in  his 
responsibility.  And  I  would  emphasize  that 
these  change  overs  from  crew  leader  with- 
holdings to  farmer  withholdings  have  oc- 
curred by  the  farmers'  own  decision  and  ini- 
tiative, not  by  advice  or  a  regulation  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration. 

In  my  judgment,  Mr.  President,  the  ex- 
perience under  this  farm  workers  provision 
shows  that  the  present  law  does  not  in  a 
uniform  way  aid  the  farm  employer  and  man- 
agement in  their  business,  and  it  does  not 
serve  the  purpose  of  the  public  or  the  worker 
in  achieving  withholdings  as  contemplated 
by  law. 

Also,  the  bookkeeping  inconvenience,  what- 
ever it  amounts  to,  is  not  disposed  of  by  a 
provision  in  the  Act  which  purportedly  eases 
the  situation  for  the  farm  employer.  Such 
a  provision  only  postpones  the  bookkeeping 
problem,  and,  at  best,  transfers  it  to  a  less 
desirable  source. 

SOLUTION 

In  grappling  with  this  problem  of  coverage 
for  farm  workers,  there  are  two  routes  to 
take.  The  first,  and  the  only  sound  solution 
for  all  parites  concerned,  is  to  eliminate  the 
present  limitations,  in  regard  to  wages 
earned  and  days  worked,  and  to  bring  farm 


workers  under  coverage  on  a  basis  identical 
to  industrial  workers  generally.  A  second 
method  that  has  been  favored  by  the  Ad- 
ministration, is  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
wages  and  number  of  days  required  to  es- 
tablish coverage.  The  specifics  that  have 
been  advanced  in  this  regard  would  reduce 
the  required  wages  to  $50  and  the  required 
number  of  days  to  ten. 

Reduction  in  amount  of  wages  and  re- 
quired number  of  days  worked  for  eligibility 
would  of  course  increase  coverage  for  work- 
ers by  an  estimated  300,000  to  500,000  farm 
workers.  However,  there  would  nonetheless 
remain  several  harmful  consequences  which 
the  Congress  would  do  well  to  rid  the  farm 
economy  of  once  and  for  all.  In  general,  all 
of  the  harmful  aspects  coming  from  the 
present  law  will  be  carried  forward  and 
changed  only  in  moderate  degree.  The  same 
old  guessing  game  will  persist.  The  un- 
scrupulous crew  leader  will  still  have  his 
tool  for  cheating  the  workers.  Some  crew 
leaders  of  course  will  improve  their  methods 
of  accounting  and  forward  withholdings 
when  they  realize  that  a  great  many  more 
workers  are  now  in  fact  covered  by  the  law. 
But,  by  the  same  token,  there  will  be  other 
crew  leaders  who  will  view  the  expanded 
coverage  as  an  opportunity  for  withholding 
Social  Security  from  everyone's  check  and 
thereafter,  by  a  bookkeepers  oversight,  fail- 
ing to  forward  the  money. 

The  approach  of  treating  the  farmer  as 
the  employer  and  covering  each  worker  on 
a  daily  basis  is  by  far  the  most  realistic  and 
sound  solution  for  the  Administrator,  the 
worker,  the  employer,  and  the  public.  It 
would  eliminate  the  employers'  bookkeep- 
ing problem  of  having  to  screen  payrolls  to 
decide  who  is  covered  and  who  is  not;  it 
would  resolve  the  questions  of  his  possible 
liability  or  default  by  removing  the  crew 
leader  from  the  picture;  it  would  better 
assure  workers  of  some  coverage  and  finally, 
it  would  assure  the  taxpayer  that  whatever 
these  workers  reasonably  can  pay  toward  their 
own  maintenance  in  old  age  will  be  paid. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  457,  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  457)  is  as 
follows: 

Beginning  on  page  57,  line  18,  strike  out 
all  through  line  14,  page  58,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  108  (a)  Section  203(f)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (as  amended  by  subsection  (a) ) 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"'(8)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  pro- 
visions of  this  subsection,  no  individual  shall 
be  charged  with  excess  earnings  for  any 
month  in  his  taxable  year,  if  the  charging 
of  such  excess  earnings  to  such  month  would 
(because  of  the  application  of  subsection 
(b) )  result  in  reducing  below  $2,700  the  total 
income  of  such  individual  derived,  during 
such  taxable  year,  from  (A)  his  earnings 
and  other  retirement  income  plus  (B) 
monthly  insurance  benefits  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled under  this  title.  Whenever,  because  of 
the  application  of  the  foregoing  sentence,  de- 
duction under  subsection  (b)  are  prohibited 
from  being  made  in  the  monthly  insurance 
benefit  of  an  individual,  no  deductions  under 
such  subsection  (b)  may  be  made  from  the 
monthly  insurance  benefit  under  this  title 


of  any  other  person  on  account  of  the  excess 
earnings  of  such  individual,  if  the  monthly 
insurance  benefit  of  such  other  person  is 
based  upon  the  same  record  of  wages  and 
self-employment  income  as  that  upon  which 
the  monthly  insurance  benefit  of  such  indi- 
vidual is  based.' 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
ending  after  December  1967." 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Let  me  begin  by  saying  thatT  am  well 
aware  of  the  fact  that  my  colleagues  are 
all  very  tired,  as  I  am.  I  am  not  going 
to  take  up  very  much  time.  Like  a  num- 
ber of  us,  I  sat  through  some  amend- 
ments that  took  much  longer  this  aft- 
ernoon. 

We  are  told  that  we  have  to  dispose 
of  the  amendments  this  evening.  I  think 
I  have  two  amendments  that  merit  the 
consideration  of  the  Senate. 

This  first  one,  unlike  some  amend- 
ments that  have  been  offered,  I  am  ad- 
vised by  Mr.  Myers,  would  reduce  the 
cost,  as  compared  to  the  bill  reported 
by  the  Finance  Committee  bill,  by  $125 
million  in  1968  and  by  $400  million  in 
1969. 

My  amendment  has  to  do  with  the 
outside  earnings  test.  It  seems  as  though 
every  2  or  3  years  we  take  up  the  prob- 
lem of  how  much  outside  earnings  a  so- 
cial security  recipient  may  earn  in  ad- 
dition to  social  security  benefits  before 
he  is  cut  back.  Every  so  often  we  in- 
crease the  amount  a  recipient  can  earn. 
I  think  we  are  going  at  the  problem  in 
the  wrong  direction,  because  those  with 
high  social  security  income  do  not  have 
to  earn  as  much  in  order  to  maintain 
a  reasonable  standard  of  living  as  do 
those  down  at  the  bottom  of  the  totem 
pole  in  social  security  earnings. 

So  my  amendment  provides  that  the 
present  $1,500  will  continue  for  any  so- 
cial security  recipient  without  being  cut 
back,  but  a  recipient  would  be  permitted 
to  supplement  his  income  so  as  to  reach 
$2,700  of  annual  income,  counting  all 
earnings  and  social  security  benefits, 
without  any  penalty  at  all. 

For  example,  if  I  had  $500  of  social 
security  payments,  I  would  be  permitted 
to  earn  $2,200  without  having  my  social 
security  payments  reduced.  Someone 
else  who  had  $1,200  in  social  security 
benefits  could  earn  $1,500  without  hav- 
ing his  social  security  benefits  reduced. 

This  I  think,  gets  at  the  problem  we 
are  trying  to  solve  by  encouraging  those 
who  need  to  earn  supplemental  income 
to  reach  a  reasonable  level  of  income, 
and  to  do  so  without  being  penalized, 
and  those  who  do  not  have  to  earn  very 
much  to  reach  that  level  will  be  penal- 
ized for  going  above  it. 

I  think  this  proposal  does  equity  and 
goes  at  the  problem  in  the  proper  direc- 
tion. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  that  this  amendment  be 
taken  to  conference  so  that  the  conferees 
can  take  a  look  at  it.  I  do  not  claim  any 
pride  of  authorship  in  it,  although  I 
understand  this  point  has  not  been  gone 
into  before.  It  is  a  little  different  ap- 
proach. I  believe  it  does  equity.  I  believe 
we  have  gone  at  the  problem  in  the 
wrong  way,  by  pyramiding  the  amount 
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of  earnings  permitted  regardless  of  bene- 
fits the  social  security  recipients  received. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  proposal  is  known  as  the  varia- 
ble exempt  amount  under  social  security. 
It  changes  the  retirement  test  under  the 
social  security  law  into  a  means  test. 

We  have  had  very  little  occasion  to 
study  this  proposal  in  the  committee  or 
on  the  Senate  floor.  It  has  been  studied 
somewhat  in  the  Department.  There  are 
a  number  of  reasons  given  why  this  pro- 
posal should  not  be  adopted.  The  De- 
partment states  that,  since  benefits  are 
based  on  earnings,  people  with  low  ben- 
efits generally  have  low  earnings  before 
retirement.  It  is  not  reasonable,  then,  to 
suppose  that  they  will  have  high  earn- 
ings after  retirement.  Thus,  people  with 
low  regular  earnings  will  not  as  a  rule 
benefit  from  this  provision. 

Those  are  the  people  whom  the  pro- 
vision is  really  intended  to  benefit. 

In  the  second  place,  the  people  who 
would  benefit  from  this  proposal  would 
in  general  be  people  whose  major  em- 
ployment was  in  noncovered  work,  such 
as  Federal  employees  who  qualify  for 
low  social  security  benefits  through  part- 
time  work  or  work  after  retirement  from 
Government  service. 

They  could  get  social  security  bene- 
fits— and  probably  also  another  public 
retirement  benefit — while  continuing  to 
work  for  substantial  earnings. 

In  the  third  place,  even  under  the 
$1,500  annual  exempt  amount  in  present 
law,  some  people  who  get  low  benefits 
can  continue  to  work  full  time  at  their 
usual  level  of  earnings  and  get  benefits 
every  month.  Providing,  in  effect,  a  flexi- 
ble exempt  amount  which  would  range 
from  $1,500 — for  beneficiaries  getting 
$100  or  more  in  monthly  benefits — up  to 
$2,100 — for  beneficiaries  with  monthly 
benefits  of  $50— the  minimum  benefit 
under  H.R.  12080 — would  result  in  still 
more  cases  in  which  this  situation  would 
occur. 

Fourth,  any  provision  under  which  the 
exempt  amount  of  earnings  would  vary 
according  to  a  person's  benefit  level 
would  complicate  the  administration  of 
the  retirement  test.  A  beneficiary  would 
not  know  how  much  he  could  earn  and 
still  get  benefits  until  his  benefit  was 
computed,  and  any  increase  in  his  bene- 
fit amount  would  change  the  amount  he 
could  earn. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  whole  new  way 
of  handling  the  retirement  income  test. 
If  it  is  to  be  done,  it  is  a  matter  that 
should  be  discussed  in  committee  hear- 
ings, considered  by  the  committee,  and 
proposed  as  a  whole  substitute  for  the 
present  retirement  test.  I  would  hope  we 
would  not  try  to  change  our  entire  way 
of  doing  business,  which  is  the  way  we 
have  been  proceeding  for  quite  a  while, 
to  a  system  which  is  of  debatable  value 
and  has  a  number  of  reasons  why  it 
should  not  be  done,  at  this  stage  of  night, 
at  15  minutes  before  10  o'clock,  with  a 
limitation  of  15  minutes  for  debate  on 
each  side,  two  nights  before  Thanks- 
giving. 

An  amendment  such  as  this  unques- 
tionably deserves  very  thoughtful  study, 
which  we  just  cannot  give  it  here.  I  would 
hope  the  Senator  would  not  insist  on 
it  at  this  time,  but  would  submit  it  to  us 
when  we  have  more  time  to  look  into  it. 


Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

First  of  all,  one  of  the  arguments  the 
Senator  makes,  is  that  some  of  these  peo- 
ple may  be  retired  Government  em- 
ployees with  retirement  income,  and  a 
low  social  security  amount.  My  amend- 
ment would  meet  that  situation  by  re- 
quiring that  earnings  and  other  income 
be  taken  into  account. 

There  was  another  matter  raised,  and 
that  was  that  people  will  not  know  how 
much  they  can  earn  before  losing  their 
social  security  benefits,  which  will  make 
it  difficult  for  them. 

Mr.  President,  these  people  usually 
know  pretty  well  what  they  will  be  able 
to  earn.  That  is  pretty  well  established 
by  the  record.  I  point  out  that  this 
amendment  was  presented  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  about  a  month  ago,  so  that 
it  could  be  considered  by  the  Committee 
on  Finance.  It  is  not  being  looked  at  for 
the  first  time  today  at  this  late  hour. 

Furthermore,  if  the  matter  goes  to 
conference  and  the  conferees  want  to 
decide  that  they  do  not  wish  to  get  into 
the  variable  exemption  credit  feature, 
they  can  still  use  the  House  approach. 

I  point  out  that  we  have  been  adding 
an  awful  lot  to  this  bill,  and  this  amend- 
ment would  save,  according  to  Mr.  Myers' 
estimate,  $125  million  in  1968  and  $400 
million  in  1969. 

I  think  we  must  recognize  that  the 
people  who  need  more  supplemental  in- 
come are  those  in  the  low  social  security 
bracket,  or  those  with  low  retirement  in- 
comes of  other  types. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question  ? 
Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  PASTORE.  Will  the  Senator  ex- 
plain what  his  amendment  would  mean 
to  a  widow  who  is  not  yet  65  years  old, 
and  who  has  one  dependent  teenaged 
child? 

Mr.  MILLER.  My  understanding  would 
be  that  that  widow  could  earn  enough 
to  equal  $2,700,  counting  her  social  secu- 
rity and  her  earnings,  before  she  is  cut 
back. 

If  she  has  $500  of  social  security,  she 
can  earn  $2,200.  In  any  event,  she  can 
earn  at  least  $1,500,  so  she  is  no  worse 
off  than  under  the  present  law;  but  if 
she  is  down  in  a  lower  social  security 
bracket,  she  can  earn  that  much  more, 
and  she  ought  to  be  entitled  to  do  that, 
compared  to  some  widow  who  may  have, 
let  us  say,  $1,800  of  social  security  bene- 
fits, and  needs  only  $900  to  bring  her  up 
to  the  $2,700  level. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time,  if  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  prepared  to 
yield  back  his. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Not  quite.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  Department  does  not  favor  this 
amendment.  This  amendment  would 
strike  out  one  of  the  most  positive  things 
in  the  bill,  a  provision  that  has  been  ap- 
paluded  by  everybody,  which  would  per- 
mit all  these  retired  people  to  earn  more 
money,  and  keep  more  of  it.  For  example, 
in  1969  they  could  earn  $2,000  without 
its  being  charged  against  their  social  se- 


curity benefit.  That  would  be  $500  more 
than  they  can  earn  now. 

I  dare  say  there  is  not  a  Senator  on 
this  floor,  other  than  the  sponsor  of  the 
amendment  himself,  who  offhand  could 
tell  me  how  much  a  given  person  could 
earn  or  could  not  earn  under  this  variable 
credit  system,  which  changes  the  retire- 
ment income  test  into  a  "means"  test. 

This  is  certainly  a  late  hour  to  come  in 
and  change  our  whole  way  of  doing  busi- 
ness, and  it  is  not,  as  I  say,  approved  by 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  They  do  not  agree  with  it, 
even  though  it  would  save  money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller].  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen].  If  he  were  present  and 
voting,  he  would  vote  "yea."  If  I  were 
at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  "nay." 
I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Stennis],  and  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
From  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClelland],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus- 
sell], the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  Talmadge],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming [Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each 
vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hat- 
field] are  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
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Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  "yea." 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dihksen]  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 


nays  47.  as  follows: 

[No.  346  Leg.] 

TEAS — 26 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Miller 

Allott 

Griffin 

Morton 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Pastore 

Holland 

Pearson 

Brooke 

Hruska 

Percy 

Case 

Javits 

Prouty 

Cotton 

Jordan. Idaho 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Lausehe 

NAYS — 47 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Moss 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Muskie 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Nelson 

Bible 

Inouye 

Pell 

Bre~ ster 

Jackson 

Prosmire 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Randolph. 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kennedy.  :,i^s=.  ?.:b::c; 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kerjiedy,  N.Y. 

Smith 

Church 

Long.  La. 

Sparkman 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Spong 

ELlender 

Mclntyre 

Symington 

Errln 

Met  calf 

Ty  dings 

Fulbright 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Gruening 

Montoya 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Harris 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING — 

27 

Bennett 

Hart 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hatfield 

Murphy 

Carlson 

Hay den 

RusseU 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Soott 

Dirksen 

Marsfield 

Smathers 

Dtid 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McCleUan 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McGee 

Tower 

H^rts-en 

MeGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

So  Mr.  Miller's  amendment  was 
rejected. 

AHEIvDlEENT  NO.  463 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  463  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  state 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  82,  between  lines  10  and  11,  insert 
the  following: 

"COST-OF-UVX!\G  INCREASE  IK  BEIvEFTTS 

"Sec.  114.  Section  202  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"Cost-of-living  increases  in  "benefits 

"'(w)(l)  Effective  for  months  after  Feb- 
ruary 1968,  each  monthly  insurance  benefit 
payable  under  this  title  to  which  an  indi- 
vidual becomes  entitled  on  or  after  such 
first  day  shall  be  increased  by  the  per  centum 
rise  in  the  price  index,  adjusted  to  the  near- 
est one-tenth  of  1  per  centum,  determined  by 
the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  annual 
average  price  index  for  calendar  year  1965 
and  the  price  index  for  the  month  of  De- 
cember 1967.  December  1967  shall  be  the 
base  month  for  determining  the  per  centum 
change  in  the  price  index  until  the  next  suc- 
ceeding change  occurs. 

"'(2)  Each  month  after  the  first  increase 
under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shaU 
determine  the  per  centum  change  in  the  price 
index.  Effective  the  first  day  of  the  third 


month  which  begins  after  the  price  index 
shall  have  equaled  a  rise  of  at  least  3  per 
centum  for  three  consecutive  months  over 
the  price  index  for  the  base  month,  each 
monthly  insurance  benefit  payable  under 
this  title  to  which  an  individual  becomes 
entitled  on  or  after  such  first  day  shaU  be 
increased  by  the  per  centum  rise  in  the  price 
index  (calculated  on  the  highest  level  of  the 
price  index  during  the  three  consecutive 
months)  adjusted  to  the  nearest  one-tenth 
of  1  per  centum. 

"  '(3)  Eligibility  for  a  benefit  increase  un- 
der this  subsection  shall  be  governed  by  the 
commencing  date  of  each  benefit  payable 
under  this  title  as  of  the  effective  date  of  an 
increase. 

"  '(4)  The  monthly  insurance  benefit  of  an 
individual  under  this  title,  after  adjustment 
under  this  subsection,  shaU  be  fixed  at  the 
nearest  dollar,  except  that  such  benefit  shall 
after  adjustment  reflect  an  increase  of  at 
least  -$1. 

"  '(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  (A) 
the  term  "price  index"  means  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  (all  items — United  States  city 
average)  published  monthly  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics,  and  (B)  the  term  "base 
month"  shall  mean  December  1967  and  any 
other  month  for  which  the  price  index 
showed  a  per  centum  rise  forming  the  basis 
for  a  cost-of-living  increase  in  benefits. 

"'(6)  In  determining  the  amount  of  any 
individual's  monthly  insurance  benefit  for 
purposes  of  applying  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 203(a)  (relating  to  reductions  of  bene- 
fits when  necessary  to  prevent  certain  maxi- 
mum benefits  from  being  exceeded) ,  amounts 
payable  by  reason  of  this  subsection  shall  not 
be  regarded  as  part  of  the  monthly  benefit 
of  such  individual. 

"  '(7)  Any  increase  under  this  subsection 
to  be  made  in  the  monthly  benefits  payable 
to  or  with  respect  to  any  individual  shall  be 
applied  after  aU  other  provisions  of  this  title 
relating  to  the  amount  of  such  benefit  have 
been  applied.'  " 

Mr.  MILLER,  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  is  one  that  I  am  very  hope- 
ful my  colleague,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  will  see  fit  to  take  to 
conference  for  the  reason  that  it  does 
not  take  anything  out  of  the  bill. 

It  merely  inserts  a  new  policy  which 
would  give  the  conferees  an  extra  op- 
tion of  what  to  do  about  social  security 
benefit  increases. 

As  things  stand  now,  the  conferees 
would  have  the  House  benefit  increases, 
or  just  the  Senate  benefit  increases. 

I  propose  to  give  them  another  option. 
I  propose  to  allow  benefits  to  be  increased 
according  to  the  cost-of-living  increase 
that  has  occurred  since  the  last  time  we 
legislated  benefit  increases  in  1965. 

There  is  a  further  option  they  could 
have.  They  might  take  the  House  bene- 
fit increases.  They  might  take  the  Senate 
benefit  increases,  and  by  changing  a  cou- 
ple of  words  in  the  pending  amendment 
they  could  have  a  follow-on  cost-of- 
living  increase  in  the  same  fashion  that 
the  civil  service  retirees  now  have. 

There  is  nothing  new  about  this  ap- 
proach. We  did  this  in  1962.  and  we 
refined  it  again  in  1965  for  civil  service 
retirees. 

I  point  out  that  Mr.  Myers  states  that 
if  the  pending  amendment  should  be 
used  in  lieu  of  the  other  increases,  it 
would  amount  to  a  7.5-percent  increase 


running  through  this  December.  That, 
of  course,  is  not  as  much  as  the  12.5- 
percent  House  figure  or  the  15-percent 
Senate  Finance  Committee  figure.  How- 
ever, that  is  what  the  cost  of  living  has 
been. 

My  amendment  would  require  no  addi- 
tional financing  at  all.  I  also  point  out 
that  if  the  amendment  should  be  agreed 
to;  for  future  implementation  on  top  of 
the  present  increases  of  the  Finance 
Committee  or  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  there  would  be  no  require- 
ment for  future  tax  increases  or  wage 
base  increases,  at  least  in  the  near  future. 

In  other  words,  because  wages  would 
tend  to  go  up  as  the  cost  of  living  went 
up,  this  would  be  a  self -financing  pro- 
posal. 

I  hope  my  colleague,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  will  take  the  amendment 
to  the  conferees  to  give  the  conferees 
another  option  to  consider,  to  preserve 
intact  the  Finance  Committee  approach 
in  the  tables.  And  I  believe  the  amend- 
ment has  some  merit. 

Even  if  the  conferees  should  decide  to 
take  the  table  approach,  they  might  well 
decide  to  go  into  the  cost  of  living  for 
the  follow-on. 

In  1965  we  provided  for  civil  service 
retirees  that  every  3  months  they  might 
have  an  increase  to  meet  an  increase  in 
the  cost  of  living. 

I  do  not  need  to  point  out  that  the 
No.  1  problem  for  our  social  security 
pensioners  today  is  the  fact  that  their 
pensions  are  being  eaten  away  by  the 
increases  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Why  should  we  not  provide  for  an  au- 
tomatic increase  for  them  just  as  we 
have  done  for  civil  service  retirees? 

I  think  it  is  something  that  the  con- 
ference committee  ought  to  have  an  op- 
portunity to  consider. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, Congress  has  taken  a  look  at  the 
cost  of  living  and  raised  social  security 
benefits  in  the  years  1950,  1952,  1954, 
1958,  1965,  and  now  in  1967. 

The  only  reason  we  have  not  raised  the 
benefits  every  2  years  is  that  in  some 
periods  we  have  had  relatively  stable 
prices,  so  that  there  was  no  basis  for  a 
cost-of-living  increase  anyway. 

There  is  a  chart  in  the  rear  of  the 
Chamber  that  shows  how  prices  have 
gone  up.  And  the  green  line  at  the  bot- 
tom shows  how  we  have  raised  social  se- 
curity benefits  to  meet  the  increases  in 
cost  of  living. 

It  will  be  noted  that  this  bill  as  re- 
ported by  the  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee, which  including  the  medicare  bene- 
fits, does  more  than  increase  the  bene- 
fits to  offset  the  increased  cost  of  living. 

It  goes  beyond  that,  and  that  is  not 
counting  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars of  additional  benefits  voted  here  on 
the  Senate  floor. 

Mr.  President,  the  way  we  have  been 
going  at  this  thing,  it  requires  a  periodic 
review.  Every  time  the  cost  of  living  has 
gone  up  Congress  looks  into  the  matter 
and  decides  to  raise  the  benfits  to  cover 
the  increased  cost  of  living  and  considers 
whether  some  additional  benefits  should 
be  provided. 

I  do  not  think  a  case  has  been  made 
for  requiring  that  there  be  an  automatic 
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increase  every  time  the  cost  of  living 
changes. 

One  can  only  speculate  as  to  what 
would  happen  if  we  did  this  to  social  se- 
curity and  established  precedents  to  do 
it  to  other  programs.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect with  respect  to  this  procedure  being 
followed  in  the  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ments in  the  Government  retirement 
program,  and  that  program  has  a  deficit 
of  $43  billion.  We  would  not  want  to  do 
that  with  the  social  security  program. 
Many  Government  employees  are  wor- 
ried about  their  program,  because  the 
Federal  Government  appropriations  to 
take  care  of  these  benefits  have  not  been 
forthcoming  by  action  of  Congress.  But 
Congress  can  vote  to  increase  these  ben- 
efits, as  we  are  doing  tonight,  and  we  can 
provide  additional  benefits  which  we  be- 
lieve are  justified,  if  we  believe  the  United 
States  can  afford  them. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  reject  the  pend-' 
ing  amendment.  I  believe  we  are  doing 
a  responsible  job  by  looking  at  the  pro- 
gram every  2  years,  and  that  is  the 
precedent  that  has  been  set.  Every  2  years 
we  take  another  look  at  the  program 
and  see  how  much  of  a  benefit  increase 
is  required  to  offset  the  cost  of  living  and 
to  consider  the  problems  of  the  people 
covered  by  social  security. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  matters 
are  reviewed  by  Congress  periodically,  I 
do  not  believe  the  pending  amendment 
is  necessary.  It  might  actually  help  to 
create  inflation  rather  than  merely  to 
respond  to  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  argu- 
ments of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
should  be  answered. 

In  the  first  place,  we  have  not  been 
looking  at  this  program — or,  at  least,  we 
have  not  been  acting  on  it — every  2 
years.  In  1965  we  legislated  the  first 
benefits  since  1958.  How  much  purchas- 
ing power  do  you  suppose  inflation  costs 
these  older  people?  From  1958  until 
Congress  got  around  to  doing  something 
about  it  in  1965,  it  cost  $1.5  billion,  due 
to  the  timelag. 

Even  when  we  legislated  the  7-percent 
increase  in  1965,  their  benefits  were  not 
worth  as  much  as  they  were  in  1958. 
From  the  time  we  legislated  the  7-per- 
cent increase  in  1965  until  now,  inflation 
has  taken  away  another  $2  billion  of  the 
purchasing  power  of  these  people.  If 
the  automatic  increase  were  in  effect, 
that  would  not  happen. 

If  Senators  speak  with  the  people 
over  65,  as  I  have — and  I  am  sure  that 
most  Senators  have  done  so — they  will 
find  that  the  No.  1  item  these  people 
are  worried  about  is  the  increase  in  the 
cost  of  living;  and  they  want  something 
automatic  to  take  care  of  that  problem, 
instead  of  having  to  wait  for  Congress  to 
take  action,  when  and  if  it  may. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  reason  why  the 
pending  amendment  cannot  go  to  confer- 
ence for  consideration  of  the  conferees. 
I  am  not  seeking  to  strike  anything  from 
the  bill,  and  I  believe  it  is  only  fair  for 
the  conference  to  consider  this  matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  if  Senators  will  look  at 
the  chart  at  the  rear  of  the  Chamber, 
they  will  see  why  there  was  no  increase 
in  1961  and  1962.  In  1958,  Congress  en- 
acted a  large  increase  in  social  security 
benefits.  During  the  period  to  which  the 
Senator  has  referred,  the  cost  of  living 
rose  only  about  as  much  as  it  did  this 
year.  That  is  why  Congress  did  not  enact 
a  major  increase  during  that  period. 
But  Congress  did  consider  the  problem; 
and  in  due  course,  when  there  was  an 
increase  in  the  cost  of  living,  Congress 
increased  the  benefits. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Iowa.  On  this  ques- 
tion the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

-The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus- 
sell], the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murfhy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfield], 
and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy]  are  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator 


from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
would  each  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Percy]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  would 
vote  "yea,"  and  the  Senator  from  Utah 
would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  24, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

[No.  347  Leg.] 
YEAS — 24 
Aiken  Griffin  Miller 

Allott  Hickenlooper  Mondale 

Baker  Hruska  Morse 

Boggs  Javits  Pastore 

Brooke  Jordan,  Idaho  Pearson 

Cotton  Kennedy,  Mass.  Pell 

Dominick         Kennedy,  N.Y.  Prouty 
Fannin  Kuchel  Thurmond 


NAYS— 48 


Anderson 

Harris 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hill 

Muskie 

Bible 

Holland 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Hollings 

Proxmlre 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Rlbicoff 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith 

Case 

Lausche 

Sparkman 

Church 

Long,  La. 

Spong 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Tydings 

Ellender 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 
Gruenlng 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Montoya 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 28 


Bennett 

Hart 

Percy 

Cannon 

Hatfield 

Russell 

Carlson 

Hayden 

Scott 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

McGee 

Tower 

Fong 

McGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

Gore 

Mundt 

Hansen 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Miller's  amendment  (No.  463) 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro-  - 
ceeded  to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  219,  between  lines  19  and  20,  in- 
sert the  following: 

"(4)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223 
(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  repealed." 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
technical  amendment  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield  to 
himself? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized. 
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Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  intention  to  ask  for  a  rollcall  vote. 

This  is  a  measure  which  was  intro- 
duced on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
which  had  over  40  cosponsors.  It  was 
introduced  into  committee  and  adopted. 
However,  when  it  was  adopted,  the  com- 
mittee bill  was  intended  to  accomplish 
three  goals:  first,  revision  of  the  defini- 
tion of  blindness;  second,  reduce  the 
number  of  required  quarters;  and,  third, 
eliminate  the  requirement  for  meeting 
"inability  to  work"  provisions  by  sub- 
stituting merely  meeting  the  blindness 
definition  provisions. 

What  did  not  occur  in  the  drafting 
was  the  striking  of  the  provision  which 
provided  that  for  any  month  a  blind  per- 
son was  employed,  he  could  not  receive 
disability.  Yet  the  blind  person  is  dis- 
abled by  the  fact  that,  even  if  he  works, 
he  must  frequently  hire  sight  in  his  em- 
ployment. He  is  unable  to  attain  em- 
ployment of  any  significance  without 
incurring  more  expenses  than  the  aver- 
age worker.  This  is  a  disadvantage  and  a 
disability. 

H  the  amendment  is  to  be  effective,  the 
blind  must  have  some  incentive  to  work 
We  have  eliminated  the  "ability  to  work" 
provisions,  and  yet  this  alone  would  only 
encourage  idleness  if  the  blind  cannot  re- 
ceive benefits  merely  by  their  disability; 
they  will  be  reluctant  to  enter  employ- 
ment when  their  earnings  will  usually  be 
small  and  meager,  especially  after  hav- 
ing to  hire  sight. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  minor  change 
of  one-hundredth  of  1  percent. 

Mr.  mCKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
is  this  amendment  printed? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  amendment  is  at 
the  desk. 

Mr.  HICKENTOOPER.  Is  the  amend- 
ment printed  and  is  a  copy  available?  I 
do  not  know  what  is  in  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  not  printed. 

Who  yields  time  ? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
as  I  understand  the  matter,  the  pending 
amendment  involves  an  amendment  the 
Senator  offered  in  committee  which  was 
agreed  to  regarding  liberalization  of 
benefits  to  the  blind.  The  committee  op- 
posed that  measure  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  last  year  and  the  Senate  agreed 
to  the  amendment  notwithstanding  that 
opposition. 

That  being  the  case,  Mr.  President,  I 
assume  that  the  Senate  would  look  at  the 
matter  in  the  same  way.  That  is  one  rea- 
son I  was  persuaded  to  vote  for  the 
amendment  in  committee,  believing  that 
was  what  the  Senate  would  want  to  do 
since  the  Senate  expressed  itself,  al- 
though I  did  oppose  it  as  did  other  Sen- 
ators last  year. 

The  Senator  seeks  by  this  amendment 
to  deal  with  a  matter  that  he  believes 
was  an  oversight  in  the  amendment  he 
offered  in  committee. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  matter 
would  be  in  conference.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  we  agreed  to  the  amendment, 
in  committee,  I  am  not  opposed  to  the 
pending  amendment  which  seeks  to  per- 
fect the  committee  amendment.  The 
Senator  is  merely  trying  to  amend  the 


provision  which  had  been  offered  and 
accepted  in  committee. 

The  committee  amendment  would  in- 
crease the  bill  by  $165  million,  and  the 
pending  matter  would  up  it  $20  million, 
but  I  understand  that  is  about  the 
amount  that  the  Senate  voted  for  last 
year. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  If  this  perfecting 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  it  is  identical 
to  the  amendment  which  was  adopted 
last  year. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  When  I  voted 
for  the  amendment  in  committee  I 
thought  I  was  agreeing  to  accept  the  will 
of  the  Senate  last  year  after  we  debated 
the  matter  heatedly.  I  do  not  oppose 
the  amendment.  It  will  be  in  confer- 
ence. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  back  my  re- 
maining time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
my  remaining  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana.  [Putting 
the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  82,  between  lines  10  and  11,  insert 
the  following: 

"EXTENSION  OP  TIME  FOB  ENTITLEMENT  TO 
BENEFITS  PROVIDED  AT  AGE  72  TO  CERTAIN 
UNINSURED  INDIVIDUALS 

"Sec.  114.  Section  228(a)  (2)  (A)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
'1968'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '1969'. 
Section  228(a)  (2)  (B)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  '1966'  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  '1967'." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield  unto 
himself? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  simply  extend  the 
Prouty  amendment  of  1966  for  1  year. 

As  Senators  know,  individuals  reach- 
ing the  age  of  72  after  December  31,  1967, 
will  be  ineligible  for  benefits  under  the 
Prouty  amendment  of  1966  unless  they 
have  three-quarters  social  security 
coverage. 

The  amendment  I  offer  now  would 
make  it  possible  for  individuals  reaching 
the  age  of  72 — and  I  emphasize  that  age 
of  72 — before  January  1,  1969,  to  be 
eligible  for  the  special  age  72  benefits, 


even  if  they  had  not  worked  under  social 
security. 

Mr.  President,  last  March  the  Senate 
voted  to  accept  an  amendment  which  I 
offered  to  the  Tax  Adjustment  Act  of 
1966.  My  amendment  had  the  effect  of 
"blanketing  in"  a  group  of  older  Ameri- 
cans who  were  not  eligible  for  social  se- 
curity benefits  due  to  the  fact  that  they 
had  not  during  their  lifetimes  accumu- 
lated enough  quarters  of  social  security 
coverage  to  qualify. 

My  initial  proposal — which  would  have 
extended  the  minimum  benefit  of  $44  a 
month  to  all  those  over  age  70  not  pres- 
ently eligible  for  social  security — al- 
though accepted  by  the  Senate,  was 
considerably  watered  down  in  the  con- 
ference committee.  The  final  version  of 
the  amendment  provided  for  monthly 
benefits  of  $35  for  persons  reaching  age 
72  before  1968 — $17.50  for  a  spouse  aged 
72  or  over.  In  addition,  however,  a  tran- 
sition provision  was  included  which  re- 
quired that  persons  reaching  age  72  sub- 
sequent to  January  1,  1968,  have  a  few 
quarters  of  social  security  coverage. 

I  originally  estimated  that  the  poten- 
tial beneficiaries  of  my  amendment  num- 
bered 1.5  million.  This  estimate  was  re- 
vised downward  to  300,000  following  the 
changes  made  in  conference. 

Much  to  everyon's  surprise,  however, 
this  300,000  figure  has  been  proven  to  be 
ridiculously  low.  In  a  press  release  issued 
by  the  Social  Security  Administration 
on  November  4,  1966,  it  was  announced 
that  "more  than  half  a  million  people 
72  or  older  received  their  first  monthly 
checks  for  new  special  benefits  this 
week."  As  of  January  1967,  the  num- 
ber of  beneficiaries  had  increased  to 
668,766.  Now,  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  nearly  800,000  Americans  over 
the  age  of  72  are  recipients  of  social  se- 
curity benefits  under  the  Prouty  amend- 
ment. 

Original  fears  that  my  amendment 
would  benefit  primarily  those  people  who 
needed  no  further  assistance  have  proven 
unwarranted.  In  fact,  more  and  more 
people  have  ccme  to  the  realization  that 
to  large  numbers  of  older  Americans,  the 
meager  benefits  enacted  in  1966  are  of 
vital  importance  in  enabling  them  to 
exist  precariously  on  the  edge  of  poverty 
rather  than  plunging  into  its  depths. 

Apparently  now,  another  Prouty 
"shoot  the  moon"  proposal  has  gained 
respectability.  One  of  the  first  indica- 
tions of  this  was  the  inclusion  of  a  pro- 
vision to  raise  benefits  to  "Prouty"  bene- 
ficiaries from  $35  to  $50  monthly  in  the 
administration  bill.  During  hearings  be- 
fore the  Finance  Committee  in  August 
of  this  year,  Charles  Hawkins,  legislative 
officer  to  the  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Service,  argued  in  favor  of  increased 
benefits  to  Prouty  amendment  recipients 
on  the  grounds  that  an  increase  would 
have  the  effect  of  moving  a  large  num- 
ber off  the  public  assistance  rolls — if  not 
completely  out  of  poverty.  He  said,  in  a 
colloquy  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  HartkeI  : 

Senator  Hartke.  And  the  administration 
proposal  is? 

Mr.  Hawkins.  It  is  $50. 
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Senator  Hartke.  What  would  be  the  effect 
of  that? 

Mr.  Hawkins.  About  350,000  persons  would 
be  removed  (from  the  welfare  rolls)  by  that 
provision. 

The  importance  of  liberalizing  bene- 
fits under  the  Prouty  amendment  was 
also  discussed  in  the  House  hearings  on 
the  social  security  bill  before  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee.  In  an  inter- 
change with  the  Honorable  Wilbur 
Cohen,  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  Congressman 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin  aptly  expressed  my 
sentiments  regarding  the  administra- 
tion's change  of  heart  over  "blanketing- 
in."  He  said: 

Mr.  Byrnes.  I  was  pleased  to  see  that  after 
all  these  years  of  opposing  our  attempts 
within  the  Committee  to  do  something  for 
individuals  who  were  born  too  soon  to  earn 
Social  Security  coverage,  the  Administration 
is  going  along  with  our  attempts  to  give 
them  at  least  some  benefits  under  the  Social 
Security  System. 

Mr.  Cohen.  The  liberalization  is  the  in- 
crease in  the  monthly  dollar  amount  from 
$35  to  $50. 

Mr.  Byrnes.  Is  there  any  liberalization  in 
the  eligibility  requirements? 

Mr.  Cohen.  No,  but  the  effect  of  raising 
the  amount  for  the  people  who  are  unin- 
sured is  to  make  more  people  eligible,  be- 
cause people  who  receive  old  age  assistance 
payments  between  $35  and  $50  will  leave  the 
old  age  assistance  rolls  to  get  the  special  $50 
payment. 

Mr.  President,  the  action  taken  by  the 
Finance  Committee  in  retaining  the  ad- 
ministration's increase  to  $50  is  indica- 
tive of  acceptance  of  the  point  made  in 
the  above  dialog.  That  is,  granting  in- 
creased benefits  to  persons  previously — 
before  1966 — excluded  from  social  secu- 
rity coverage  will  provide  impetus  to  sub- 
stantial numbers  of  older  Americans  to 
move  off  welfare  rolls.  It  represents  in- 
creased acceptance  of  the  fact  that  in- 
creased universalization  of  social  security 
is  the  main  means  of  aiding  impoverished 
older  Americans. 

As  a  recent  research  and  statistics  note 
from  HEW  pointed  out : 

As  a  major  source  of  continuing  income 
for  the  retired  aged,  for  most  survivor  fam- 
ilies, and  for  many  of  the  totally  disabled, 
the  Social  Security  Program  provides  the 
most  efficient  and  acceptable  mechanism  for 
assuring  in  advance  that  income  will  be 
maintained  for  individuals  and  families  in 
these  circumstances. 

Or,  is  that  indeed  the  case?  If  we  re- 
gard the  reported  bills  more  closely  we 
see  that  while  they  meritoriously  raise 
the  minimum  benefit,  they  are  notori- 
ously negligent  because  they  fail  to  make 
additional  changes.  By  refusing  to  liber- 
alize eligibility  requirements  in  any  other 
way,  Congress  in  my  opinion  has  failed 
to  act  as  effectively  and  decisively  as  it 
might  to  alleviate  poverty  among  the 
aged. 

I  am  disappointed,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  did  not 
act  to  restore  my  amendment  as  it  was 
originally  enacted  in  the  Senate. 

I  am  disappointed,  for  example,  be- 
cause coverage  was  not  extended  to  all 
older  Americans  over  age  70  instead  of  72. 

I  am  also  disappointed  because  the  pro- 
vision which  excludes  those  on  pensions 
from  receiving  benefits  was  retained. 
While  it  is  beneficial  to  encourage  people 


on  public  assistance  to  leave  the  welfare 
rolls,  I  believe  it  is  unfair  to  force  retired 
people  who  have  earned  meager  pensions 
for  such  jobs  as  teaching  to  suffer  re- 
duced income  under  the  Prouty  amend- 
ment benefits.  Ideally,  the  two  small 
amounts  should  supplement  each  other. 

The  plight  of  many  retired  teachers 
who  receive  inadequate  State  pensions 
and  are  ineligible  for  regular  social  se- 
curity benefits  was  recently  revealed  to 
me  in  a  talk  with  Mr.  Ernest  Giddings, 
legislative  counsel  for  the  American  As- 
sociation of  Retired  Persons.  Did  you 
know,  for  example,  that  39,348  retired 
teachers  in  eight  States  earn  less  than 
$1,000  a  year?  In  addition,  there  are  113,- 
637  retired  teachers  in  24  States  who 
yearly  earn  less  than  $1,800. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  infor- 
mation received  from  Mr.  Giddings  about 
teachers'  pensions  be  printed  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  my  re- 
marks. 

These  are  areas  in  which  changes  could 
and  should  have  been  made  in  the  Prouty 
amendment.  Since  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee has  not  seen  fit  to  make  these 
changes,  I  will  not  propose  amendments 
here  to  do  so  in  the  aforementioned 
areas. 

However,  Mr.  President,  there  is  one 
area  in  which  no  change  was  made  which 
not  only  disappoints  me  but  distresses  me 
to  such  an  extent  that  I  feel  forced  to 
act.  I  refer  now  to  the  retention  of  the 
transitional  benefits  clause,  which  is  of 
critical  importance. 

The  detrimental  effects  of  this  clause 
are  great  enough  to  offset  the  increased 
benefit.  They  are  great  enough,  in  fact,  to 
effectively  and  by  transitional  stages  ob- 
literate the  Prouty  amendment  as  it  was 
originally  envisioned. 

The  transitional  clause  is  deceptively 
simple  in  substance  but  far  reaching  in 
effect.  If  it  is  retained,  beginning  in  Jan- 
uary 1968,  individuals  turning  72  will  be 
required  to  have  a  minimum  of  three 
quarters  of  social  security  coverage.  This 
requirement  will  increase  year  by  year 
until  present  standards  for  coverage  are 
met. 

This,  in  my  opinion,  represents  an  ap- 
proach which  is  grossly  unfair,  unrealis- 
tic, and  hypocritical  for  several  reasons. 
First,  it  unfairly  discriminates  against  in- 
dividuals who  are  born  after  a  certain 
date. 

Second,  it  is  unrealistic  because  it 
prevents  thousands  of  individuals  from 
being  eligible  for  benefits  which  could 
enable  them  to  be  removed  from  welfare 
rolls  because  they  failed  to  contribute 
a  miniscule  amount  of  money  to  the 
social  security  trust  fund. 

Finally,  it  is  hypocritical  because  it  is 
another  example  of  duplicity  on  the  part 
of  the  administration  and  Congress.  The 
action  could  be  characterized  as  a  reach- 
ing toward  these  people  with  one  hand 
and  a  pushing  them  back  with  the  other. 

Mr.  President,  the  transitional  provi- 
sion is  inequitous  because  it  arbitrarily 
determines  who  is  to  receive  benefits  on 
the  basis  of  their  date  of  birth.  Consider 
this  situation:  John  Jones  and  Bill 
Smith  are  both  neighbors,  retired  men 
who  subsist  on  meager  amounts  of 
money  which  they  managed  to  save. 


They  worked  at  jobs  which  were  not  cov- 
ered by  social  security  before  they  re- 
tired. Neither  has  any  quarters  of  social 
security  coverage  to  his  credit. 

John  Jones  will  reach  72  on  December 
31,  1967.  He  will,  therefore,  qualify  for 
the  $35,  or  perhaps  by  that  time  $50, 
benefit  provided  by  the  Prouty  amend- 
ment. This  amount,  although  small,  will 
substantially  help  him  to  raise  his  stand- 
ard of  living.  Bill  Smith,  on  the  other 
hand,  will  become  72  on  January  1,  1968. 
Therefore,  because  of  his  date  of  birth 
he  will  have  to  continue  to  make  do  on 
his  present  income.  He  is  too  old  to  go 
out  and  locate  a  job  for  a  long  enough 
period  of  time  to  qualify  for  coverage. 
Bill  Smith  will  perhaps  be  frustrated, 
discouraged,  and  jealous  of  his  neighbor, 
John  Jones.  He  does  not  understand  why 
Congress  has  capriciously  acted  to 
stretch  out  a  helping  hand  to  John 
Jones,  while  with  the  other  arm  it  re- 
strains him  from  benefiting  as  well. 

The  unfortunate  plight  of  the  Bill 
Smiths  of  this  country  can  be  seen  in 
an  even  more  absurd  light  when  we  con- 
sider our  second  point. 

Bill  Smith  will  be  prevented  from  re- 
ceiving any  social  security  benefit  be- 
cause he  failed  to  contribute  $13.20  to  the 
social  security  trust  fund.  Yes,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, thousands  of  individuals  will  be 
prevented  from  receiving  aid  under  the 
Prouty  amendment  because  they  failed 
to  work  three  quarters,  earning  $50  a 
quarter  and  thereby  at  present  tax  rates 
contributed  with  his  employer  $13.20  to 
the  trust  fund.  If  Bill  Smith  considers 
this  fact,  he  will  become  even  more  bit- 
ter and  disillusioned.  For,  a  miniscule 
amount  of  money  stands  between  him 
and  $50  a  month  for  the  remainder  of 
his  life. 

Mr.  President,  I  realize  that  we  can- 
not expect  at  this  session  of  Congress  to 
enact  legislation  which  will  effectively 
and  completely  alleviate  the  condition  of 
over  7  million  aged  poor  in  this  country. 
There  are  over  23  other  million  poor  who 
must  be  aided.  Our  resources,  although 
great,  are  limited.  We  are  financing  an 
expensive  war.  Nevertheless,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  does  not  seem  fair  or  just  to  ex- 
tend benefits  to  citizens  born  in  1895 — 
and  thereby  raise  the  hopes  and  expecta- 
tions of  many  born  a  few  years  later — 
while  refusing  the  same  benefits  a  year 
later  to  citizens  born  in  1896. 

This  is  the  gist  of  my  third  argument. 
Can  we  consider  that  we  have  established 
a  precedent  by  enacting  legislation  in 
1966  which  blanketed-in  those  who 
through  no  fault  of  their  own  retired  be- 
fore their  jobs  were  covered  by  social 
security?  Keep  in  mind  that  this  legisla- 
tion has  been  cited  by  both  the  Finance 
and  Ways  and  Means  Committees  and 
the  administration  as  having  the  bene- 
ficial effect  of  drawing  older  Americans 
off  welfare  rolls.  If  we  have  established 
a  precedent,  and  I  believe  we  have,  can 
we  realistically,  equitably  and  fairly  re- 
tract our  promise,  our  glimmer  of  hope, 
and  retreat  again  behind  the  old  addage 
which  dictates  that  all  social  security 
beneficiaries  must  contribute  some 
amount,  however  small,  to  the  trust 
fund  in  order  to  establish  their  eligibility 
for  benefits? 
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I  think  not,  Mr.  President.  I  think  not. 
It  is  imperative  that  this  slender  thread 
of  hope  be  extended  to  those  reaching  72 
this  year — that  a  glimmer  of  sunshine  be 
allowed  to  penetrate  the  gloom  of  poverty 
and  partially  illuminate  the  dim,  dark 
lives  of  thousands  of  older  Americans 
who  will  turn  72  after  January  1,  1968. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President,  I  sub- 
mit to  the  Senate  an  amendment  co- 
sponsored  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton] 
which  is  very  simple  in  words  and  intent. 
It  merely  extends  the  benefits  first 
granted  under  the  Prouty  amendment  of 
1966  for  another  year.  If  you  will  look  at 
the  green  pamphlet  I  have  had  passed  out 
entitled  "Special  Payments  for  People  72 
or  Over"  under  the  section  "Payments 
for  Single  and  Married  People,"  you  will 
see  a- table  indicating  the  transitional  re- 
quirements included  in  my  amendment 
during  the  conference.  My  present 
amendment  merely  advances  the  date  for 
each  of  the  years  listed  there  and  allows 
senior  citizens  born  in  1896  to  be  granted 
benefits  without  having  to  meet  any 
coverage  requirements. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pamphlet  I  have  cited  be  reprinted  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  my  re- 
marks along  with  a  revised  table  indi- 
catin  g  the  change  which  my  amend- 
ment would  make. 

This  is  the  least  we  can  do  to  indicate 
our  continued  concern  for  a  large  group 
of  older  Americans.  I  ask  for  your  sup- 
port in  this  endeavor. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent for  the  following  items  to  be  inserted 
in  the  Record  at  this  point: 

First,  a  statement  explaining  my 
amendment. 

Second,  a  brochure  describing  present 
Prouty  amendment  benefits. 

Third,  a  chart  showing  teacher's  pen- 
sions in  the  United  States  in  relation  to 
teacher's  salaries  by  State. 

Fourth,  a  memorandum  describing 
legislative  attempts  at  enacting  pension 
legislation  by  States  in  1967. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Explanation  of  Prouty  Amendment  To  Ex- 
tend Eligibility  Period  for  Special  Age 
72  Benefit 

This  amendment  would  simply  extend  the 
Prouty  Amendment  of  1966  for  one  year. 

In  other  words,  individuals  born  in  1896 
and  reaching  age  72  subsequent  to  January  1, 
1969  would  be  eligible  for  such  Social  Secu- 
rity funds  as  provided  for  under  the  pres- 
ent bill  without  having  to  meet  any  eli- 
gibility requirements  as  to  social  security 
coverage. 

Beginning  in  1969,  three  quarters  of  so- 
cial security  coverage  is  required  and  in 
subsequent  years  an  additional  three  quar- 
ters is  required  annually  until  three  years 
is  reached. 

Attached  are  a  brochure  explaining  the 
benefits  provided  under  the  Prouty  Amend- 


ment of  1966  and  a  table  indicating  the 
change  in  the  transitional  provision  of  this 
amendment  which  I  am  now  suggesting. 

CHANGES  UNDER  PROUTY  AMENDMENT 

Those  born  in  1896  or  becoming  72  sub- 
sequent to  January  1,  1968  would  be  eligible 
for  benefits  under  the  Prouty  amendment 
without  having  to  meet  coverage  require- 
ments. In  following  years  coverage  require- 
ments would  run  as  follows: 


Year  born 


Need  credit  for  this  much 
work  (years) 


Men 


Women 


1897   

  H 

u 

1898  _  

  m 

1899  _  

  2M 

(') 

1900   

  3 

<l) 

1901  

— -   0) 

(') 

'Same  as  for  regular  social  security  retirement  benefits. 

[Prom  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration] 

Special  Payments  for  People  72  or  Over 
Under  a  Change  Made  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Law  in  1966 

new  special  payments  for  older  people 

A  change  made  in  the  social  security  law 
this  year  provides  for  special  cash  payments 
to  men  and  women  72  or  older  who  cannot 
qualify  for  regular  social  security  benefits. 

Under  this  new  provision,  people  who  were 
born  before  1896  may  receive  a  special  bene- 
fit beginning  at  72  even  though  they  never 
worked  under  social  security. 

Men  born  between  1895  and  1900  and 
women  born  between  1895  and  1898  need 
credit  for  some  work  under  social  security  to 
get  these  payments  at  72,  but  not  as  much  as 
is  required  for  regular  social  security  bene- 
fits. 

This  leaflet  tells  about  the  new  payments, 
shows  who  is  eligible,  and  tells  what  to  do  if 
you  think  you  can  qualify.  These  payments 
can  be  paid  for  October  1966,  and  the  first 
checks  will  be  mailed  early  in  November. 

WHAT  YOU  SHOULD  DO 

If  you  will  be  72  or  over  in  October  and 
have  already  applied  for  hospital  insurance 
protection,  someone  from  your  social  secu- 
rity office  will  get  in  touch  with  you  before 
October  1966.  Until  then  you  do  not  need 
to  get  in  touch  with  your  social  security 
office  or  do  anything  at  all. 

But,  if  you  are  one  of  the  few  people  who 
have  not  applied  for  hospital  insurance  pro- 
tection and  will  be  72  or  over  in  October,  you 
should  get  in  touch  with  your  social  secu- 
rity office  now.  Ask  about  hospital  insurance 
protection,  as  well  as  the  new  special  pay- 
ment. 

If  you  are  not  sure  whether  you  can 
qualify,  or  there  is  something  you  do  not 
understand,  ask  about  it  at  your  social  secu- 
rity office. 

If  you  reach  72  after  October — If  you  will 
be  72  after  October  1966,  you  can  apply  for 
the  special  payment  3  months  before  the 
month  you  reach  72. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  SINGLE  AND  MARRIEIT  PEOPLE 

If  you  are  a  single  man  or  woman  and  were 
born  before  1896,  you  may  receive  the 
special  payment  of  $35  a  month.  If  you  were 
born  after  1895,  you  can  receive  these  pay- 
ments when  you  are  72  if  you  have  credit 


for  the  amount  of  work  under  social  security 
shown  in  the  following  table. 

If  you  are  a  married  man  and  both  you 
and  your  wife  qualify  for  the  special  pay- 
ments, you  may  receive  $35  a  month  and 
your  wife  may  get  $17.50  a  month. 


Year  born 


Meed  credit  for  this  much  work 
(in  years) 


Men 


Women 


1896  _   _ 

1897..  _   1H 

1898   2'A 

1899    3 

1900...   (i) 


Wi. 
(') 
(') 
(') 


'  Same  as  for  regular  social  security  retirement  benefits. 

Your  payments  begin  for  October  1966  if 
you  are  72  or  over  that  month.  The  October 
check  will  be  mailed  early  in  November.  If 
you  reach  72  after  October,  your  payments 
can  begin  with  the  month  of  your  72nd 
birthday. 

You  can  qualify  for  these  payments  only 
if: 

You  are  a  United  States  citizen  or 

You  were  admitted  to  the  United  States 

for  permanent  residence   and  have  lived 

here  continuously  for  5  years. 

The  special  payments  can  be  made  only 

to  people  who  live  in  one  of  the  50  States 

Or  the  District  of  Columbia. 

PENSIONS  AFFECT  ELIGIBILITY 

If  a  person  is  eligible  for  any  periodic 
benefit  under  a  governmental  pension  sys- 
tem, even  if  he  has  not  yet  applied  for  it,  his 
special  payments  will  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  the  pension  or  benefit. 

This  means  generally  that  the  amount  of 
the  special  payment  he  can  receive  will  be 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  hia 
governmental  pension  and  $35  a  month  if 
he  is  single.  If  he  is  married,  any  govern- 
mental pension  for  which  his  spouse  is  eli- 
gible woiild  also  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  figuring  the  amount  of  the  reduc- 
tion. 

"Governmental  pension  system"  means 
any  insurance  system  established  by  the 
Federal  Government,  a  State,  any  political 
sudivision  of  a  State,  or  a  wholly  govern- 
ment-owned instrumentality,  which  provides 
for  the  payment  of  pensions,  retirement  or 
retired  pay,  annuities,  or  similar  payments 
on  account  of  a  person's  personal  services. 
This  includes  any  social  security  or  railroad 
retirement  payment. 

This  reduction  does  not  apply  to  any  pay- 
ment under  any  workmen's  compensation 
law  or  any  payment  by  the  Veterans  Admin- 
istration as  compensation  for  service-con- 
nected disability  or  death. 

A  person  can  ask  at  his  social  security  dis- 
trict office  for  retailed  information  as  to  how 
this  reduction  would  apply  to  him. 

Cash  Public  Assistance  Payments — A  per- 
son cannot  receive  this  special  payment  for 
any  month  he  receives  a  State  welfare  cash 
payment.  Nor  can  the  special  payments  be 
made  to  a  person  for  any  month  his  spouse 
gets  a  cash  welfare  payment  if  his  needs 
were  taken  into  account  in  determining  eligi- 
bility or  the  amount  of  the  spouse's  pay- 
ment. 

FINANCING 

The  cost  of  payments  for  people  who  have 
no  social  security  coverage  will  be  met  from 
general  funds  of  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
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TITLE:  CHART  SHOWING  TEACHERS'  PENSIONS  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  IN  RELATION  TO  TEACHERS'  SALARIES  BY  STATE 


State 


Average  teachers'  salaries 


Per  capita  income 


Median  pension  benefits 


1960 


1965 


Alabama  

Alaska^  

Arizona  

Arkansas  

California  

Colorado  

Connecticut  

Delaware  

Florida  

Georgia  

Hawaii  

Idaho  

Illinois  

Indiana  

Iowa   - 

Kansas...  

Kentucky  

Louisiana  

Maine  __ 

Maryland  

Massachusetts.  _ 

Michigan  

Minnesota  

Mississippi  

Missouri  

Montana  

Nebraska  

Nevada  

New  Hampshire- 
New  Jersey  

New  Mexico  

New  York  

North  Carolina.. 
North  Dakota... 

Ohio   

Oklahoma  

Oregon  

Pennsulvania... 

Rhode  Island  

South  Carolina.. 
South  Dakota... 

Tennessee  

Texas  

Utah  

Vermont  

Virginia  

Washington  

West  Virginia... 

Wisconsin  

Wyoming..  


$4,  002 
6, 859 
5,590 
3, 295 
6, 600 
4,997 
6,  008 
5,  800 
5,  080 

3,  904 
5,  390 
4,216 
5,184 
5,  542 

4,  030 
4,450 
3, 327 
4,978 
3,694 

5,  557 
5,  545 
5, 654 
5,  275 
3,314 

4,  536 
4, 425 
3, 876 
5,693 
4, 455 

5,  871 
5, 382 

6,  537 
4,178 
3, 695 
5,124 
4,659 
5,  535 
5,  308 
5, 499 
3,450 

3,  725 
3, 929 
4,708 
5,  096 
4,466 
4,312 
5. 643 
3, 952 

4,  870 
4,  937 


Percent 
increase 


1960 


1965 


Percent 
increase 


1960 


1965 


Percent 
increase 


Recipients 


$5,  350 
8,598 
7,165 
4,755 
8, 600 

6,  577 
7,562 

7,  532 
6,378 

5,  550 
7,025 
5,856 
7,225 
7,292 
6,067 
5,957 
5,200 
5,987 
5,600 
7,105 
7, 350 
7,200 

6,  800 

4,  327 
6, 027 
5,900 
5, 350 
7, 322 
5, 843 
7, 233 
6,598 
8, 400 

5,  523 
5, 375 

6,  558 
5,894 
6,953 
6, 830 
6,750 
4,  847 
4,  850 
5,217 
6,  080 
6,  525 
5, 808 
5, 898 
7,185 
5, 433 
6, 650 
6, 572 


33.7 
25.4 
28.2 
44.3 
30.3 
31.6 
25.9 
29.9 
25.6 
42.2 
30.3 
38.9 
39.4 
31.6 
50.5 
33.9 
56.3 
20.3 
51.6 
27.9 
32.6 
27.3 
28.9 
30.6 
32.9 
33.3 
38.0 
28.6 
31.2 
23.2 
22.6 
28.5 
32.2 
45.5 
28.0 
26.5 
25.6 
28.7 
22.7 
40.5 
30.2 
32.8 
92.1 
28.0 
30.  0 
36.8 
27.3 
37.5 
36.6 
33.1 


$1,  487 
2,  821 
2, 037 
1,379 
2,705 
2, 275 
2,  804 
2,735 
1,954 
1,639 
2,369 
1,845 
2,651 
2,194 
1,988 
2,168 
1,586 
1,655 
1,842 
2,347 
2,  457 
2, 321 
2,115 
1,204 
2,115 
2, 039 
2,110 
2, 862 
2, 151 
2,711 
1,885 
2, 740 
1,560 
1,718 
2, 341 
1,867 
2, 230 
2, 241 
2,213 
1,582 
1,718 
1,545 
1,927 
1,964 
2,012 
1,843 
2, 345 
1,602 
2,170 
2, 260 


$1,910 
3, 187 
2, 370 
1,845 
3,258 
2,710 
3,  401 
3,  392 
2,423 
2,159 
2, 879 
2,395 
3,280 
2, 846 
2,676 
2,639 
2,045 
2,067 
2,277 
3, 001 
3,  050 
3, 010 
2, 666 
1,608 
2, 663 
2, 438 
2, 629 
3,311 
2,  547 
3, 237 
2,193 
3, 278 
2,  041 
2, 279 
2,829 
2,289 
2, 761 
2,747 
2,823 
1,846 
2,213 
2, 013 
2,  338 
2, 355 
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Pension  Legislation  by  States,  1967 
(Compiled  by  the  National  Retired  Teachers 
Association,  August  1967) 

(Legislatures  in  all  but  a  few  States  were 
in  session  during  the  first  half  of  1967  and 
most  State  RTA  legislative  programs  included 
attempts  to  improve  pension  laws. 

(Some  of  the  following  reports  are  stories 
of  successes  in  the  legislature.  Some  tell  only 
of  defeat,  delay  or  frustration.  In  any  case, 
we  believe  they  are  factual.  The  victory  in  a 
neighbor  State  should  provide  your  officers 
some  hope  and  guidance.  The  story  of  a  lost 
battle  this  year  may  serve  as  an  alarm  and  a 
challenge  in  looking  to  next  year's  campaign. 

(State  pension  benefits  show  even  a  wider 
range  between  States  than  do  either  per 
capita  income  or  average  teacher  salaries. 
This  is  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  costs  of  living 
vary  little  between  the  so-called  well-to-do 
States  and  the  less  wealthy  ones. 

(In  some  States  retired  teachers  are  the 
victims  of  a  reactionary  legislature.  In  some 
they  suffer  because  of  the  indifference  of  the 
Governor.  In  a  few  States  it  is  due  to  a  lack 
of  cooperation  from  the  Retirement  System 
Secretary. 

(The  following  reports  should  be  helpful  as 
RTA  officers  and  Legislative  Committees  plan 
future  campaigns  for  pension  increases  and 
cost-of-living  adjustments.) 

ALABAMA 

In  November  1966  legislation  was  passed 
which  provides  pension  increases  to  3700  of 
the  5000  retirees.  This  law  in  effect  assured 
retired  teachers  with  30  years'  service  a  pen- 
sion of  $150  a  month,  with  proportional  in- 
creases to  those  with  fewer  years  of  service. 

During  1967,  the  ARTA  has  continuously 
urged  the  Governor  and  the  Legislature  to 
provide  a  10%  cost-of-living  pension  increase 
to  all  retirees.  Vigorous  activity  to  secure  this 
legislation  is  continuing  as  of  August  1,  but 


no  firm  assurance  of  success  has  yet  come 
from  the  Governor  or  the  Legislature. 

W.  E.  Snuggs, 
President  ARTA. 

ALASKA 

1.  Alaska  teacher  retiree  pensions  are  ex- 
empt from  State  and  municipal  taxes  and  are 
not  subject  to  execution,  attachment,  gar- 
nishment, or  other  process. 

2.  Cost-of-living  allowance  for  permanent 
residence  in  Alaska  is  10%  of  retirement  in- 
come. 

3.  A  post-retirement  pension  adjustment 
is  payable  when  the  cost  of  living  has  in- 
creased and  the  financial  condition  of  the 
fund  permits. 

4.  Eligibility  for  retirement  income  is 
changed  from  25  years  to  15  years  with  a 
minimum  of  10  years  in  Alaska.  Ten  years 
is  the  maximum  of  out-of-state  service.  Full 
benefit  may  start  at  age  60. 

5.  Payment  into  the  retirement  system  is 
5%  of  the  actual  salary  starting  with 
1966-67. 

6.  Retirement  income  is  computed  on  the 
average  of  the  highest  three  years  times 
1  y2  %  times  the  number  of  years  of  service. 

7.  A  supplemental  contribution  of  1%  of 
the  salary  provides  a  pension  for  the  spouse 
equal  to  one  half  of  the  teachers  retirement 
salary  upon  death. 

8.  No  retired  teacher  receives  a  pension 
below  $100  per  month. 

Mrs.  Lola  C.  Lilly, 

President  ARTA. 

ARIZONA 

Arizona  teachers  are  retired  under  three 
retirement  laws: 

1.  Teachers  retiring  before  1943  receive 
$170  per  month.  This  is  about  2%  or  28 
teachers. 

2.  Teachers  retiring  between  1943  and  1953 
retired  under  Teachers'  Retirement  Act.  This 


is  about  22%  or  300  teachers.  They  receive 
$3  per  month  for  every  year  prior  service 
(before  1943)  and  a  very  small  annuity 
started  in  1943.  Many  get  less  than  $90  per 
month  and  the  highest  would  receive  very 
little  over  $125.  They  get  no  Social  Security. 

3.  About  76%  of  our  teachers  (about  1070) 
retired  after  1953.  They  are  under  the  State 
Retirement  Law  which  also  includes  State 
highway  patrol,  State  and  county  employees. 
This  group  receives  $3  per  month  (raised  to 
$3.75)  for  each  year  of  prior  service  before 
1943,  an  annuity  started  in  1943,  and  Social 
Security.  Most  of  this  group  receives  over 
$200  per  month. 

Last  March  our  State  Legislature  passed 
a  law  which  increased  prior  service  25%  (or 
to  $3.75)  for  those  under  State  Retirement 
Law.  The  bill  increased  the^_  annuity  pay- 
ment from  3y2%  to  5%  by  the  active  teach- 
ers and  the  counties. 

We  got  figures  which  showed  how  much 
the  increase  would  cost  if  it  were  amortized 
over  20  years.  This  seemed  to  help  get  the 
bill  out  of  the  Education  Committee  where 
it  had  been  held. 

As  the  Legislature  neared  closing,  legisla- 
tors would  tell  us  they  thought  it  was  too  late 
to  pass  the  bill.  We  took  the  attitude  that 
there  was  plenty  of  time.  Mr.  Stewart  was  in 
Phoenix  on  the  day  before  adjournment  and 
the  bill  passed  on  the  final  day.  Dont'  give  up. 
R.  V.  Kessler, 

NRTA  State  Director. 
George  T.  Stewart, 

ARTA  President. 

ARKANSAS 

The  Arkansas  Legislature  passed  Act  637  in 
1967  which  provides  substantial  increases  for 
many  retirees.  As  a  result,  any  retirant  on 
the  rolls  on  May  1,  1965,  with  ten  years  or 
more  of  Arkanasas  service  will  receive  a 
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minimum  of  640  times  the  years  of  proved 
service. 

The  Legislature  also  passed  a  law  to  provide 
St-ate  property  tax  exemption  on  Park  View 
To— er  :ie  Arkansas  retired  teachers'  apart- 
ment building.  There  are  now  46  names  on 
the  waiting  list  for  admission  to  Park  View 
Tower. 

Beryl  Henet, 

NRTA  State  Director. 
JaIEES  B.  Aeeakam, 
ARTA  Legislative  Committee. 

CALIFORNIA 

AJ3.  98,  tbe  Retirement  bill  developed  by 
the  California  ETA,  was  signed  by  the 
Governor,  June  20,  1967.  It  provides  gradu- 


ated increases  ranging  from  2%  to  23 To. 
Specifically  the  increases  are  as  follows: 

Percent 

Retirement  year:  increases 

1956  and  prior   23 

1957    19 

1958    14 

1959    13 

1960    10 

1961   9 

1962    7 

1963    6 

1964    4 

1965    2 


The  increase  is  computed  only  on  the  first 
$300  of  monthly  retirement  pension. 
Biography  of  AJB.  98 

Sept-Dec.  1966:  Conferences  and  prepara- 
tion of  first  draft  of  bill;  clearance  with 
Legislative  Council. 

Jan.  10,  1967:  Bill  introduced  in  Assembly 
by  Assemblyman  Edward  Elliott;  numbered 
A3.  98;  read  first  time. 

Jan.  11,  1967:  Referred  to  Education  Com- 
mittee; to  printer. 

Jan.  12,  1967:  From  primer;  to  Education 
Commirtee. 

Jan.  26,  1967:  Withdrawn  from  Education 
fyvmmitt.pp;  re-referred  to  Committee  on  Re- 
tirement Systems. 

Feb.  27,  1967:  Amended  and  passed  unani- 
mously by  Retirement  Systems  Committee; 
referred  to  Ways  &  Means  Committee 

Feb.  28,  1967:  Read  second  time  in  Assem- 
bly; sent  to  printer. 

Mar.  1.  1967:  From  printer;  reported  cor- 
rectly engrossed;  re-referred  to  Ways  &  Means 
Committee. 

Mar.  31,  1967:  From  Committee  Chairman, 
with  author's  amendments;  to  amend  and 
refer  to  Ways  &  Means  Committee;  read  sec- 
ond time  as  amended;  to  printer. 

Apr.  3,  1967:  From  printer;  reported  cor- 
rectly engrossed;  re-referred  to  Ways  & 
Means  Commirtee. 

Apr.  6,  1967:  From  Committee,  to  amend; 
passed  unanimously  as  amended. 

Apr.  10,  1967:  Read  second  time  in  Assem- 
bly as  amended;  to  printer;  ordered  returned 
to  second  reading  file. 

Apr.  11,  1967:  From  printer;  reported  cor- 
rectly engrossed;  to  third  reading. 

Apr.  12.  1967:  Urgency  clause  adopted; 
read  third  time;  passed  in  Assembly  by  vote 
of  71  to  0;  title  approved;  sent  to  Senate. 

Apr.  12,  1967:  In  Senate,  read  first  time; 
referred  to  Committee  on  Governmental 
Efficiency. 

May  3,  1967:  From  Committee,  amended, 
and  passed  unanimously  as  amended;  re- 
ferred to  Senate  Finance  Committee. 

May  4,  1967:  In  Senate,  read  second  time 
as  amended;  to  printer,  and  to  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee. 

May  16,  1967:  From  Committee  Cbairman 
to  Senate  with  author's  amendments;  read 
in  Senate  as  amended;  to  printer,  and  to 
Finance  Committee. 

May  23,  1967:  Unanimous  "Do  Pass"  by 
Senate  Finance  Committee. 

May  24,  1967:  Read  second  time  in  Senate 
as  amended;  to  third  reading. 


June  7,  1967  Urgency  clause  adopted;  read 
third  time;  passed  in  Senate  by  vote  of  30 
to  0;  title  approved;  to  Assembly  for  con- 
currence. 

June  8,  1967  Notice  in  Assembly,  con- 
currence in  Senate  amendments  pending. 

June  9,  1967  Senate  amendments  con- 
curred in  by  Assembly;  to  enrollment. 

June  13,  1967  Bill  duly  enrolled  and  sent 
to  Governor  at  1  P.M. 

June  20,  1967  AR.  98  signed  by  Gover- 
nor Ronald  Reagan,  3:30  PJM. 

Comment 

In  other  words,  from  its  first  draft  to  the 
final  signature  by  Governor  Reagan,  a  series 
of  twenty-five  steps  were  involved  in  secur- 
ing the  final  passage  of  A.B.  98.  In  tbe  proc- 
ess, the  bill  was  amended  five  times,  was 
printed  five  times,  and  ended  with  sixty-five 
Assemblymen  and  tnirteen  Senators  listed 
as  co-authors.  Since  the  bill  was  heard  in 
advance  of  final  adoption  of  the  State 
budget,  separate  letters  of  approval  from  the 
Governor  also  bad  to  be  obtained  before 
being  heard  by  the  Assembly  Ways  &  Means 
Committee  and  by  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee. AJB.  98  is  one  of  the  very  few 
measures  passed  unanimously  by  all  four 
legislative  committees  and  by  both  bouses 
of  the  legislature. 

The  only  serious  "illness"  in  tbe  career 
of  A3.  98  came  after  its  final  passage  when 
The  Senate  removed  the  necessary  appropria- 
tion of  $9,500,000  from  their  version  of  the 
general  State  budget.  This  was  put  back  in 
the  budget  by  the  Conference  Committee 
of  both  bouses. 

Along  with  the  many  personal  contacts 
with  legislators,  it  takes  a  lot  of  patient 
persistence — and  not  a  little  legwork — to  get 
a  bill  through  the  California  Legislature, 
particularly  wben  it  involves  a  money  ap- 
propriation. 

R  C.  GlLLINGHAai, 

Chairman,  CRT  A  Legislative  Committee. 

COLORADO 

The  Colorado  RTA,  in  1967,  tried  for  pas- 
sage of  a  bill  to  provide  (1)  a  IV2  %  increase 
per  year  on  the  basic  retirement  benefit,  or 
(2)  a  cumulative  annual  increase  based  di- 
rectly on  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  if 
smaller.  The  bill  was  defeated  in  the  Legis- 
lature. 

Olga  A.  Hellbeck, 
CRT  A  State  Director. 

CONNECTICUT 

The  Connecticut  RTA  presented  to  the 
State  Legislature  a  proposal  for  adjustment 
of  pensions  geared  to  recent  increases  in  the 
cost  of  living.  The  cost  of  the  original  pro- 
posal was  estimated  at  $3,750,000. 

The  Legislature  passed  its  revision  of  the 
proposal,  but  it  cut  the  benefits  to  retired 
teachers  to  $960,000.  Under  tbe  version  which 
was  passed,  teachers  who  retired  before  1958 
will  receive  increases  in  excess  of  10  % ,  witb  a 
limited  number  benefitting  by  increases  of 
$1000  a  year. 

Members  of  tbe  CRTA  Legislative  Com- 
mittee and  tbeir  officers  expressed  disap- 
pointment at  their  treatment  by  the  Legisla- 
ture. In  their  view  the  Legislature  treated 
their  case  too  mucb  as  a  "welfare"  problem. 

Joseph  A.  Fitzgerald, 

President  CRTA. 

DELAWARE 

Delaware  improved  its  Retired  Teachers 
Pensions  about  two  years  ago  by  increasing 
by  $50  a  month  tbe  pension  of  persons  who 
retired  before  1954  wbo  receive  no  Social 
Security. 

Our  penison  until  1966  was  a  noncontribu- 
tory  plan  witb  a  maximum  of  $250  a  month 
plus  Social  Security.  Beginning  in  1966  witb 
a  contributory  plan,  our  maximum  will  be 
approximately  $500  a  montb  after  30  years  of 
teacbing;  it  will  not  become  effective  until 
1971,  except  for  teachers  who  retired  in  1966 


and  up  to  1971  witb  the  qualified  number  of 
years  wbo  are  able  "to  buy  into"  the  plan. 

Our  Governor  bas  recently  (May  26)  ap- 
pointed a  Pension  Study  Committee  of  eleven 
members  from  different  walks  of  life — busi- 
ness, education,  legislature.  We  are  happy  to 
bave  one  of  our  members  on  the  committee, 
since  our  DRTA  is  tbe  largest  single  segment 
of  pensioners.  Tbe  General  Assembly  appro- 
priated $25,000  for  the  use  of  this  committee 
in  its  research.  They  will  make  recommenda- 
tion following  this  research. 

Anna  E.  Gallaher, 

DRTA  President. 

FLORIDA 

The  Florida  RTA  has  fought  continuously 
and  vigorously  for  good  pension  improve- 
ments in  1967.  Results  have  been  extremely 
limited,  due  largely  to  opposition  from  the 
Governor  and  neglect  by  the  Legislature,  or 
a  combination  of  both. 

One  bill  will  provide  specific  help  to  very 
old  retirees  who  do  not  have  any  Social  Se- 
curity income.  For  those  witb  any  Social 
Security  benefits  no  increases  or  very  meager 
increases  will  be  the  result. 

The  Legislature  did  pass  a  bill  prepared 
by  the  Florida  State  Director  which  requires 
that  a  retired  teacher  be  added  to  the  Board 
of  Trustees  which  manages  the  Teachers  Re- 
tirement System. 

A.  R.  Mead, 
NRTA  State  Director. 

GEORGIA 

We  bave  made  no  progress  as  far  as  en- 
acted bills  are  concerned  in  this  1967  Legis- 
lature. The  Governor  promised  to  belp  us, 
but  reneged  when  the  time  came. 

We  bad  one  main  objective  in  this  year's 
Legislature,  viz,  to  get  a  retiree  on  the  Board 
which  governs  the  Retirement  System.  Since 
we  as  retired  teachers,  started  this  Retire- 
ment System,  we  think  we  sbould  have  repre- 
sentation in  its  administration.  We  are  asking 
the  Legislature  to  grant  us  this  right.  We  bad 
very  able  assistance  from  several  members  of 
the  Legislature,  but  the  members  of  the  Re- 
tirement Board  and  the  Executive  Secretary 
do  not  want  a  retiree  on  this  Board.  They 
amended  the  bill  to  add  two  members  of 
their  choice,  not  retirees,  which  would  can- 
cel the  effectiveness  of  a  retiree  completely. 
The  bill  was  killed  in  Committee. 

Due  to  the  lack  of  cooperation  of  tbe  Sec- 
retary of  tbe  Retirement  Board,  we  have  no 
way  of  knowing  bow  many  retirees  are  below 
$100,  or  $125  in  monthly  pensions.  We  do 
think  there  are  many,  as  we  get  reports  from 
Nursing  Homes  and  individuals  concerned. 
As  to  definite  numbers,  we  do  not  know.  We 
bave  no  lists  of  retirees  now  receiving  pen- 
sions and  can  not  get  this  information  from 
the  Pension  Office. 

Hannah  S.  Flanigen. 

GRTA  President. 

HAWAII 

The  formula  used  to  figure  retirement  pay 
for  teachers  and  others  has  been  revised  twice 
within  the  last  few  years.  Tbe  last  change 
was  effected  in  1965. 

This  change  amounted  to  2^  as  against 
tbe  former  1%%  of  one's  average  annual 
salary  over  the  last  five  best  years,  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  years  in  service  before  re- 
tirement. A  very  bandsome  increase  indeed. 
In  addition,  it  provided  that  those  retiring 
after  June  30,  1965,  are  not  required  to  bave 
deducted  from  retirement  pay  $1.25  per 
month  for  each  year  spent  in  Social  Security 
before  retirement.  This  last  item  known 
here  as  the  Social  Security  off-set  could 
amount  to  a  deduction  of  $50  a  montb  for 
a  teacher  baving  taugbt  40  years. 

We  will  request  the  1968  Legislature  to  do 
away  witb  this  charge  to  those  who  retired 
between  1956-64  inclusive  (Social  Security 
began  in  1956).  This  request  is  now  being 
studied  by  tbe  Retirement  System. 
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Retirees  now  also  enjoy  a  post- retirement 
annual  increase  of  1  y2  % .  This  provision  is 
also  being  studied  by  the  system  as  we  have 
requested  it  be  increased  to  at  least  2%  in 
1968. 

John  Ferreira,  Jr., 

HRTA  President. 

IDAHO 

The  Idaho  RTA  bill  passed  in  1967  raises 
the  pension  from  $3  to  $4  for  every  year 
taught,  for  those  teachers  who  retired  before 
1958.  Before  that  time  teachers  did  not  re- 
ceive Social  Security.  This  will  aid  about  375 
teachers. 

In  Idaho  we  have  about  957  teachers  re- 
tired from  service.  There  are  617  who  receive 
less  than  $100  per  month,  but  one  must  con- 
sider years  of  tenure  here.  Some  teachers 
do  not  draw  their  full  amount  each  month, 
reserving  a  sum  for  a  beneficiary.  Drawing 
disabled  benefits  are  28  teachers,  of  whom 
27  receive  less  than  $100  per  month. 

RTA  groups  find  every  opportunity  to 
acquaint  legislators  and  those  in  influential 
positions  about  the  real  need  of  retired 
teachers. 

Bertha  A.  Mayer, 
Former  President  1RTA. 

ILLINOIS 

The  Illinois  Retired  Teachers  Association 
succeeded  in  getting  through  the  Illinois  Leg- 
islature a  bill  for  supplementary  payments 
which  would  provide  pensions  up  to  $75  per 
year  of  service  up  to  45  years,  the  retiree 
paying  $5  per  year  of  service  into  the  Supple- 
mentary Payments  Fund,  disability  pensions 
to  be  increased  from  $1,000  to  $1,500.  As  of 
August  1,  the  bill  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
Governor. 

After  the  bill  was  formulated,  a  resume 
was  sent  throughout  the  State,  with  an 
accompanying  table  showing  how  the  bill 
would  work,  so  that  all  retirees  would  be 
familiar  with  them. 

When  the  bill  was  put  in  the  hands  of 
the  Senator  and  Representative  who  would 
introduce  it,  a  statement  was  sent  to  all  re- 
tirees, again  stating  the  proposals  and  re- 
questing them  immediately  to  write  or  talk 
with  their  legislators,  asking  them  to  sup- 
port the  bill.  This  the  teachers  did,  so  that 
when  the  bill  came  up  for  a  vote  the  legis- 
lators were  already  familiar  with  the  provi- 
sions and  had  committed  themselves  to  their 
constituents. 

When  the  bill  was  to  come  up  for  vote, 
bulletins  were  sent  out  asking  all  chapters 
to  arrange  for  carloads  of  retirees  to  fill  the 
galleries  of  the  legislative  chambers.  Three 
hundred  retirees  filled  the  halls  and  galleries. 
The  bill  passed  both  House  and  Senate  by 
astounding  majorities.  Now  we  await  the 
Governor's  action. 

Bess  Hale, 
Legislative  Chairman  I  RTA. 

INDIANA 

The  Indiana  RTA  carried  on  an  active 
legislative  campaign  in  1967  seeking  to  secure 
an  automatic  1  y2  %  cost-of-living  increment 
to  the  pensions  of  retired  teachers.  Several 
steps  in  the  legislative  process  were  cleared, 
but  nevertheless  the  bill  was  not  passed. 
It  now  appears  that  in  the  1969  Legislature 
we  can  build  on  this  year's  progress  and  that 
there  is  a  reasonable  prospect  of  success  at 
that  time. 

SAMPLE  OF  PENSION  INCREASES  PROVIDED  INDIANA  RE- 
TIRED TEACHERS  SINCE  DATE  OF  ORIGINAL  RETIRE- 
MENT 


Average 

Present 

Age  group  June  30, 

Number 

Monthly 

average 

1966 

in  group 

benefit  at 

monthly 

retirement 

benefit 

80  to  84  

854 

$99. 87 

$165. 27 

85  to  89  

360 

76.13 

168. 97 

90  to  94  

104 

55.34 

160.86 

Hilda  Maehling, 

President,  I  RTA. 

IOWA 

We  believe  the  following  facts  are  closely 
related  to  our  problem  of  securing  adequate 
pension  adjustments  in  Iowa. 

We  have  12,421  retired  teachers  and  their 
pension  benefits  from  State  and  local  pen- 
sions average  $360  a  year. 

Our  pensions  have  been  supplemented  by 
Social  Security  since  Jan.  1,  1951.  The  result 
is  that  many  of  our  teachers  who  retired 
before  that  date  have  not  had  the  benefits 
of  Social  Security. 

Average  per  capita  income  in  Iowa  in  1960 
was  $1,988.  It  had  risen  to  $2,676  in  1965  ac- 
cording to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce. 
This  shows  an  improvement  in  our  Iowa 
economy  of  more  than  36  % .  Nevertheless,  the 
Retired  Teachers  Association  has  had  very 
little  success  in  securing  pension  improve- 
ments from  the  Legislature. 

The  average  salary  of  the  active  teacher 
in  Iowa  in  1960  was  $4,030.  It  was  $6,067  in 
1965,  an  increase  of  slightly  more  than  50%. 
However,  the  Legislature  has  not  succeeded 
during  those  years  in  providing  any  substan- 
tial increase  in  the  pensions  of  our  older  re- 
tired teachers. 

Leaders  and  members  of  our  Legislature 
could  make  a  great  contribution  to  the  self- 
respect  of  their  former  teachers  by  providing 
them  with  more  adequate  pension.  We  be- 
lieve our  Governor  and  Legislature  would  do 
well  to  adjust  pensions  promptly  in  propor- 
tion to  increases  in  costs  of  living  and  in 
accordance  with  the  improved  economy  of 
our  State. 

Genevieve  D.  Johnson, 

NRTA  State  Director. 

KANSAS 

The  Kansas  annuity  is  the  result  of  a  com- 
bination of  two  funds.  The  first  is  the  service 
annuity  fund  provided  by  the  State.  This 
fund  provides  for  the  top  bracket  with  25  to 
35  years  of  service,  inclusive,  $3.50  per  month 
for  each  year  of  service,  the  maximum  being 
$122.50.  Added  to  this  is  the  savings  annuity 
resulting  from  the  deduction  from  all  salary 
received  of  4%  to  $5000.  On  June  1,  1967, 
there  were  4816  retirees.  The  average  annuity 
was  $88.18.  The  maximum  annuity  was 
$155.61.  At  this  time  those  receiving  $100 
or  more  number  approximately  2300  and  those 
receiving  $125  or  more  number  approximate- 
ly 1300.  These  amounts  will  continue  to  in- 
crease as  salaries  are  increased  and  the  sav- 
ings fund  increases.  The  savings  fund  now 
pays  4%  in  each  account.  Also,  all  teachers 
retiring  after  January  1,  1955  are  receiving 
Social  Security. 

Legislative  techniques  which  I  have  felt 
successful  are  (1)  Present  a  brief  of  not  over 
three  proposals  that  can  be  easily  presented, 
based  on  facts  and  not  overstated.  (2)  Se- 
cure the  full  support  of  the  retirees  as  well 
as  many  other  interested  organizations.  (3) 
Make  personal  contact  with  the  legislators 
on  the  local  level  and  especially  by  those  in 
need  of  the  proposed  legislation.  (4)  A  con- 
tinuous flow  of  letters,  telegrams  and  per- 
sonal contacts.  (5)  A  lobbying  committee 
that  can  continually  be  on  the  alert  for  hear- 
ings and  contacts  while  the  Legislature  is  in 
session. 

Donald  A.  McConnell, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee. 

KENTUCKY 

The  Kentucky  Legislature  did  not  meet  in 
1967.  Our  Legislative  Committee  decided  on 
only  two  items  for  presentation  to  the  1968 
Legislature. 

-  1.  That  provision  be  made  for  a  retired 
teacher  on  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Re- 
tirement System. 

2.  That  an  increase  of  $10  per  credit  year 
be  made  in  the  pensions  of  all  retired  teach- 
ers. 

This  increase  will  have  the  effect  of  raising 
the  average  retirement  pension  to  about  $140 


per  month.  In  addition  there  is  a  1%  cost- 
of-living  allowance  which  became  effective 
July  1,  1967,  which  amounts  to  $1.25  to  $1.40 
per  month  for  the  average  teacher. 

Further,  we  will  ask  for  better  representa- 
tion in  the  Kentucky  Education  Association. 

Prior  to  July  1,  1966,  when  our  10%  in- 
crease became  effective,  information  secured 
from  the  Retirement  Office  showed  the  fol- 
lowing pensions  for  members  of  the  Kentucky 
Retired  Teachers  Association: 


Amount  of 

Percent  of 

Number  of 

pension 

members 

retirees 

(monthly) 

$50  or  less—  — 

1.7 

52 

$50  to  $75  

4.2 

153 

$75  to  $99 

11.3 

413 

$100  to  $149  

43.5 

1,593 

$150  to  $199  

26.7 

977 

$200  to  $299  

10.5 

384 

$300  or  above... 

2.1 

86 

M.  J.  Clarke, 
President-Elect  KRTA. 

LOUISIANA 

This  year  the  Louisiana  Retired  Teachers 
Association  sponsored  two  bills: 

1.  H.B.  33.  In  1965,  the  Legislature  changed 
the  formula  for  computing  the  retirement 
benefit  from  iy2%  to  2 %  of  average  salary 
for  the  best  five  consecutive  years  for  each 
year  of  accredited  service,  effective  July  1, 
1965.  H.B.  33  of  1967  provided  that  those 
retired  prior  to  July  1,  1965,  are  eligible  for 
a  recomputation  of  their  benefits  under  the 
new  formula. 

2.  H.B.  34.  Act  208  of  1966  provides  a  cost- 
of-living  increase  computed  as  follows:  1% 
of  the  original  benefit  for  each  year  of  re- 
tirement. H.B.  34  sought  to  increase  the  1% 
to  2  %  and  also  to  make  eligible  for  the  cost- 
of-living  increase  beneficiaries  of  deceased 
members  who  retired  under  Option  2,  3,  or  4. 
The  bill  also  provided  for  biennial  adjust- 
ments in  accordance  with  the  Consumers 
Price  Index. 

Both  of  our  bills  passed  both  Houses  of  the 
Legislature  with  only  one  dissenting  vote,  but 
both  were  vetoed  by  the  Governor. 

P.  C.  Rogers, 
President  LRTA. 

MAINE 

The  Legislature  did  pass  a  bill  providing 
paid-up  life  insurance  for  retired  State  em- 
ployees (including  teachers)  and  permitting 
the  purchase  of  group  insurance  by  the  Re- 
tirement System.  Up  to  now,  the  State  em- 
ployees have  been  covered  only  during  the 
years  of  employment. 

A  new  Board  of  Trustees  to  administer  the 
funds  of  the  Maine  Retirement  System  has 
been  appointed  and  rules  governing  the  in- 
vestment funds  have  been  liberalized.  A  bank 
fiduciary  will  be  elected  by  the  new  Board 
to  handle  the  funds  under  the  "prudent  in- 
vestor" plan;  and  it  is  hoped  that  greater 
returns  will  be  realized,  thus  making  it  pos- 
sible for  larger  pensions. 

At  this  time,  364  retired  teachers  with  15 
and  20  years  experience  are  receiving  less 
than  $100  per  month.  I  have  been  unable  to 
obtain  the  exact  amount  for  those  retirees 
with  30—45  years  of  experience  who  receive 
less  than  $125  per  month,  but  there  are  many. 
All  of  these  retired  several  years  ago  under 
old  low-salary  systems.  We  have  3014  retired 
teachers  on  the  pension  list. 

Susie  Sylvester, 

President  MRTA. 
Leora  E.  Prentiss, 

State  Director. 

MARYLAND 

In  Maryland,  in  the  spring  of  1967,  we  were 
successful  in  having  the  Maryland  Legisla- 
ture pass,  and  the  Governor  sign,  House  Bill 
23,  which  provided  for  a  minimum  of  $2000 
yearly  for  retired  teachers  who  had  served 
twenty-five  years.  This  means  that,  begin- 
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ning  in  August  1967,  no  teacher  retiree  of  25 
years  experience  will  receive  less  than  $166 
per  month.  To  accomplish  this: 

1.  We  had  teachers  from  all  parts  of  the 
State  contact  their  Senators  and  Delegates, 
preferably  by  personal  conference. 

2.  Then  we  wrote  by  the  hundreds  to  our 
newly-elected  Governor. 

3.  Our  Legislative  Committee  and  others 
attended  hearings  and  made  a  point  to  talk 
to  the  Members  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee. 

4.  Examples  were  given  and  individual  let- 
ters were  read  at  the  hearings  telling  of  the 
hardships  of  teachers  receiving  less  than  the 
requested  minimum. 

5.  Follow-up  work  was  done  through  fur- 
ther contacts  with  Legislators,  getting  in- 
formation about  the  time  of  introduction  of 
the  bill  into  each  House,  so  that  someone 
could  be  present  from  our  group  at  the  time 
of  voting. 

6.  Finally,  letters  of  thanks  and  apprecia- 
tion were  sent  to  all  who  had  a  share  in  our 
successful  accomplishment. 

Pa  FH  P.  EASON\ 

President  MRTA. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

On  June  28,  1967  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  passed  a  Cost-of -Living  Ad- 
justment Act  which  applies  to  all  of  its  re- 
tired teachers.  The  original  law  passed  in 
1966  affected  only  those  pensions  under 
35,000.  The  revision  passed  in  1967  makes  the 
adjustment  applicable  to  all  pensions  below 
S6.000. 

Hugh  Nixon, 
Legislative  Committee,  MRTA. 

MICHIGAN 

Since  in  their  public  utterances  the  Gov- 
ernor and  many  members  of  the  Legislature 
had  made  it  very  plain  that  no  legislation 
which  called  for  additional  appropriation 
would  be  passed  in  the  1967  session,  the 
passage  of  such  legislation  became  of  pri- 
mary importance.  The  difficulty  of  getting 
agreement  on  a  fiscal  reform  program  had  so 
monopolized  the  time  of  the  Legislature  that 
little  attention  has  been  given  to  any  pen- 
sion changes  and  it  seems  almost  certain 
that  none  will  be  made  during  the  current 
session. 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Michigan  Re- 
tired Teachers  Association  has  adopted  the 
following  guide  lines  for  the  Legislative  Com- 
mittee which  states  in  quite  general  terms 
the  objectives  of  the  Association. 

1.  Work  for  fiscal  reforms,  including  a  State 
income  tax  of  not  less  than  2'2%  on  indi- 
viduals and  appropriate  percentage  taxes  on 
corporations  and  financial  institutions. 

2.  Work  for  an  annual  appropriation  suf- 
ficient to  cover  current  pension  payroll  and 
in  addition  provide  a  sufficient  reserve  to 
cover  the  need  for  pension  payroll  for  at 
least  three  years. 

3.  Work  for  legislation  which  would  re- 
move the  limit  on  years  of  service  and  aver- 
age the  final  compensation  for  certain  groups 
of  retirees  not  now  included  among  those  who 
have  this  advantage. 

4.  Work  for  legislation  which  would  pro- 
vide for  postretirement  increases  which 
would  reflect  economic  conditions. 

5.  Work  for  legislation  which  would  in- 
crease the  amount  a  retired  school  employee 
can  earn  in  public  educational  services  with- 
out any  loss  of  pension. 

Forrest  G.  Averti.t,, 

President  MRTA. 
George  Schett, 
Legislative  Committee  Ch.airm.an. 

MINNESOTA 

As  a  result  of  the  efforts  of  the  Minnesota 
RTA  and  the  eight  State  Retired  Teacher  Di- 
visions, meetings  were  held  around  the  State, 
legislators  were  contacted,  and  letters  rolled 
in.  Before  the  session  ended  all  retired  teach- 
ers were  given  a  15%  supplemental  annuity 
except  those  retired  teachers  whose  pensions 


were  coordinated  with  Social  Security  and 
they  were  given  10%.  We  were  glad  to  have 
this  gain,  although  this  still  leaves  some  700 
retirees  with  pensions  of  less  than  $1200  a 
year  and  about  750  retirees  with  pensions  of 
less  than  $1500  a  year.  There  are  a  total  of 
about  2150  annuitants. 

Mr.  Harvey  W.  Schmidt,  Executive  Secre- 
tary of  the  State  Teachers  Retirement  Asso- 
ciation, worked  closely  with  us  and  spent 
many  hours  with  the  legislators  getting 
sponsors  for  the  bills  and  explaining  the 
needs.  He  was  most  effective. 

Ft.tts  Schweickhard, 

President  MRTA. 

MISSISSIPPI 

This  is  my  report  of  Mississippi  retired 
teachers  who  receive  pensions  of  less  than 
$100  a  month. 

Percentage  of  the  total  number  of  retirants 


Pension  per  month: 

$13.70  or  less   10 

$13.70  to  S26.25   15 

$25.25  to  $40.28   25 

$40.28  to  $49.73   25 

$57.62  to  $64.99   10 

$65.00  to  $100.00   15 


The  last  report  of  the  National  Council  on 
Teacher  Retirement  (1965)  shows  there  are 
5742  retired  teachers  or  beneficiaries  who 
receive  pensions  and  that  their  median  an- 
nual retirement  allowance  is  S689. 

W.  H.  Barnard, 
Past  President,  NRTA. 
Missouri 

The  State  Legislature  of  Missouri  met 
January  1  to  June  30,  1967.  Retired  teachers 
presented  a  bill  that  would  have  aided  early 
retirees  who  retired  after  July  1,  1957,  on  very 
low  pensions,  many  with  more  than  35  or  40 
years  of  service.  The  total  number  of  teach- 
ers in  this  .group  receiving  less  than  $150 
monthly  pension  is  1757.  This  includes  Kan- 
sas City,  St.  Louis  and  out-state  teachers.  The 
1757  teachers  for  whose  benefit  the  1967  bill 
was  intended  (it  failed  of  passage)  does  not 
include  a  considerable  number  of  early  re- 
tirees who  were  benefitted  by  a  law  passed 
in  1965  that  gave  each  retiree  who  retired 
before  July  1,  1957,  the  sum  of  $75  monthly, 
provided  that  amount  did  not  increase  his 
total  retirement  beyond  $150  a  month.  Even 
with  an  increase  of  the  375  a  month,  many 
of  the  1330  still  receive  much  less  than  $150 
monthly  pension. 

The  source  of  funds  for  each  bill  was  the 
general  revenue  appropriation,  and  not  the 
State  Retirement  Systems  of  which  there 
are  three:  Kansas  City,  St.  Louis,  and  the 
outstate  public  schools.  If  the  Governor 
should  call  a  special  session  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, there  will  be  an  attempt  made  to  have 
the  bill  reintroduced  at  that  session. 

It  seems  that  personal  friends  who  are 
members  of  the  State  Legislature  give  the 
most  assistance  to  those  who  are  working  on 
legislation  for  retired  teachers. 

Ruth  T.  Gibson, 
State  Director  MRTA. 

MONTANA 

The  Montana  State  Legislature  had  to  have 
an  extra  session  to  get  its  legislation  passed 
since  the  Senate  and  the  House  could  not 
agree.  The  Montana  Education  Association 
succeeded  in  getting  the  ceiling  of  $7,000  on 
which  pensions  were  previously  based  abol- 
ished. Future  retirees  will  have  good  pen- 
sions. The  MRTA  sponsored  a  cost-of  -living 
flexible  plan  but  it  failed  to  pass.  We  are  now 
making  plans  and  hope  to  get  our  plan 
adopted  in  the  next  Legislature.  The  MEA 
has  assured  us  that  we  would  have  strong 
support  from  it  in  the  next  Legislature  in 
bringing  retirement  salaries  for  presently  re- 
tired teachers  up  to  date.  They  failed  to  give 
us  support  this  year  as  they  were  anxious  to 
get  their  plan  adopted.  We  also  failed  in  not 
getting  started  soon  enough,  in  not  inform- 


ing our  locals  about  what  was  going  on.  and 
not  contacting  our  legislators. 

We  have  around  300  retirees  receiving  less 
than  $100  in  monthly  pensions.  The  minimum 
is  $100,  but  they  receive  less  because  of  the 
lack  of  teaching  years. 

Margaret  Bettle, 

President  MRTA. 

NEBRASKA 

The  following  is  a  report  of  our  labors  and 
accomplishments  in  the  current  Legislature 
of  Nebraska. 

L.B.  238  was  passed  in  the  early  part  of 
June  and  signed  by  the  Governor.  This  gives 
those  teachers  who  retired  before  1955,  when 
Social  Security  was  not  in  effect,  $17.50  per 
month  in  addition  to  their  former  annuity. 
Some  get  only  $52.50.  L.B.  237  was  killed,  it 
would  have  helped  those  who  retired  after 
1955  up  to  1967  by  giving  them  $2.25  per 
month  for  each  year  of  service. 

What  remains  of  this  bill,  L_B.  237,  has 
been  put  into  L.B.  494  which  is  the  active 
teachers  retirement  bill  and  goes  into  effect 
in  1968.  However,  it  does  effect  all  retired 
teachers  and  they  will  get  $1.50  per  month 
for  each  year  of  service,  the  35  years  stipula- 
tion having  been  removed.  So  there  will  be 
a  few  extra  dollars  for  those  who  retired 
after  1955  and  have  taught  more  than  35 
years. 

Alice  Musselman, 

State  Director. 

NEVADA 

Nevada  is  on  a  State  Retirement  System — 
teachers.  State,  County,  City,  and  other  em- 
ployees. Retirement  is  based  on  20  years  of 
service  at  50%  of  total  salary  of  the  highest 
of  the  last  ten  years  of  service.  1.5%  is  added 
for  each  year  above  20  and  up  to  30  years. 

Forty-five  retirees  receive  less  than  3100, 
with  forty-one  receiving  less  than  $125  out 
of  a  total  of  447.  The  others  from  a  total  of 
986  retirees  have  split  their  retirement  so 
that  either  wives  or  husbands  may  benefit 
when  the  retiree  passes  on.  This  makes  it 
exceedingly  difficult  to  determine  the  total 
under  $125  but  it  is  safe  to  say  that  very, 
very  few  of  these  are  under  $125  since  split- 
ting of  $125  for  a  dependent  would  leave 
practically  nothing. 

We  tried  to  get  the  retirement  board  to 
sponsor  our  bill  to  increase  pensions  by  20% 
for  those  who  retired  prior  to  1960  and  15% 
for  those  who  retired  before  1964.  The  Board 
approved  our  proposal  but  the  secretary 
meets  with  the  Legislature.  We  must  try 
again  but  this  time  making  sure  that  the 
secretary  is  instructed  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posals of  the  Retirement  Board. 

Eael  Woostes, 
Legislative  Chairman. 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE 

The  New  Hampshire  General  Court  (leg- 
islature) passed  a  bill  in  1959  which  was 
written  to  affect  teachers  who  retired  before 
July  1,  1957.  Part  One  was  a  cost-of-living 
provision.  Part  Two  guaranteed  each  retiree 
a  minimum  pension  of  340  times  the  years 
of  service  up  to  and  including  30  years. 

In  1967  the  October  1966  cost-of-living 
index  was  written  into  the  law  and  the  340 
per  year  of  service  was  increased  to  $46,  thus 
assuring  the  retiree  with  30  years  of  service 
a  pension  of  at  least  $1380. 

It  is  of  paramount  importance  to  remem- 
ber that  no  progress  can  be  made  unless  close 
and  friendly  liaison  is  constantly  maintained 
between  teachers  and  the  legislators  who  are 
ultimately  responsible  for  action. 

Elizabeth  J.  Donovan, 

NRTA  State  Director. 

NEW  JERSEY 

In  September  1966  the  Social  Security  off- 
set on  New  Jersey  Pensions  was  eliminated 
and  full  payment  on  both  Social  Security 
and  pension  was  received  by  all  those  re- 
tired or  who  will  be  retired  in  the  future. 
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That  pension  adjustment  applies  to  all  State 
employees. 

Having  achieved  that  goal,  we  immediately 
started  to  prepare  legislation  which  would 
provide  cost-of-living  adjustment  for  all 
members  of  the  pension  fund.  The  New 
Jersey  Education  Association  appropriated 
sufficient  funds  ($5000)  to  study  the  cost  of 
such  legislation.  When  this  information  was 
available,  a  bill  was  prepared  providing  for 
a  90%  adjustment  whenever  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing increases.  This  adjustment  is  to  be  cal- 
culated each  year.  To  date  that  legislation 
has  not  been  reported  out  of  committee  but 
we  are  all  busy  building  a  favorable  climate 
so  that  when  it  comes  for  vote  we  hope  to  be 
certain  of  its  passage. 

It  appears  to  be  a  long  process  for  those 
not  familiar  with  legislative  procedure,  but 
it  is  one  of  the  protections  of  our  democracy. 

Our  State  Pension  Fund  has  always  re- 
fused to  give  us  exact  figures  on  the  number 
of  retirees  receiving  less  than  $100  or  $125 
per  month,  but  a  rough  estimate  is  200  ap- 
proximately. Those,  however,  are  teachers 
who  have  had  limited  service  in  the  New 
Jersey  public  schools.  Certainly  none  with  as 
much  as  20  years'  membership  in  our  pen- 
sion fund  would  be  included  in  our  estimate 
of  200.  That  problem  was  eliminated  by  pre- 
vious pension  legislation. 

During  the  last  two  years,  the  New  Jersey 
Education  Association,  with  its  more  than 
58,000  members,  has  spent  more  than  $10,000 
in  research  and  communication  with  legis- 
lators, public  relations  work,  and  various 
other  media  toward  bettering  the  financial 
status  of  our  3,000-odd  members.  Without 
the  New  Jersey  Education  Association,  we 
would  feel  quite  inadequate  to  accomplish 
our  aims. 

Charles  V.  Andersen, 

President,  NJRTA. 
Charles  L.  Steel, 

Legislative  Chairman. 

NEW  MEXICO 

Improvements  in  the  New  Mexico  retire- 
ment law  in  1967  are  termed  the  "most  im- 
portant since  the  contributary  system  was 
set  up  in  1957."  The  changes  include: 

1.  Increasing  retirement  benefit  formula 
from  iy2%  of  the  first  $4,000  of  the  last 
five-year  average  salary,  or  best  five  consecu- 
tive years  average,  plus  1%  of  the  excess,  to 
1  y2  %  of  the  first  $6,600  of  such  average  sal- 
ary plus  1%  of  the  excess  for  each  year  of 
service  credit. 

2.  Granting  a  cost-of-living  increase  effec- 
tive July  1,  1967,  to  all  persons  retired  prior 
to  that  date,  based  upon  the  change  in  cost 
of  living  from  the  date  of  last  retirement  "to 
July  1,  1967. 

Charles  L.  Mills, 
President,  NMRTA. 

NEW  YORK 

New  York  State  Retired  Teachers  Associa- 
tion made  no  direct  gains  this  year.  The  rea- 
sons are  as  follows: 

1.  The  Legislature  adjourned  early  because 
this  is  the  year  of  a  State  Constitutional 
Convention. 

2.  This  is  not  an  election  year. 

A  step  was  taken  which  may  bear  fruit  in 
1968.  A  cost-of-living  supplementary  pen- 
sion passed  one  house  but  failed  to  emerge 
from  committee  in  the  other  house.  How- 
ever, the  bill  has  been  before  the  legislators 
and  ready  for  1968. 

The  minimum  annual  retirement  allow- 
ance on  superannuation  is  $175  per  month 
for  those  who  have  primary  Social  Security 
benefits  and  $200  per  month  for  those  with 
no  Social  Security  or  with  secondary  bene- 
fits. 

This  distinction  between  those  having  pri- 
mary benefits  (which  the  individual  has 
earned  for  himself)  and  those  having  sec- 
ondary benefits  (which  a  wife  receives 
through  her  husband's  having  earned  a  bene- 
fit) is  unfair.  Efforts  are  being  made  to  re- 
move this  discrimination. 


The  State-wide  legislative  committee  has 
a  member  from  each  of  the  ten  zones  of  the 
State.  As  chairman  in  his  own  zone,  he  has 
a  committee  to  assist  in  each  county  or 
designated  area  which  again  is  sub-divided. 

The  committees  try  to  make  close  contact 
with  all  legislators  and  where  possible 
through  teachers  who  already  know  the  leg- 
islators personally,  perhaps  as  former  stu- 
dents. 

Mrs.  Emily  T.  Barhydt, 
Vice  President,  NYSRTA. 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

The  1965  State  Legislature  increased  the 
monthly  benefits  from  a  minimum  of  $70 
to  a  minimum  of  $85  for  teachers  with 
twenty  or  more  years  of  teaching  experience. 

The  1967  Legislature  increased  the  monthly 
benefits  for  all  teachers  who  have  retired 
since  1942,  by  the  following  schedule:  (1) 
All  teachers  retiring  in  1966  and  1967  will 
receive  a  5%  monthly  increase. 

(2)  All  other  teachers  retiring  from  1942 
through  1965  will  receive  the  above  5%,  and 
an  additional  1%  for  each  year  of  retire- 
ment. 

For  example,  a  teacher  retiring  in  1965 
will  receive  5%  plus  1%,  a  total  of  6%  in- 
crease. A  teacher  retiring  in  1942  will  receive 
5%,  plus  24%,  a  total  of  29%.  The  increase  is 
based  on  the  present  retirement  income.  No 
teacher  will  receive  less  than  a  $10  increase. 

Most  qualifying  teachers  who  retired  be- 
tween 1942  and  1956  will  receive  from  $95 
to  $110. 

Thomas  L.  Looper, 
NRTA  State  Director. 

NORTH  DAKOTA 

The  1963  Legislature  raised  the  annuity 
of  all  teachers  retiring  before  1947  by  25%. 
The  annuity  of  many  of  these  was  $25  to 
$30  per  month. 

Through  the  efforts  of  the  newly  organized 
NDRTA,  resolutions  were  adopted  and  pre- 
sented to  the  1965  Legislature.  This  resulted 
in  a  law  fixing  $60  as  a  minimum  monthly 
annuity  for  retired  teachers  with  25  years 
of  service. 

As  of  January  1,  1967,  there  were  over  500 
annuities  receiving  less  than  $100  per  month. 
The  annuities  of  approximately  235  of  these 
retirees,  over  age  70,  will  move  up  to  $100 
per  month  as  a  result  of  our  1967  law.  An- 
other 265  of  the  annuitants  will  receive  $60 
per  month. 

Arthur  E.  Field, 
NRTA  State  Director. 

OHIO 

Senate  Bill  No.  59  passed  the  Senate  in 
July  and  as  of  August  9  is  before  a  favor- 
able subcommittee  of  the  House. 

1.  For  those  retired  before  1955  it  would 
provide  an  average  increase  of  22%. 

2.  For  those  retired  after  1954,  it  would 
provide  a  cost-of-living  increase  to  restore 
the  purchasing  power  of  the  original  allow- 
ance. 

3.  It  would  provide  automatic  increase 
of  allowance  annually  when  the  increased 
cost  of  living  amounts  to  3%  or  more. 

A.  O.  Mathias, 
Legislative  Representative,  ORTA. 

OKLAHOMA 

The  Oklahoma  RTA  sponsored  seven  bills 
during  the  1967  session  of  the  State  Legisla- 
ture. Six  bills  were  amendments  of  the  basic 
retirement  law.  One  bill  proposed  an  ap- 
propriation. All  bills  were  adopted  as  intro- 
duced except  the  appropriation  voted  was 
less  than  requested. 

The  amendments  were  as  follows: 
"To  participate  in  benefits  a  member  must 
have  been  employed  and  contributing  a  min- 
imum of  ten  years;  benefits  to  those  retiring 
between  ages  of  60  and  62  with  30  years 
service  will  be  the  actuarial  equivalent  of 
that  computed  at  age  62;  maximum  annual 
contribution  by  a  member  increased  from 
$300  to  $480;  teachers  who  re-instate  mem- 
berships by  re-depositing  withdrawals  must 


also  pay  interest  increases  from  3%  to  4% 
payment  of  benefits  to  a  surviving  spouse  of 
a  deceased  member  may  be  in  lump  sum  or 
monthly  amounts." 

Two  other  bills  sponsored  by  other  inter- 
ests were  adopted.  One  permits  investment  of 
retirement  funds  in  securities  of  insured 
banks  and  the  other  permits  a  member  to 
authorize  with-holding  from  the  monthly 
check  the  amount  to  pay  the  premium  for 
hospital  and  medical  insurance. 

ORTA  as  a  department  of  the  Oklahoma 
Education  Association  utilizes  the  services  of 
the  parent  organization  in  legislation.  The 
Chairman  of  the  ORTA  Legislative  Commit- 
tee is  a  member  of  the  OEA  Legislative  Com- 
mission. Officers,  directors  and  designated  in- 
dividuals assist  in  communication  with  legis- 
lators. The  Executive  Secretary  of  ORTA  ac- 
cepts a  major  responsibility  for  legislation. 

As  of  June  1,  1967,  there  were  1,504  re- 
tirees receiving  less  than  $100  per  month  and 
808  receive  between  $100  and  $125  per  month. 

G.  T.  Stubbs, 

Chairman,  ORTA  Legislative  Committee. 

OREGON 

There  are  9500  retired  teachers  in  Oregon. 
The  average  pension  is  $49.50  per  month. 
There  are  300  retired  teachers  receiving  no 
pensions. 

Teachers  already  retired  receive  bonus 
checks  from  accumulated  interests  on  their 
contributed  money.  By  an  Act  of  the  1967 
Legislative  this  money  may  be  invested  in 
common  stocks.  This  is  expected  to  raise 
the  interest  amount  which  should  result 
in  larger  checks. 

The  Retirement  Program  passed  by  the 
1967  Legislative  applies  only  to  those  who 
retire  on  or  after  January  X,  1968.  No  action 
was  taken  by  the  Legislative  to  provide  pen- 
sion benefits  for  persons  already  retired.  Im- 
mediate action  for  such  legislation  is  urgently 
needed. 

Myrtle  R.  Clark, 
ORTA  President,  Retired  1967. 
May  E.  Phinney, 

ORTA  President. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

In  the  previous  legislative  session  two 
measures  were  passed,  one  that  raised  mini- 
mum annuities  from  $100  to  $150  a  month 
for  those  who  had  retired  as  early  as  1919. 
The  other  provided  an  opportunity  for  those 
whose  annuity  suffered  some  reduction  when 
Social  Security  benefits  were  first  granted  to 
recover  that  reduction. 

The  chief  legislation  that  passed  both 
Houses  unanimously  was  a  cost-of-living 
increase  in  annuities  for  all  employees  of  the 
State.  The  increase  is  the  product  of  the  re- 
tirement allowance  determined  at  the  time 
of  retirement  and  prior  to  optional  modifi- 
cations and  the  percentages  that  were  listed 
in  the  hill.  The  percentage  range  from  150% 
increase  for  those  retired  prior  to  1933  to 
6%  for  those  retired  in  1964. 

Cost-of-living  addition,  sponsored  by  eight- 
een State  Senators  and  as  enthusiastically 
adopted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  record  time,  was  the 
result  of  the  State-wide  campaign  sup- 
ported by  the  Pennsylvania  State  Retired 
Teachers  Association  in  cooperation  with 
the  Pennsylvania  State  Education  Associa- 
tion, and  especially  by  the  members  of  the 
headquarters  staff.  Thousands  of  retirees' 
letters  and  other  means  of  contact  aroused 
the  legislators'  interest  in  the  plight  of 
many  retirees  of  yesteryear. 

Dr.  Sydney  A.  Farbish, 

NRTA  State  Director. 
Winifred  V.  Isaacs, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee. 

RHODE  ISLAND 

As  a  result  of  a  1967  law,  Rhode  Island 
now  permits  the  retired  teacher  to  sub- 
stitute 75  days  without  loss  of  pension  bene- 
fits. 
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Another  bill  passed  this  year  and  became 
effective  July  1,  1967,  to  compute  the  re- 
tirement allowance  on  tbe  three  highest  con- 
secutive years  of  service  rather  than  on  five. 
The  Legislation  was  secured  with  the  most 
complete  cooperation  between  the  Rhode  Is- 
land Education  Association,  the  Retirement 
Office,  and  our  Rhode  Island  RTA. 

Marie  R.  Howard, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee,  Rhode 
Island  RTA. 

SOUTH  CAROLINA 

On  March  1,  1967,  our  Governor  signed  a 
bill  which  gives  an  average  retirement  in- 
crease of  15%  to  all  State  employees.  We  are 
working  for  a  cost-of-living  increase  as  part 
of  this  years  program  for  1967-1968.  Our 
State  Retirement  System  does  not  give  out 
any  figures  on  the  number  of  teachers  in 
any  pension  bracket. 

The  South  Carolina  Retired  Teachers  As- 
sociation Legislation  Committee  meets  in 
June  of  each  year  to  make  plans  for  our  pro- 
posed legislative  program  for  the  ensuing 
year.  This  program  is  then  presented  to  the 
Executive  Committee  for  Board  approval. 

In  July,  the  SCRTA  Legislation  Committee 
presents  this  approved  program  to  the  South 
Carolina  Education  Association  Legislation 
Commission.  In  August,  the  SCEA  Legislative 
Commission  studies  this  program  and,  if  ap- 
proved, incorporates  it  into  their  overall 
State  Program.  In  October  this  program  is 
presented  to  the  SCEA  Council  of  Delegates. 
Then  the  SCEA  Legislative  Commission  takes 
action  to  bring  the  proposed  Legislative  Pro- 
gram to  the  attention  of  key  members  of  the 
State  Legislature. 

In  the  meantime,  the  South  Carolina  Re- 
tired Teachers  Association's  Legislative  Com- 
mittee keeps  in  close  contact  with  the  Leg- 
islation Committee  Chairmen  in  each 
county.  These  committees  in  turn,  keep  in 
close  contact  with  members  of  the  State  Leg- 
islature of  their  own  counties  to  make  sure 
they  are  informed  on  proposed  Legislative 
programs. 

Emma  F.  Davis, 
President  SCRTA. 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 

The  South  Dakota  Retirement  Law  did  not 
go  into  effect  until  1959.  At  first,  membership 
in  it  was  optional,  but  beginning  July  1, 
1964,  membership  was  mandatory. 

The  only  State  support  received  have  been 
yearly  appropriations  for  the  operation  of  the 
Retirement  System.  However,  the  1967  Legis- 
lature struck  that  provision  from  its  books, 
so  there  is  no  more  State  support.  Last  year 
our  Association  worked  in  conjunction  with 
the  South  Dakota  Education  Association 
Legislative  Committee  for  the  improvement 
of  our  present  Retirement  Laws.  Two  bills, 
both  affecting  the  now  active  teachers,  were 
passed.  In  essence  these  were:  (1)  raise  the 
base  on  which  premiums  are  paid  from  $4800 
to  $6000;  (2)  more  diversification  of  invest- 
ments of  Retirement  Funds. 

The  two  bills  affecting  the  Retired  Teach- 
ers were  killed  or  tabled  by  the  Appropria- 
tion subcommittee.  In  brief,  these  bills  were: 
(1)  every  retired  teached  in  the  State  with 
20  years  experience  in  South  Dakota  would 
have  received  a  pension  of  at  least  $60  per 
month;  (2)  benefits  for  service  prior  to  1959 
would  have  been  increased  from  two-tenths 
of  one  percent  to  eight-tenths  of  one  percent. 

As  of  February  15,  1967,  the  largest  straight 
life  annuity  paid  to  a  retired  teacher  was 
$58.40;  the  smallest  was  $6.39.  Twelve  re- 
tired teachers  are  drawing  straight  fife  an- 
nuities of  less  than  $10  per  month  payable 
for  life.  Only  a  very  small  number  of  teach- 
ers who  retired  prior  to  1959,  with  twenty 
years  or  more  of  experience,  receive  a  pen- 
sion of  about  $43  a  month.  This  pension 
comes  from  a  former  Retirement  System,  but 
when  Social  Security  was  available  to  teach- 
ers this  System  was  discontinued  and  the 
majority   of   the   members   withdrew  the 


money  they  had  put  into  it.  I  will  cite  one 
specific  case.  One  retired  teacher  taught 
fifty-one  years  and  receives  a  South  Dakota 
retirement  check  of  $40  per  month. 

Florence  Kreeger, 
KRTA  State  President. 

TENNESSEE 

The  involvement  of  the  Tennessee  Educa- 
tion Association  with  the  Tennessee  Legisla- 
tive Council  has  paid  off  handsomely.  The 
minimum  benefit  law  was  not  changed  for 
eighteen  years  because  there  was  no  orga- 
nized demand  for  change.  Beginning  in  1963, 
rapid  improvements  occurred  in  retired 
teacher  benefits.  The  Tennessee  Retired 
Teachers  Association  had  become  a  Depart- 
ment of  TEA,  and  the  TEA  had  included  the 
TRTA  program  as  a  part  of  its  retirement 
benefits  program.  A  plan  was  developed  for 
counting  previous  years  of  service.  The  fol- 
lowing new  provisions  were  written  into  the 
retirement  law  in  1967: 

1.  Retirees  with  no  Social  Security  who 
were  over  age  65  at  time  of  retirement  will 
qualify  for  $5  times  the  years  of  service.  For 
teachers  who  retired  earlier  than  age  65,  the 
$5  will  be  actuarially  reduced  but  not  below 
$4.34.  (Class  B  as  defined  in  the  law.) 

2.  Retirees  with  Social  Security  will  re- 
ceive a  basic  minimum  benefit  not  less  than 
$4.34  times  the  years  of  service.  The  Legisla- 
ture also  placed  a  limit  on  this  group:  that 
the  retirement  allowance  plus  his  Social 
Security  shall  not  exceed  the  retiree's  aver- 
age salary  for  his  ten  highest  years.  (Class 
A  as  defined  in  the  law.) 

3.  With  required  proof,  the  retiree  with  15 
years  of  teaching  in  Tennessee  may  estab- 
lish "years  of  service"  rendered  before  1945 
which  may  then  be  used  in  calculating  ben- 
efits. 

C.  H.  Moore, 
President,  Tennessee  RTA. 

TEXAS 

The  1967  session  of  the  Texas  Legislature 
authorized  increases,  across  the  board,  in 
monthly  benefits  of  already  retired  teachers 
by  the  amount  of  $1.50  multiplied  by  the 
numbers  of  years  each  such  retired  teacher 
has  been  retired.  For  instance,  a  retired 
teacher  who  has  been  retired  for  ten  years 
received  an  increase  of  ten  times  $1.50,  or 
$15  per  month,  or  $180  a  year.  This  increase  is 
in  addition  to  each  retired  teacher's  regular 
retirement  benefit  payment.  The  above 
formula  serves  to  give  early  retirement  teach- 
ers the  largest  increases  since  they  were  re- 
ceiving the  smallest  regular  benefits. 

A  previous  Texas  legislative  enactment 
specified  that  no  retired  teachers  entitled  to 
State  benefits  is  to  receive  less  than  $100 
per  month. 

The  Legislative  program  effecting  the  above 
stated  increases  was  indorsed  by  the  Texas 
State  Retired  Teachers  Association  and  Texas 
State  Teachers  Association  and  other  State 
organizations.  The  bill  was  unanimously 
passed  in  both  houses  of  the  Legislature. 

The  officers  and  membership  of  the  Texas 
State  Teachers  Association  were  most  effec- 
tive in  promoting  the  passage  of  our  bill. 

L.  W.  Fox, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee. 

UTAH 

Four  bills  relating  to  pensions  were  intro- 
duced in  the  Utah  Legislature.  Two  were 
introduced  into  the  House  and  two  in  the 
Senate.  The  two  in  the  House  were  sponsored 
by  the  URTA.  The  two  in  the  Senate  were 
sponsored  by  the  Utah  Educational  Associa- 
tion, the  Retirement  Board,  and  the  Society 
of  Superintendents.  This,  I  believe,  was  a 
mistake  because  there  should  be  greater  unity 
among  these  groups. 

The  two  bills  introduced  into  the  Senate 
were  passed  and  became  law.  Senate  bill  205 
(1)  increased  the  pensions  materially  for 
those  who  will  retire  in  the  future,  (2)  uni- 
fied all  pension  systems  covering  public  em- 


ployees, and  (3)  provided  a  3%  increase  in 
pensions  for  those  now  retired  to  cover  a  cost- 
of-living  increase  (which  the  URTA  feels  is 
far  from  adequate  for  those  now  in  retire- 
ment) .  Senate  Bill  57  gave  to  that  segment  of 
retirees  who  retired  from  1954  to  1961  a  $17 
a  month  increase,  because  this  group  was  still 
penalized  by  a  70%  offset  for  those  who 
were  receiving  Social  Security.  The  1961 
Legislature  had  repealed  the  70%  penalty  for 
those  retiring  after  1961,  thereby  giving  them 
full  coverage  under  State  pensions.  There 
are  still  inequities  existing  which  we  hope 
may  be  corrected  in  the  future. 

Some  of  the  techniques  that  we  feel  were 
effective  were: 

1.  Candidates  seeking  election  to  the  legis- 
lature were  contacted  before  the  elections  in 
the  Fall  of  1966.  This  was  done  to  learn  of 
their  attitude  toward  better  pensions  for 
retired  teachers. 

2.  Graphs  and  charts  depicting  the  in- 
equities in  the  pensions  of  retired  teachers 
in  relation  to  other  public  employees  were 
distributed  among  the  legislators. 

3.  Newspaper  coverage  and  letters  of  ex- 
planation of  inequities  were  written  and 
publicized  in  the  forum  and  other  news 
media. 

4.  Many  personal  contacts  were  made  dur- 
ing the  legislative  session. 

Much  more  could  be  said  about  the  mis- 
takes made  in  our  efforts  and  also  about  the 
lessons  we  learn  from  our  endeavors  that 
should  help  materially  in  our  efforts  in  the 
future. 

Merritt  L.  Poulson. 

President,  URTA. 

VERMONT 

On  April  17,  1967,  Governor  Hoff  signed 
H.  54  which  provides  for  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  retirement  allowance  from  $1500 
to  $2100  annually  for  those  retiring  with  35 
or  more  years  of  service  credit;  with  propor- 
tionate deductions  for  those  with  less  than 
35  years  of  service. 

The  increase  from  $1500  to  $2100  will  take 
effect  on  July  1,  1967,  and  will  bring  larger 
benefit  payments  to  those  with  a  high  five- 
year  salary  average  of  less  than  $4200  at  the 
time  of  their  retirement.  Approximately  416, 
or  57.8%  of  the  720  retired  members,  will 
receive  increased  payments. 

Another  Act,  H.  214,  also  became  law, 
which  increases  from  $600  to  $960  annually 
the  pensions  available  to  former  teachers 
who  were  65  or  over  July  1,  1962,  and  had 
taught  no  less  than  14  years.  Some  58  elderly 
retired  members  benefit  from  this  worthy 
enactment.  H.  68,  an  Act  to  increase  the 
maximum  interest  rate  on  retirement  funds 
from  4%  to  5%,  was  also  passed. 

Frank  O.  Steles. 

President,  ARTV. 
Lyman  C.  Hunt, 
NRTA  Legislative  Council. 

(Note. — Both  Mr.  Hunt  and  Mr.  Stiles  are 
members  of  the  State  Legislature  and  serve 
on  the  House  Education  Committee.) 
Virginia 

The  Virginia  General  Assembly  did  not 
meet  in  1967.  The  VRTA  legislative  program 
stands  as  presented  in  "Trends  in  Pension 
Legislation",  dated  December  20,  1966.  plus 
the  following  additions :  Our  Association  will 
urge  the  1968  session  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  vote  a  $200  per  year  increase  for 
those  with  30  years  service  who  retired  be- 
fore 1952.  This  would  bring  their  retirement 
allowance  up  to  $1,742.48. 

Bessie  M.  Mottley. 

President,  VRTA. 

WASHINGTON 

A  three  part  amendment  to  the  Washing- 
ton State  Teacher  Retirement  Act  became 
effective  July  1,  1967. 

The  inequity  of  basing  pensions  for  those 
who  retired  prior  to  July  1,  1964,  on  a  maxi- 
mum of  35  years  of  service  credit,  was  cor- 
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rected.  From  now  on  all  pensions  will  be 
based  on  the  total  number  of  years  of  service 
credit  established  with  the  State  Retirement 
System. 

The  second  portion  of  the  Act  increases 
from  45  to  75  the  number  of  days  a  retiree 
may  teach  in  a  Public  School  in  a  year  with- 
out pension  loss. 

The  third  major  provision  of  the  amend- 
ment applies  to  the  older  retirees  who  re- 
ceive no  Social  Security  of  any  kind  and  who 
are  not  able  to  qualify  for  such  benefits. 
They  will  receive  a  pension  based  on  $5.50 
per  month  for  each  year  of  established  serv- 
ice credit.  Thus  a  retiree  with  40  years  of 
creditable  service  will  receive  a  monthly  pen- 
sion of  $220. 

The  bill  moved  rapidly  and  on  final  passage 
there  were  only  three  dissenting  votes. 

There  was  no  special  promotional  tech- 
nique used  but  the  preparatory  work  done  by 
the  WSRTA  before  the  opening  of  the  Legis- 
lative Session  could  have  been  a  determining 
factor  in  the  outcome. 

Early  indorsement  by  the  Washington 
Education  Association  and  the  State  Re- 
tirement System  was  secured.  School  forces 
presented  a  united  front  and  this  was  par- 
ticularly evident  at  committee  hearings  on 
the  bill. 

Pre-election  time  was  gainfully  used  to 
familiarize  prospective  legislators  with  the 
urgent  need  for  this  proposal. 

Legislators,  who  were  proven  political 
leaders  and  experienced  in  legislative 
strategy,  willingly  sponsored  the  bill. 

Mabel  Haugen, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee,  WSRTA. 

WEST  VIRGINIA 

In  1967  the  West  Virginia  Association  of 
Retired  School  Employees  tried  for  the  third 
increase  in  retirement  benefits  in  three  years. 
The  1967  session  was  a  most  difficult  one  in 
which  to  work  because  the  State  Legislature 
was  involved  in  study  and  extensive  discus- 
sion in  regard  to  a  tax  proposal  to  obtain 
more  state  revenue.  The  tax  proposal  was 
defeated  and  funds  were  not  available  for  in- 
creased pensions. 

It  has  been  the  practice  of  WVARSE  to  de- 
termine their  own  legislative  objectives.  This 
is  done  after  a  year-long  study  by  the  State 
Legislative  Committee,  a  report  at  the  An- 
nual WVARSE  meeting  and  final  decision  of 
the  goals  by  the  delegates.  Full  responsibility 
for  the  promotion  of  the  legislative  program 
is  assumed  by  the  WVARSE.  The  Legislative 
Committee  prepares  letters  and  publications 
for  use  with  the  Legislators,  the  Governor 
and  other  State  Officials.  Arrangements  for 
conferences  with  the  Governor  and  Legisla- 
tors are  made  and  executed  by  retired  school 
employees.  The  WVARSE  legislative  commit- 
tee obtains  sponsors  for  the  bills,  arranges 
hearings  in  the  Legislature  and  makes  the 
presentations.  While  advice  and  suggestions 
are  sought  from  the  Executive  Secretary  of 
the  Teacher  Retirement  Board  and  the  West 
Virginia  Education  Association,  the  final  de- 
cisions are  made  and  the  major  work  done  by 
the  WVARSE.  It  is  believed  that  retired  peo- 
ple working  in  their  own  associations  should 
take  the  initiative  in  deciding  upon  their 
goals  and  implementing  them.  Moreover,  the 
Association  believes  that  retired  persons  can 
be  most  effective  in  speaking  and  working  in 
their  own  behalf. 

M.  Titus. 
Vice  President,  NRTA,  Area  3. 

WISCONSIN 

For  a  number  of  reasons,  chief  among  them 
that  new  legislation  was  passed  in  1965  and 
effective  in  1966,  nothing  new  has  been  pre- 
sented to  the  1967  session  of  the  legislature 
by  WRTA  up  to  this  date. 

However,  research  is  under  way  toward 
presenting  legislation  for  a  cost-of-living  ad- 
justment to  be  presented  not  later  than  1968. 

The  law  that  went  into  effect  in  1966  pro- 
vides a  minimum  pension  along  with  pri- 


mary Social  Security  to  equal  $5  per  month 
per  year  of  experience  for  those  teaching  from 
20  to  32  years  in  the  public  schools  of  the 
State.  When  equated  on  the  basis  of  straight 
life  insurance  this  guarantees  a  minimum  in- 
come of  from  $100  to  $160  per  month  after 
the  age  of  60  years. 

The  first  year  of  this  law  has  helped  about 
1,100  retired  teachers  receive  about  $600,000 
with  an  average  of  about  $45  per  month. 

We  think  that  the  most  useful  elements  for 
success  in  legislation  are: 

1.  A  carefully  prepared  bill  backed  by  ade- 
quate facts  and  sound  research. 

2.  A  hard  working,  competent  legislative 
committee  with  plenty  of  time  and  know- 
how. 

3.  Personal  contacts  of  legislators  and 
others  of  influence  by  a  large  number  of  well 
informed  members. 

4.  Letters  and  more  letters  by  the  same 
membership. 

H.  C.  Wilkerson, 

President  WRTA. 

WYOMING 

Seven  bills  were  introduced  in  the  1967 
Session  of  the  Wyoming  Legislature  to  amend 
the  retirement  statutes.  Five  of  these  bills 
were  passed  by  the  legislature  and  signed  by 
the  Governor. 

These  bills  made  the  first  important 
changes  in  the  Retirement  System  since  1953 
and  have  improved  the  benefits  to  the  re- 
tirees. 

One  amendment  reduced  the  minimum 
service  requirement  from  5  years  to  4  years 
to  qualify  for  a  monthly  retirement  allow- 
ance at  age  60. 

Another  amendment  provides  for  payment 
of  interest  to  a  member  who  withdraws  his 
contributions,  providing  he  has  less  than  the 
minimum  service  requirement  of  4  years. 

A  third  amendment  provides  for  member 
and  matching  contributions  of  5%  each,  be- 
ginning July  1,  1969.  This  will  increase  the 
retirement  benefits  after  1969. 

Another  change  in  the  Law  provides  that 
a  member  may,  when  he  retires,  elect  one  of 
several  options,  such  as  naming  his  wife  as 
a  co-beneficiary  to  receive  retirement  allow- 
ances upon  his  death.  The  same  bill  also  pro- 
vides that  a  retired  member  may  be  employed 
on  a  part-time  basis  up  to  42  hours  per  month 
without  loss  of  retirement  benefits.  Also  in 
the  same  bill  is  a  provision  to  permit  the 
Retirement  Board  to  increase  the  allowances 
to  members  now  on  retirement  and  to  those 
retiring  in  the  future  by  the  same  amount. 
The  estimated  increase  was  from  20%  to  30%. 
This  increase  in  benefits  has  been  received 
by  members  since  April  1,  1967. 

George  E.  Lindell, 
NRTA  State  Director. 

DISTRICT   OF  COLUMBIA 

The  District  of  Columbia  retired  teachers 
received  a  cost-of-living  adjustment  in  their 
February  1967  checks.  This  was  the  result 
of  legislation  signed  July  7,  1966,  which  pro- 
vides a  cost-of-living  adjustment  whenever 
the  U.S.  Civil  Service  retirees  receive  one. 
No  teacher  retired  from  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia schools  receives  less  than  $125  a 
month. 

Elsie  Green. 
State  Director,  DCRTA. 
To:  RTA  Presidents  and  NRTA  State  Direc- 
tors: 

The  foregoing  reports  were  submitted  dur- 
ing July  and  August  1967  by  RTA  or  NRTA 
officers.  In  a  few  cases  we  summarized  the 
original  report  in  the  interest  of  brevity.  In 
those  reports,  however,  we  tried  hard  not  to 
distort  your  facts  or  explanations. 

As  you  have  discovered,  the  State  legis- 
lative developments  show  a  wide  range  in 
degree  of  success.  One  State  enacted  a  pen- 
sion bill  affecting  30,000  retired  teachers, 
while  some  others  met  only  defeat  or  opposi- 
tion this  year  at  the  hands  of  the  Legislature 
or  the  Governor.  A  few  States  produced  al- 


most entirely  new  retirement  laws  while  oth- 
ers needed  only  to  correct  inequities. 

In  some  States  the  RTA,  the  active  teach- 
ers association,  and  the  retirement  officials 
seem  to  work  together  in  perfect  harmony. 
In  a  few  others,  friction  and  misunderstand- 
ing obviously  have  hindered  a  successful 
legislative  program  this  year. 

Techniques  in  securing  commitments  from 
the  Governor  or  legislative  leaders  are  men- 
tioned when  it  seemed  they  would  be  help- 
ful in  other  States.  Methods  of  reporting  to 
the  RTA  membership  are  described  in  a  few 
cases  for  the  same  reasons. 

Several  copies  of  "Pension  Legislation  by 
State,  1967"  are  being  sent  to  RTA  State 
Presidents,  State  Legislative  Chairmen  and 
NRTA  State  Directors.  These  officers  are  in- 
vited to  request  additional  copies  as  needed 
for  other  officers  and  committee  members. 

We  appreciate  very  much  the  splendid  and 
effective  cooperation  of  all  who  contributed 
to  the  foregoing  summary. 

Ernest  Giddings, 
Legislative  Representative,  NRTA. 

Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  pursues  the  same  theory 
or  principle  as  the  amendment  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  offered  earlier  with 
regard  to  medicare. 

We  provided  that  during  the  transi- 
tional period  people  who  attain  the  age 
of  72  could  have  social  security  coverage 
if  they  had  three  quarters'  coverage. 
Then,  we  said  in  due  course  that  cover- 
age must  be  six  quarters  under  the  tran- 
sitional period. 

Mr.  President,  this  measure  would  push 
the  transitional  period  off  1  more  year. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  the  judgment  of 
the  committee  and  the  Senate  at  the 
time  and  the  conference  that  this  very 
liberal  coverage  provision  should  be  only 
a  transitional  matter  and  people  would 
have  to  have  six  quarters  of  coverage  in 
1969  and  thereafter. 

I  believe  the  House-Senate  conferees' 
judgment  was  sound  in  that  regard  and 
the  Senate  accepted  it.  It  is  difficult  to  see 
why  people  should  receive  benefits  with- 
out paying  any  amount.  The  cost  of  the 
proposal  would  be  $19  million. 

While  the  estimate  on  this  is  $19  mil- 
lion by  the  Department,  the  original 
Prouty  amendment  was  estimated  to  cost 
$135  million,  but  the  cost  of  that  has 
turned  out  to  be  $700  million.  That  is  five 
times  as  much. 

I  cannot  support  the  amendment  and 
would  hope  that  it  would  be  defeated. 
I  do  not  quarrel  with  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  for  offering  his  amendment,  but 
I  do  not  believe  this  is  the  time  to  ex- 
tend coverage  to  people  who  contribute 
nothing  to  the  fund.  I  believe  the  time 
will  come  when  we  may  have  to  decide 
about  going  in  that  direction.  But  I  speak 
on  behalf  of  those  who,  in  good  con- 
science, contribute  to  and  support  the 
fund  and  expect  to  get  some  benefits 
from  it  over  those  who  have  no  relation- 
ship at  all  to  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
proud,  last  year,  to  introduce  an  amend- 
ment which  provided  $44  a  month  for 
people  who  did  not  qualify  for  benefits 
under  social  security  because  they  lacked 
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sufficient  coverage  under  the  act.  Last 
rear,  the  Senate  voted  for  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Senate  agreed  that  anyone  at  the 
age  of  70  should  be  entitled  to  a  mini- 
mum of  $44  a  month.  When  it  went  to 
conference,  it  was  changed  consider- 
ably. A  maximum  benefit  of  $35  a  month 
vras  provided  and  the  age  at  which  en- 
titlement to  benefits  occurred  was  raised 
to  72.  Oxer  800,000  have  been  aided  by 
this  watered  down  version.  Are  we  to 
refuse  to  help  those  turning  72  this  year? 

Mr.  President,  do  we  have  the  type  of 
society  in  this  country,  where  we  take 
the  aged  and  the  infirm  out  to  the  fields 
or  to  the  woods  and  let  them  die? 

Mr.  President,  you  would  be  amazed 
at  the  letters  I  have  received  from  peo- 
ple all  over  the  country  expressing  grat- 
itude for  so  little — $35  a  month.  "We 
must  continue  to-  help  these  people, 
despite  a  cost  estimated  by  Mr.  Robert 
Myers  of  the  SSA  to  be  $19  million.  I 
consider  this  estimate  high. 

Mr.  President,  at  4  p.m.  today  I  re- 
ceived an  additional  estimate  from 
Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief  Actuary,  Social 
Security  Administration.  Earlier  in  the 
day  based  on  public  statistics  of  the 
Social  Security  Aomiinistration  my  staff, 
in  conjunction  with  actuarial  advice, 
computed  the  cost  of  this  amendment 
to  be  $229,000.  This  was  based  on  the 
fact  that  there  would  be  4,090  bene- 
ficiaries during  the  year  1968.  This  was 
determined  after  realizing  that  only  a 
little  over  700  beneficiaries  were  added 
under  this  provision  by  the  Social 
Security  Administration  during  March, 
April,  May,  and  June. 

It  has  since  come  to  our  attention 
that  the  Social  Security  Administration 
had  a  backlog  of  pending  cases  relative 
to  special  benefits  for  individuals  over 
age  72.  Therefore,  approximately  12,000 
cases  were  processed  during  the  month 
of  August-.  Naturally  this  additional  in- 
formation makes  our  estimate  of  $229,- 
000  a  little  bit  low.  However,  let  me 
assure  you  that  Mr.  Myers'  figures  are  a 
lot  too  high.  They  are  too  high,  Mr. 
President,  because  even  assuming  that 
30,000  individuals  would  be  eligible  for 
this  benefit,  not  every  one  of  those  indi- 
viduals would  become  eligible  during 
the  first  month  of  enactment.  There- 
fore, Mr.  President,  when  figuring  cost 
it  is  safe  to  take  the  maximum  payable 
benefits  of  $50  a  month  and  multiply  it 
by  15,000  individuals  for  a  period  of  12 
months.  This  would  result  in  a  cost 
figure  of  approximately  $9  million. 
That  figure,  Mr.  President,  is  pretty 
small  when  you  consider  that  the  in- 
creases alone  contained  in  this  bill  total 
over  $6.1  billion, 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  neglect  these 
people,  We  wish  to  extend  the  benefits 
for  only  1  year. 

The  figures  printed  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Bulletin  indicate  that  in  March  of 
1967,  711  individuals  qualified  under  the 
proposed  amendment;  in  April,  717;  in 
May,  725,  and  in  June,  729.  This  is  a  rate 
of  increase  of  about  720  a  month. 

Then  suddenly,  in  August,  before  this 
was  brought  to  the  Senate  floor,  appar- 
ently 12,000  people  have  qualified.  Mr. 


Myers,  with  whom  I  have  had  some  dis- 
agreement in  the  past  about  the  figures 
which  he  has  suggested — 12,000  quali- 
fied in  August  and  prior  to  that,  in  pre- 
ceding months,  711,  717,  725,  and  in  July, 
721.  I  can  understand  Mr.  Myers'  prob- 
lems. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  3  minutes  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  cannot,  really,  complain 
too  much  about  the  estimate  which  the 
department  has  given  on  the  Prouty 
amendments.  Last  year,  when  they  took 
the  Prouty  amendment  and  tried  to  find 
some  way  to  keep  the  cost  down,  we  took 
as  much  of  it  as  we  thought  we  could 
afford. 

The  Department  estimated  that  the 
Prouty  amendment  last  year  would  cost 
S135  million,  but  it  wound  up  costing  $700 
million  in  the  first  year  of  its  opera- 
tion— five  time  as  much.  It  certainly 
worried  some  that  people  who  were  never 
intended  to  be  covered  by  the  program, 
should  draw  $565  million  a  year  which 
Congress  did  not  intend  to  vote.  Some 
people  were  happy,  I  must  admit.  May 
I  say  that  a  lot  of  good  came  out  of  the 
amendment  although  it  cost  a  lot  of 
money. 

I  heard  that  some  dear  old  ladies  in 
California  were  not  too  happy  about  it. 
They  thought  they  might  go  to  jail  by 
taking  the  money.  They  went  down,  and 
talked  to  their  lawyers  to  make  sure  that 
we  really  did  intend  to  give  them  this 
money,  because  they  could  not  under- 
stand why  we  were  sending  them  money 
when  they  had  never  contributed  social 
security  taxes. 

We  thought  enough  of  the  Prouty 
amendment  to  '■up"  it  this  year.  So  this 
amendment  comes  in  to  "up"  it  again — 
with  something  for  everyone;  everyone 
in  the  program  gets  more. 

But,  Mr.  President,  every  time  we  put- 
more  people  into  the  program  who  were 
never  intended  to  be  in  it,  that  means 
we  make  it  more  expensive. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  Sena- 
tor's good  intentions.  His  heart  is  1  mil- 
lion percent  on  the  side  of  the  aged,  the 
little  people,  and  those  who  have  been 
ignored.  But  most  people  to  benefit  by 
this  situation  have  no  social  security  any- 
way. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
extending  this  for  just  1  year.  I  recall,  as 
I  suggested  earlier  during  debate,  that 
we  exceeded  the  public  works  appropria- 
tions and  authorizations  by  S465  million. 

This  cost  of  even  $19  million,  is  small 
indeed  when  we  consider  that  benefit  in- 
creases in  this  bill  exceed  $6.1  billion.  I 
sincerely  hope  that  Members  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  will  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Ha  yd  ex]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]  ,  the 
Senators  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell  and 
Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  and  the  Senator  from  Wy- 
oming [Mr.  McGee]  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dtrksen], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Mur- 
phy], and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben- 
nett], the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield],  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Percy]  are  detained  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dtrksen]  ,  the  Senator 
from  Hlinois  [Mr.  Percy],  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  each 
vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the 
Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  21, 
nays  52,  as  follows: 
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YEAS — 21 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Miller 

Allott 

Hartke 

Mondale 

Baker 

Jackson 

Morse 

Boggs 

Javits 

Pastore 

Brooke 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Pearson 

Cotton 

Kennedy,  N.T. 

Pell 

Dominick 

Kuchel 

Prouty 

NAYS — 52 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Muskie 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Brewster 

Hruska 

Ribicoff 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Smathers 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Sparkman 

Case 

Lausche 

Spong 

Church 

Long,  La. 

Symington 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Ty  dings 

Ellender 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Griffin 

Montoya 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gruening 

Morton 

Harris 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING — 

27 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hart 

Murphy 

Carlson 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Cooper 

Hayden 

Russell 

Dirksen 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Pong 

McGee 

Tower 

Gore 

McGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

So  Mr.  Prouty's  amendment  was  re- 
j  Gctcd 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amend- 
ment which  is  cosponsored  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceded  to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
dispense  with  further  reading  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so 'ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  407.  after  line  5,  add  a  new  sec- 
tion as  follows: 

"STUDY  OP  FAMILY  AND  CHILD  ALLOWANCE 
PROPOSALS 

"Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  conduct  a  study 
and  investigation  of  the  various  proposals 
for  family  allowances  and  child  allowances. 
In  such  study  and  investigation,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  shall  give  consideration  to  (1) 
the  effect  of  enactment  of  any  of  these  pro- 
posals upon  the  various  Federal-State  as- 
sistance programs,  and  (2)  the  savings  which 
might  accrue  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment and  to  the  various  State  governments 
from  the  enactment  of  such  proposals. 

"(b)  In  carrying  out  this  study  and  in- 
vestigation, the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  and  with  all  other  ap- 
propriate government  departments  and 
agencies,  and  with  such  other  organizations 
and  individuals  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

"(c)  On  or  before  January  15,  1969,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  transmit  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Congress  a  report  which 
shall  contain  a  full  and  complete  statement 
of  the  findings  of  fact  and  the  conclusions 
of  such  study  and  investigation  including 
appropriate  recommendations  for  congres- 
sional action." 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr 
President,  I  will  not  take  much  time 
on  this  amendment.  This  amendment, 
which  is  cosponsored  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  would  re- 
quire the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  carry  out 
a  yearlong  study  of  the  feasibility  of  the 
various  family  and  child  allowance  pro- 
posals. 

There  has  been  wide  public  debate  and 
discussion  of  these  various  proposals  for 
income  support,  culminating  in  Presi- 
dent Johnson's  announcement  in  his 
1967  Economic  Report  to  the  Congress 
that  he  would  appoint  a  commission  to 
examine  them.  The  President  said: 

Completely  new  proposals  for  guarantee- 
ing minimum  incomes  are  now  under  dis- 
cussion. They  range  from  a  'negative  income 
tax'  to  a  complete  restructuring  of  Public 
Assistance  to  a  program  of  residual  public 
employment  for  all  who  lack  private  jobs. 
Their  advocates  include  some  of  the  sturd- 
iest defenders  of  free  enterprise.  These  plans 
may  or  may  not  prove  to  be  practicable  at 
any  time.  And  they  are  almost  surely  beyond 
our  means  at  this  time.  But  we  must  ex- 
amine any  plan,  however  unconventional, 
which  could  promise  a  major  advance.  I  in- 
tend to  establish  a  commission  of  leading 
Americans  to  examine  the  many  proposals 
that  have  been  put  forward,  reviewing  their 
merits  and  disadvantages,  and  reporting  in 
2  years  to  me  and  the  American  people. 

There  has  not  yet  been  the  announce- 
ment of  such  a  commission.  Let  me  cite 
briefly  some  of  the  other  activity  in  this 
field: 

On  December  9,  1966,  the  U.S.  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  conducted  a  "National 
Symposium  on  Guaranteed  Income," 
hearing  from  a  wide  range  of  experts 
from  private  and  public  life  on  this  sub- 
ject, which  included  discussion  of  family 
and  child  allowances; 

In  1966,  the  President's  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers,  the  White  House 
Conference  on  Civil  Rights,  and  the  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Technology,  Auto- 
mation, and  Economic  Progress  all  rec- 
ommended further  and  intensive  study 
of  this  concept ; 

In  February  of  1967,  Walter  Reuther 
urged  the  initiation  of  an  immediate 
study  of  the  concept ;  and 

In  1966,  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Executive  Reorganization,  in  its  hear- 
ings on  the  Federal  role  in  urban  affairs, 
received  many  statements  of  the  advan- 
tages of  close  study  and  possible  imple- 
mentation of  some  of  the  proposals. 

This  summary  of  the  many  different 
individuals  and  groups  suggesting  the 
need  for  quick  action  in  studying  the 
family  and  child  allowance  concept  is 
indicative  of  the  widespread  interest  in 
it.  It  is  also  indicative  of  the  widespread 
support  the  proposal  has. 

There  are  almost  as  many  variant  pro- 
posals as  there  are  proponents  of  the 
concept.  To  cite  just  two: 

Prof.  Daniel  P.  Moynihan  of  Harvard, 
former  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor,  pro- 
poses a  program  of  family  allowances, 
based  on  the  number  of  children  in  a 
family  with  regard  to  a  means  test;  and 

Alvin  L.  Schorr  of  HEW  also  favors 
family  or  child  allowances,  but  he  would 
couple  a  larger  allowance  per  child  with 
an  elimination  of  the  income  tax  ex- 


emptions for  children,  which  would  re- 
duce the  windfall  to  rich  families. 

Most  of  the  proponents  of  these  plans 
share  a  number  of  common  dissatisfac- 
tions with  existing  income  support  pro- 
grams, such  as  the  public  assistance  pro- 
visions of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the 
unemployment  insurance  programs,  and 
the  veteran's  pension  plans,  to  cite  only 
a  few.  These  dissatisfactions  hinge  upon 
both  the  high  cost  of  supporting  the  ad- 
ministrators of  these  programs,  and  the 
often  humiliating  interferences  of  these 
administrators  in  the  lives  of  their 
clients.  The  cost  of  welfare  would  be  less, 
and  the  lives  of  recipients  better,  the 
argument  goes,  if  a  more  comprehensive 
form  of  cash  assistance  were  substituted. 

The  House-passed  1967  Social  Security 
Amendments,  and  the  Senate  committee 
bill,  both  contain  new  programs  designed 
to  increase  reliance  upon  wages  and 
to  decrease  reliance  upon  welfare.  These 
programs  can  be  very  productive,  I  be- 
lieve, but  only  if  modified  to  reduce  their 
coercive  and  harsh  nature.  The  Senate 
bill  is  a  great  improvement  over  the 
House  bill  in  this  regard,  and  some  of  the 
changes  made  on  the  Senate  floor  have 
improved  it  still  further. 

But  there  are  millions  of  Americans 
who  cannot  work — they  are  too  young. 
Yet  they  all  must  eat.  They  all  need  medi- 
cines and  doctors.  They  all  need  shelter 
and  clothes.  The  issue  is,  How  can  we 
best  bring  these  rudiments  to  them? 

Their  numbers  are  not  small.  In  May 
1967  there  were  3,739,000  AFDC  children. 

Various  of  the  proposals  would  apply 
to  all  families,  irrespective  of  need.  Oth- 
ers would  apply  only  to  the  poor.  Some 
rely  upon  the  income  tax  machinery. 
Others  operate  independently  of  it. 

All  of  the  proposals  have  some  merit 
to  recommend  them.  What  we  need,  I 
think,  is  a  high-level,  exhaustive  study  of 
the  advantages  and  disadvantages  both 
of  the  general  concept  and  the  specific 
proposals. 

The  amendment  I  offer  gives  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  broad  discretion  to  consult 
with  a  wide  variety  of  experts  in  de- 
veloping an  information  base  and  a  series 
of  recommendations  as  well  as  requiring 
him  to  consult  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  The  Secretary 
is  required  to  report  on  January  1,  1969, 
to  the  91st  Congress,  on  these  findings 
and  recommendations. 

We  Americans  live  in  a  country  of  in- 
calculable riches.  We  have  the  resources 
to  eliminate  hunger  and  want.  We  have 
the  abilities  to  offer  everyone  a  life  of  se- 
curity and  dignity. 

We  must  not  lack  the  will  to  bring 
these  fruits  of  our  progress  to  all  Ameri- 
cans. The  cost  of  our  failure  to  do  so  will 
be  far  higher  than  the  cost  of  putting 
reforms  into  effect — cost  measured  in  hu- 
man suffering  and  cost  measured  in 
dollars. 

But  before  we  can  reform  we  must 
have  knowledge.  That  knowledge  will  be 
available  if  the  study  my  amendment 
proposes  is  carried  out. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield. 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  has  been  confined,  at  my 
request,  to  family  and  child  allowances, 
although  originally,  as  printed,  it  dealt 
with  many  others,  including  guaranteed 
income. 

I  believe  that  this  is  the  essence  of 
the  one  real  scheme  which  might  have 
some  promise  in  view  of  what  there  is 
happening  in  the  whole  welfare  field, 
which  has  been  testified  to  extensively. 

I  may  point  that  over  40  countries  in 
the  world  have  family  and  child  allow- 
ance plans.  I  think  it  would  be  worth- 
while to  look  into  it,  and  I  hope  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  will  take  the  amend- 
ment to  conference. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  willing  to  take  the  amendment  to 
conference. 

I  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows : 

On  page  57,  line  18,  strike  "(1)  (A)  ". 

On  page  57,  line  21,  strike  "$140"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$200". 

On  page  57,  line  24,  strike  "$140"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$200". 

On  page  58,  line  1,  strike  "(2)"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "(b)  ". 

On  page  58,  lines  1-2,  strike  paragraph  (1) 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  subsection  (a). 

On  page  58,  strike  lines  4-14. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  in  recent 
years  both  the  President  and  Congress 
have  brought  to  the  problems  of  the  ag- 
ing a  new  perspective.  To  the  elderly 
themselves,  this  has  brought  a  new  hope. 
As  a  society,  we  are  today  committed  to 
the  simple  and  just  proposition  that  those 
who  have  labored  long  to  build  this  Na- 
tion have  a  right  to  live  out  their  later 
years  in  dignity.  How  can  we  insure  that 
necessary  feeling  of  self-respect?  The 
answer,  simply,  is  to  see  that  our  senior 
citizens  are  self-sufficient;  that  they  are 
not  dependent  upon  welfare  payments; 
that  they  are  not  subject  to  the  embar- 
rassments that  come  from  outright  de- 
pendence upon  their  children. 

Older  Americans,  unfortunately,  have 
on  the  average  only  half  the  income  of 
other  age  groups.  Most  of  those  aged  65 
and  over  depend  almost  entirely  upon 
fixed  incomes — incomes  that  do  not  re- 
flect the  continually  rising  cost-of-living. 
As  a  result,  elderly  Americans  are  forced 
to  spend  two-thirds  of  their  disposable 
income  on  food,  shelter,  and  health 
care — the  basic  necessities.  Younger  age 
groups,  in  contrast,  spend  only  one-half 
of  their  disposable  income  on  these  three 
items.  Obviously,  our  senior  citizens  do 
not  have  the  financial  resources  to  enjoy 
retirement.  For  the  great  majority  of  the 
retired  the  said  fact  is  that  they  have  lit- 
tle to  look  forward  to  after  a  lifetime  of 


labor.  Retirement  is  a  time  to  be  dreaded. 
Is  that  the  American  dream? 

Yet  many  of  these  citizens  have  a  great 
deal  to  offer  society.  They  want  to  be — 
and  can  be — productive  members  of  their 
communities.  It  is  our  task  here  in  Con- 
gress to  facilitate  the  employment  of 
the  elderly — as  we  recently  did  in  pass- 
ing a  measure  prohibiting  age  discrimi- 
nation in  employment.  But  we  need  to  do 
more.  We  must  encourage  the  aged  to 
contribute  to  society.  Are  we  so  wealthy 
that  we  can  afford  the  luxury  of  support- 
ing these  citizens?  The  plain  truth  is  that 
we  are  not.  Our  society  is  facing  a  crisis — 
both  in  our  urban  areas  and  in  our  rural 
communities.  We  need  the  talent  and  ex- 
perience of  these  senior  citizens — in  busi- 
ness, in  agriculture,  and  in  education.  Let 
us  provide  them  with  this  opportunity. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  most  direct 
ways  we  can  provide  the  incentive  for 
employment  is  to  liberalize  the  earnings 
limitation  test  in  the  social  security  law. 
I  realize,  of  course,  that  the  basic  pur- 
pose of  retirement  benefits  is  to  serve  as 
a  partial  replacement  for  income  from 
work.  In  order  to  determine  when  a 
worker  eligible  for  retirement  benefits 
has  actually  retired,  the  law  includes  an 
earnings  test.  The  retirement  test  is  an 
essential  element  of  the  social  security 
system — to  provide  insurance  against  the 
loss  of  earned  income. 

The  present  test,  however,  is  an  un- 
realistically  low  $1,500.  Thus,  for  every 
dollar  a  social  security  beneficiary  earns 
over  $1,500  he  will  lose  some  or  all  of 
his  benefits.  Earned  wages  from  $1,500- 
$2,700  will  result  in  the  loss  of  $1  in 
benefits  for  every  $2  earned.  Anything 
above  $2,700  and  the  recipients  will 
suffer  the  loss  of  $1  in  benefits  for  every 
$1  earned.  The  President  has  recom- 
mended, and  the  House  approved,  an  in- 
crease in  the  basic  limitation  to  $1,680 — 
a  step  in  the  right  direction.  The  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  realizing  the  need 
to  modernize  the  earnings  test,  has  raised 
the  level  to  $2,000,  beginning  in  1969 — a 
step  further  along  the  right  path.  I  con- 
gratulate the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  Mr.  Long,  for 
his  efforts. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  is  necessary 
to  raise  the  earnings  limitation  even 
further.  It  must  be  increased  to  a  level 
that  will  not  discourage — and  in  fact  will 
encourage — as  many  social  security 
beneficiaries  as  possible  to  continue 
making  a  contribution  to  their  commu- 
nities. Despite  the  action  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  a  great  many  people  would 
still  be  discouraged  from  earning  a  rea- 
sonable amount. 

While  only  $1  in  benefits  would  be 
withheld  for  every  $2  earned  between 
$2,000  and  $3,200,  any  additional  income 
would  result  in  the  loss  of  $1  in  tax- 
exempt  benefits  for  each  $1  of  taxable 
wages.  Continued  employment,  there- 
fore, is  less  profitable. 

Mr.  President,  these  people  want  to 
work — and  should  have  the  opportunity 
to  work — but  where  is  the  incentive? 

My  amendment,  very  simply,  would 
raise  the  minimum  amount  to  $2,400  a 
year.  In  other  words,  a  person  could  earn 
$200  a  month  before  he  lost  any  social 
security  benefit.  For  every  $2  earned  be- 
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tween  $2,400  and  $3,600,  the  beneficiary 
would  lose  $1  in  benefits.  Beyond  that, 
a  dollar  in  earnings  would  result  in  the 
loss  of  a  dollar  in  benefits. 

This  amendment  would  do  two  things, 
Mr.  President.  First,  it  would  give  elderly 
people  an  opportunity  to  supplement 
their  social  security  incomes.  It  is  not 
a  dole;  it  would  give  them  an  oppor- 
tunity to  work  for  that  money.  Many 
of  them  want  to.  The  dollars  are  im- 
portant to  them.  Even  more  im- 
portant than  the  dollars,  moreover,  is 
the  fact  that  they  would  have  a  chance 
to  make  a  positive  contribution. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield  to  me  briefly 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  As  I  understand  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment,  it  would  permit 
$2,000  of  outside  earnings  without  any 
deduction? 

Mr.  BAYH.  Two  thousand  four 
hundred  dollars  of  outside  earnings.  Two 
hundred  dollars  a  month. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Two  thousand  four 
hundred  dollars  of  outside  earnings 
without  any  reduction? 

Mr.  BAYH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  I  am  a  social  security 
recipient,  and  I  receive  $500  in  a  year, 
and  the  Senator  is  a  social  security  re- 
cipient receiving  $1,200  in  a  year,  in 
either  case,  under  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment, we  would  be  permitted  to  earn 
$2,400  per  year? 

Mr.  BAYH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  Sena- 
tor's response. 

My  objection,  Mr.  President,  as  I 
pointed  out  in  connection  with  a  previous 
amendment,  is  that  the  Senator,  with 
$1,200  in  benefits,  will  not  have  to  earn 
as  much  as  I,  with  only  $500,  in  order 
to  reach  a  decent  level  of  income.  That 
is  why  I  think  a  variable  level  of  earn- 
ings is  so  important. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  appreciate  the  Senator's 
argument.  In  essence,  what  the  matter 
amounts  to  is  that  if  Senators  want  peo- 
ple to  be  able  to  earn  up  to  $200  a  month 
without  being  penalized,  they  will  vote 
for  my  amendment;  if  they  do  not,  they 
will  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  endorse 
the  amendment  of  my  colleague.  I  of- 
fered, in  the  committee,  an  amendment 
which  would  have  excluded  all  earnings. 
Unfortunately,  that  did  not  succeed.  I 
am  hopeful  that  the  Senate  can  agree  to 
the  more  moderate  amendment  of  my 
colleague  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  What  would  the 
Senator's  amendment  cost  the  Treasury? 

Mr.  BAYH.  This  amendment  would 
cost  the  Treasury  about  $450  million 
more  than  the  present  increase.  The  in- 
crease the  committee  recommends  would 
eventually  cost: — I  believe  I  am  correct, 
though  the  chairman  may  disagree — 
either  $450  million  or  $500  million.  The 
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increase  from  $1,500  to  $1,680  in  the  first 
year  will  cost  $140  million;  the  increase 
from  $1,680  to  $2,000  a  year  will  cost  $450 
million,  and  the  increase  I  am  suggest- 
ing would  cost  an  additional  $450  mil- 
lion a  year.  It  would  cost  exactly  the 
same  amount  that  the  $320  increase  in 
the  present  bill  would  cost. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  The  Senator's 
amendment,  then,  would  cost  no  more 
than  the  present  bill? 

Mr.  BAYH.  No,  it  would  cost  that 
much  in  addition. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Oh,  in  addition 
to  the  present  bill;  the  last  addition? 

Mr.  BAYH.  Yes. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee 
points  out  that  this  would  cost  some 
money,  and  I  am  not  trying  to  hide  that. 
The  question  is  whether  it  is  worth  the 
cost  to  permit  these  people,  in  their 
twilight  years,  to  get  out  and  earn  some 
income. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  In  other  words, 
the  present  bill  would  add  $450  million, 
and  the  Senator's  would  add  $450  million 
more? 

Mr.  BAYH.  Well,  the  first  increment 
would  cost  $140  million.  In  other  words, 
the  present  limitation  is  $1,500  a  year. 
When  that  increases  to  $1,680,  it  will  cost 
an  additional  $140  million.  When  it  goes 
to  $2,000,  it  will  cost  an  additional  $450 
million.  My  amendment,  with  the  exemp- 
tion raised  to  $2,400  a  year,  would  cost 
another  $450  million. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  Yield? 
Mr.  BAYH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Would  these  retired 
employees  be  paying  social  security  taxes 
on  their  exempt  earnings  on  the  job? 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  stand  cor- 
rected. I  believe  that  they  would  pay 
social  security  tax  on  their  income  if 
they  continued  to  earn. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  think  the  greatest 
tragedy  we  face  is  the  presentation  of  a 
gold  watch  on  reaching  the  age  of  65,  and 
the  trusted  employee  being  pushed  out 
into  retirement. 

He  is  happy  with  his  gold  watch.  He 
and  his  wife  go  to  Florida  for  2  weeks; 
they  have  the  trip  they  have  dreamed  of, 
and  they  come  back  home  and  face  a  life 
of  utter  boredom.  I  think  psychologically 
we  are  destroying  the  initiative  and  the 
utilization  of  many,  many  wonderful 
citizens.  I  have  had  friends,  apparently 
in  good  health,  who  have  died  shortly 
after  retirement. 

I  have  heard  of  industries  in  my  State 
which  have  advertised  for  messengers. 
Age  being  no  disqualifying  factor,  they 
have  had  dozens  of  men  who  had  been 
junior  executives  in  their  time,  or  had 
been  skilled  workers,  applying  and  beg- 
ging for  the  job  of  messenger,  so  they 
would  have  something  to  go  to  work  to 
every  morning,  after  they  had  overcome 
the  1  or  2  months  of  how  wonderful  re- 
tirement can  be. 

I  think  one  of  the  most  cruel  things  we 
do  in  our  social  security  system  is  put  so 
many  good  men  on  the  shelf.  I  have  been 
pressing  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
now  that  we  find  ourselves  hard  pressed 
in  many  areas  of  this  country  for  good, 
intelligent,  reliable,  honest,  responsible 


employees  to  carry  the  mail  or  to  sort  the 
letters,  and  have  been  begging  them  to 
accept  applications  of  men  over  65  years 
of  age,  and  give  them  an  opportunity  to 
go  on,  perhaps  at  a  lesser  number  of  days 
a  week,  but  to  be  able  to  feel  that  they  are 
useful  in  this  world. 

It  is  above  and  beyond  the  matter  of 
money.  It  is  the  matter  of  finding  work 
and  things  to  do,  for  men  who  have  been 
trained  to  a  lifetime  of  work  habits  and, 
after  a  brief  pause  for  retirement,  find  it 
is  utter  and  discouraging  boredom. 

Mr.  BAYH.  If  the  Senator  will  yield,  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  have  here  a  double- 
barreled  increase  in  benefits.  First,  in- 
come to  the  citizen  who  needs  it.  Second, 
society  also  stands  to  benefit  from  the 
services  such  persons  can  still  render. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Certainly  the  Gov- 
ernment can  do  this.  Certainly  they 
would  benefit  by  being  able  to  recruit 
able  men  to  replace  some  of  the  men, 
frequently  practically  unemployable, 
upon  whom  they  are  now  forced  to 
depend. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Most  people  do  not  retire  under  social 
security  until  approximately  age  67.  It 
used  to  be  age  68.  The  big  cost  of  increas- 
ing this  earnings  test  is  because  the  re- 
tired people  who  would  draw  benefits 
are  people  who  really  are  not  retired. 

Mr.  President,  the  two  Senators  from 
Indiana,  may  I  say,  have  taken  my 
laurels  many  years  ago,  as  far  as  being 
for  more  aid  to  the  needy,  the  aged,  and 
the  poor. 

I  can  recall,  the  years  when  I  used 
to  be  the  one  with  the  billion  dollar 
amendment  and  the  $2  billion  amend- 
ment. I  thought  I  made  some  pretty  good 
speeches  for  some  fairly  costly  amend- 
ments. I  cannot  recall  that  I  ever  put 
a  tax  on  one  of  my  amendments  to  pay 
for  the  benefits. 

I  thought  that  that  would  come  out 
of  the  Treasury  or  just  increase  the 
deficit  or  would  come  out  of  the  trust 
fund. 

I  cannot  quarrel  with  Senators  who 
make  amendments  of  that  sort.  Then  it 
never  occurred  to  me  that  I  might  some- 
time have  to  resist  amendments  because 
of  the  cost. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Indiana  went 
the  junior  Senator  from  Indiana  one  bet- 
ter. He  wanted  to  let  everybody  above 
the  age  of  65  draw  his  full  social  security 
benefits. 

The  best  argument  I  have  against  the 
amendment  is  that  it  would  cost  $2  bil- 
lion a  year,  and  there  are  other  ways  we 
might  find  to  help  other  people  who  are 
more  in  need  of  help  and  where  the 
benefits  could  be  distributed  to  greater 
advantage.  That  is  the  best  argument 
against  it.  Moreover,  the  amendment 
would  increase  the  cost  of  the  bill  over 
what  we  have  done  here  by  another  $600 
million  in  1968.  In  1969  it  will  increase 
the  cost  of  the  bill  by  $450  million  over 
what  we  have  provided. 

The  reason  that  the  increase  in  cost 
would  not  be  as  much  in  1969  as  in  1968 
is  because  the  committee  bill  provides 
an  earnings  test  of  $2,000  a  year  and 
a  person  can  keep  one-half  of  the  next 
$1,200  that  he  makes. 


The  amendment  will  be  popular  with 
people  who  receive  the  additional  bene- 
fits, but  it  is  an  expensive  thing. 

While  on  this  subject,  the  record  might 
as  well  indicate  that  the  senior  Senator 
from  Indiana,  as  well  as  having  the 
courage  to  take  the  retirement  test  off 
completely  so  that  there  would  be  no 
limit  to  the  income  received,  is  also  in 
favor  of  a  20-percent  social  security  in- 
crease with  a  $100  minimum. 

,The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

I  cannot  keep  up  with  my  friends  from 
Indiana  as  to  what  they  are  willing  to 
do  in  this  area. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  when  the 
Senator  speaks  of  the  cost  to  the  Treas- 
ury, he  is  talking  about  the  fact  that 
there  may  be  less  dollars  that  these  old 
people  will  have  to  kickback  to  the  social 
security  because  they  work  and  earn 
something.  Is  that  what  the  Senator  re- 
fers to  as  cost  to  the  Treasury? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  This  would 
pay  out  about  $600  million  more  next 
year  without  bringing  any  more  in.  That 
is  what  this  amendment  would  do. 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  other  words,  the  only 
cost  involved  is  that  these  old  people  do 
not  have  to  sacrifice  some  of  their  social 
security  and  are  allowed  to  earn  a  little 
more  without  sacrifice.  That  is  what  is 
meant  by  cost  to  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  would  cost 
the  fund  money  in  1968.  It  would  put  the 
national  income  accounts  $600  million 
more  in  the  red.  It  would  do  that.  There 
would  though  still  be  a  surplus  flowing 
into  the  fund.  I  would  be  prepared  to 
concede  that. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Indiana,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to 
my  distinguished  chairman,  as  he  well 
knows,  that  this  bill  is  overfinanced  ap- 
proximately $2  billion.  I  only  agreed  to 
that  in  order  to  get  the  bill  out  of  the 
committee. 

The  Senator  well  knows  that  there  is 
$2  billion  in  the  bill  that  the  committee 
would  not  take  out,  and  that  the  people 
will  pay  the  social  security  tax. 

This  is  a  fact  of  life,  and  the  truth 
is  that  every  coupon  clipper,  every  rent 
collector,  and  every  man  with  a  bank  de- 
posit drawing  interest  can  keep  every 
penny,  but  if  one  works  with  his  hands, 
there  is  something  that  soils  that  person 
and  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  keep  that 
money. 

I  think  there  ought  to  be  equity  among 
people  who  work  as  well  as  among  those 
who  earn  their  money  on  unearned 
income. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  of  my  col- 
league from  Indiana  is  agreed  to  over- 
whelmingly. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 
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Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
in  1968  the  fund  will  not  collect  enough, 
new  money  to  pay  for  the  projected  new 
benefits  and  will  retain  only  enough 
funds  to  pay  1  year's  benefits  under  the 
pending  bill. 

That  fact  is  severely  criticized,  may  I 
say,  in  the  minority  report  filed  by  the 
Republican  members  of  the  committee. 

If  the  pending  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  the  fund  will  be  $600  million  worse  off 
in  that  respect,  and  the  Government 
would  be  in  a  worse  deficit  position. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  for 
the  very  favorable  comparison. 

I  do  not  really  think:  it  is  deserved. 
I  do  not  think  the  Senator  was  irrespon- 
sible in  those  early  years.  And  I  do  not 
think  that  the  suggestion  I  am  making 
here  this  evening  is  irresponsible.  There 
are  people  under  the  present  bill  who, 
despite  the  committee's  work,  will  be 
earning  only  $70  for  a  single  individual 
and  S105  a  month  for  a  couple.  Are  we 
going  to  begrudge  them  $200  a  month 
if  they  go  out  and  earn  it  with  their 
hands? 

This  is  not  a  giveaway  program.  These 
people  pay  social  security  tax  and  income 
tax  on  the  money  they  earn. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana.  On  this  question  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  C.wnon],  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent- 
on  official  business. 

I  also, announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  absent  because 
of  illness  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCar- 
thy], the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan],  the  Senator  from  WsToming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senators 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell  and  Mr. 
Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart]  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ing  [Mr.  McGee],  would  each  vote  "yea," 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  Senator  from  South 


Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben- 
nett], the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield],  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Percy]  are  detained  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  "yea"  and  the 
Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Percy]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  "nay." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
S57lvania  [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  "yea"  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  50, 
nays  23,  as  follows: 

[No.  349  Leg.] 
YEAS — 50 


Aiken 

Griffin 

Morse 

AUott 

Grueiiing 

Moss 

Baker 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

HoUings 

Pastore 

Bayh 

Inouye 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Pell 

Brewster 

Javits 

Prouty 

Brooke 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Proxmire 

Bur  dick 

Jordan, Idaho 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass 

Ribicoff 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Sparkman 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Spong 

Cotton 

Mclntyre 

Symington 

Dominick 

Metcalf 

Ty  dings 

Ervin 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Fannin 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Fulbright 

Montoya 

NAYS — 23 

Anderson 

HU1 

Morton 

Bible 

HoUand 

Muskie 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Smathers 

Case 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

Long,  La. 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

Mansfield 

Williams,  Del. 

Hickenlooper 

Miller 

NOT  VOTING — 

27 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hart 

Murphy 

Carlson 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Cooper 

Hayden 

Russell 

Dirksen 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McCleUan 

Talmadge 

Pong 

McGee 

Tower 

Gore 

McGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

So  Mr.  Bayh's  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 


On  page  164,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec.  149c.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  sections 
127,  149a,  and  149b,  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by — 

"(1)  striking  out  'or  (5)'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  '(5) ',  and 

"(2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following:  ',  or  (6)  a  psychologist 
licensed  or  certified  as  such  by  the  State, 
but  only  for  purposes  of  1861  (s)  (1)  and 
1861  (s)  (2)  (A)  and  only  with  respect  to  func- 
tions which  he  is  legaUy  authorized  to  per- 
form as  such  by  the  State  in  which  he  per- 
forms them'. 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shaU  take  effect  with 
respect  to  services  furnished  after  March  31, 
1968." 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes,  which  is  all  I  will  use, 
and  I  will  not  request  a  rollcall  vote. 

This  amendment  would  create  a  new 
subsection  149c  to  include  under  medi- 
care payments  the  services  of  clinical 
psychologists  without  referral  of  a 
physician. 

My  amendment  is  designed  to  repair  a 
deficiency  which  came  to  my  attention 
after  the  Committee  on  Finance  had 
completed  its  consideration  of  H.R. 
12080,  but  this  matter  has  been  discussed 
with  the  distinguished  manager  of  the 
bill  and  I  hope  that  he  will  -accept  the 
proposed  amendment  and  take  it  to  con- 
ference with  the  House. 

This  amendment  would  remove  the 
present  undesirable  and  unnecessary 
constraints  on  the  delivery  of  mental 
health  services  to  patients  and  would  in- 
crease the  utilization  of  mental  health 
manpower  resources  available  today. 

The  present  defects  in  existing  legisla- 
tion arise  from  the  fact  that  two  inde- 
pendent but  equally  well  qualified  pro- 
fessions, psychiatry  and  clinical  psy- 
chology, offer  similar  and  frequently 
identical  services  to  the  public.  However, 
present  regulations  require  that  the  serv- 
ices of  clinical  psychologists  be  reim- 
bursed only  if  included  in  a  physician's 
bill  or  as  part  of  the  charges  of  a  clinic 
directed  by  a  physician.  This  restriction 
denies  the  patients  direct  access  to  the 
many  qualified  clinical  psychologists  who 
are  independent  practitioners  and  un- 
affiliated with  clinics  or  private  physi- 
cians. There  are  some  3,000  qualified 
clinical  psychologists  in  this  category 
throughout  the  country  engaged  in 
either  full-time  or  part-time  treatment 
of  mental  health  patients. 

The  House  of  Representatives  this 
year  included  a  similar  amendment 
which  would  provide  for  the  services  of 
podiatrists.  The  Senate  committee  bill 
extended  these  provisions  to  include 
chiropractors  and  optometrists.  Certain- 
ly, the  professional  competence  and 
standing  of  qualified  clinical  psychol- 
ogists is  equivalent  to  that  of  the  afore- 
mentioned professions.  There  are  33 
States  which  recognize  the  profession  of 
clinical  psychology  with  official  licens- 
ing or  certification  requirements,  all  but 
one  of  which  require  that  the  practi- 
tioner have  a  doctor  of  philosophy  degree 
plus  a  minimum  of  1  year  of  ex- 
perience, with  most  of  the  States  requir- 
ing 2  years  of  experience  or  more  in 
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addition  to  the  doctor  of  philosophy 
degree.  My  amendment  would  be  limited 
to  those  psychologists  who  are  certified 
or  licensed  by  their  respective  States. 

This  amendment  is  consistent  with 
the  purposes  of  the  Mental  Retardation 
Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health 
Centers  Construction  Act  enacted  by  the 
Congress  in  1963,  which  was  designed  in 
part  to  stimulate  the  development  of 
our  manpower  resources  in  the  field  of 
mental  health,  and  I  urge  my  friend, 
the  distinguished  manager  of  this  bill,  to 
accept  the  proposed  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  letter 
in  connection  with  this  matter  be 
printed  at  fhis  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

May  1,  1967. 

Hon.  Jacob  H.  Gilbert, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Longworth  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Gilbert  :  This  letter  is  in  response 
to  several  questions  you  raised  in  our  meet- 
ing with  you  last  Wednesday  in  connection 
with  the  proposal  to  amend  H.R.  5710  to  in- 
clude the  services  of  psychologists  under 
Part  B  of  Title  18  (Medicare). 

Under  current  arrangements,  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration in  September  1966  (for  PL  89-97) 
allow  outpatient  psychologists'  services  to  be 
reimbursed  under  two  conditions: 

1.  Diagnostic  testing  on  referral  from  a 
physician.  Section  1861,  (s),  (3)  (p.  37). 
Psychologists  may  bill  patient  directly. 

2.  Psychological  services  (including  psy- 
chotherapy) incident  to  a  physician's  serv- 
ices, Section  1861.  (s) ,  (2),  (p.  36).  The 
physician  bills  for  the  services,  including 
charges  for  the  psychologist's  services.  These 
services  are  not  subject  to  the  limitations 
imposed  on  a  psychiatrist  (or  other  physi- 
cian) for  the  outpatient  treatment  of  "men- 
tal, psychoneurotic,  and  personality  disorders 
of  an  individual  .  .  ."  Section  1833,  (c)  (p. 
18). 

I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration  regulations  which  de- 
scribe the  above  provisions.  See  also  pp.  3^4 
of  Dr.  Brayfield's  testimony  dated  March  10 
which  you  have. 

HR  5710,  the  new  administration  package, 
proposes  no  changes  in  the  above  provisions. 

Under  the  new  arrangements,  embodied  in 
the  proposed  amendment  discussed  with  you 
last  week,  psychologists'  services  would  be 
surfaced  to  the  level  of  the  statute.  Out- 
patient services  by  qualified  psychologists 
would  not  include  the  necessity  of  physician 
referral  or  direction.  Details  of  this  change 
are  covered  in  materials  already  presented 
to  you.  Once  again  we  should  like  to  repeat 
a  key  feature  of  the  amendment:  the  range 
of  conditions  covered  by  the  statute  for  the 
mental  health  care  of  the  elderly  would  not 
be  altered  in  any  fashion;  there  would  only 
be  an  extension  of  the  availability  of  quali- 
fied mental  health  professionals  to  provide 
essentially  comparable  services. 

Your  other  question  had  to  do  with  the 
training  and  experience  requirements  for 
state  laws  governing  the  practice  of  psychol- 
ogists. As  of  this  date,  33  states  now  legally 
recognize  the  services  of  psychologists.  The 
table  below  presents  the  essential  facts. 

It  is  clear  from  this  table  that  the  model 
level  of  required  training  and  experience  is 
the  doctoral  degree  and  two  years  of  ac- 
ceptable experience.  Other  analyses  also 
show  that  this  level  of  training  and  experi- 
ence is  increasingly  becoming  the  preferred 
level  (relative  to  PhD  and  1)  In  the  more 
recently  enacted  state  laws. 


TRAINING  AND  EXPERIENCE  REQUIREMENTS  IN  STATE 
LAWS  COVERING  THE  PRACTICE  OF  PSYCHOLOGY,' 
MAY  1,  1967 


Training  and 
experience 
(years) 


States 


Num- 
ber 


Ph.  D.  and  5..    Michigan..   1 

Ph.  D.  and  3..    Minnesota     1 

Ph.  D.  and  2__    Colorado,  Florida,  Idaho,  Illinois,  Lou-  15 
isiana,  Maryland,  New  Hampshire, 
New  Jersey,  New  Mexico,  New  York, 
Oklahoma,  Oregon,  Utah,  Virginia, 
and  Kansas. 

Ph.  D.  and  1       Alaska,  Arkansas,  California,  Con-  11 

necticut,  Delaware,  Georgia, 
Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Nevada, 
Tennessee,  and  Washington. 

Ph.  D.  only         Alabama,  Arizona,  Wyoming,  and  4 

North  Dakota. 

Ph.  D.  orM.A.     Maine     1 

and  1. 


Total. 


33 


1  As  you  would  expect,  State  laws  typically  include  a  "grand- 
father' provision.  For  persons  holding  a  master's  degree,  the 
additional  experience  requirements  range  roughly  between  5 
and  7  years. 

We  trust  that  this  additional  Information 
is  of  help  to  you  in  your  consideration  of  our 
proposal.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  here 
or  Mr.  Williams  in  New  York  if  we  can  be  of 
further  assistance.  And  we  want  to  thank 
you  again  for  the  courtesy  of  your  time  and 
attention  last  week  during  this  obviously 
busy  period. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  J.  McMillan, 
Administrative  Officer, 
State  and  Professional  Affairs. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  amend- 
ment would  permit  clinical  psychologists 
to  do  the  type  of  work  they  are  author- 
ized to  do  under  State  law.  We  have  done 
this  type  of  thing  in  the  committee  bill 
with  regard  to  optometrists  and  chiro- 
practors, as  I  recall.  It  would  be  no  de- 
parture from  the  philosophy  of  the  bill 
to  do  the  same  for  these  people  in  the 
psychiatric  field,  to  help  with  the  type  of 
work  they  are  licensed  to  do  under  State 
law;  and  I  would  be  willing  to  consider 
the  amendment  in  conference. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  having  been  yielded 
back,  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  myself  and  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
I  send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  304,  line  9,  after  "December  31, 
1966,". 

On  page  304,  line  24,  after  "December  31, 
1966,"; 

On  page  305,  line  14,  after  "December  31, 
1966,";  and 


On  page  306,  line  8,  after  "December  31, 
1966"  insert  the  following:  "(as  of  June  30, 
1966  if  the  State  plan  includes  provisions  for 
automatic  cost  of  living  adjustments  in  aid 
or  assistance  under  such  plan)  ". 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
discussed  this  matter  with  the  floor  man- 
ager of  the  bill,  who  will  take  it  to  con- 
ference. 

I  have  a  telegram  from  the  Governor 
of  California,  which  is  self-explanatory, 
and  which  reads  as  follows : 

November  16,  1967. 
Senator  Thomas  H.  Kttchel, 
U.S.  Senate  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  deletion  of  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee version  of  HR  12080  requiring  average  in- 
crease of  $7.50  for  all  aged,  blind  and  dis- 
abled recipients  whether  or  not  receiving 
Social  Security  minus  any  increases  made 
after  December  31,  1966.  Understand  com- 
mittee included  this  in  recognition  of  fact 
that  Federal  Government  has  not  provided 
for  any  increases  in  these  public  assistance 
programs  since  1965. 

California  passed  on  the  $3.50  public  as- 
sistance increase  of  1965  in  January  1966. 
In  addition,  California  has  a  built  in  cost 
of  living  provision  in  law  through  which 
grants  to  these  recipients  were  increased  $2.00 
in  December  1965,  $2.00  in  December  1966 
and  will  be  increased  $3.00  in  December  1967. 

The  budget  act  of  1966  provided  an  addi- 
tional $4.00  increase  in  OAS  and  AB  for  F/Y 
66/67,  which  was  renewed  for  F/Y  67/68 
through  budget  act  of  1967. 

Most  feasible  tack  is  to  modify,  urge 
change  from  12/31/66.  The  use  of  12/31/66 
as  cut  off  date  for  credit  on  increases  in 
these  programs  penalizes  States  like  Califor- 
nia which  have  provided  regular  methods  of 
increasing  these  payments  during  the  period 
when  the  Federal  Government  has  taken  no 
action  to  do  so.  Under  present  Senate  ver- 
sion general  fund  cost  to  California  would 
be  13.5  M  for  the  1968/69  fiscal  year. 

Ronald  Reagan, 

Governor. 

The  amendment  I  offer  would  move 
back  the  cutoff  date  for  credits  or  in- 
creases back  to  June  30,  1966,  provided 
the  State  plan  includes  provisions  for 
automatic  cost-of-living  adjustments  in 
such  aid  or  assistance.  To  do  otherwise 
would  be  to  penalize  those  States  which 
have  provided  regular  methods  of  in- 
creasing these  payments  during  the 
period  when  the  Federal  Government  has 
taken  no  action  to  do  so. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
as  I  understand  it,  the  committee  amend- 
ment creates  compliance  problems  in  the 
State  of  California  in  a  way  that  was  not 
intended.  It  deals  with  a  peculiarity  of 
the  California  plan.  We  certainly  did  not 
intend  to  create  that  type  of  problem, 
and  the  pending  amendment  would  make 
it  easier  for  California  to  comply  with 
the  committee  amendment.  I  would  be 
willing  to  accept  the  amendment. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  California. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to .  further  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  send  to  the  desk  a  number  of 
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technical  amendments,  and  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendments  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  table  which  begins  on  page 
11  and  ends  on  page  13. 

On  page  48,  line  23,  strike  out  "insurance 
benefit". 

On  page  51,  line  23,  strike  out  "each  place 
it  appears  therein"  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of "(each  place  it  appears  therein)". 

On  page  53,  line  4,  after  "place"  insert 
"after  the  first  place". 

On  page  74,  line  3,  strike  out  "and". 

On  page  92,  line  18,  immediately  after  the 
period  insert  the  following:  "Notwithstand- 
ing the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of 
such  paragraph  (1),  such  firemen's  positions 
shall  be  deemed  a  separate  retirement  system 
and  no  other  positions  shall  be  included  in 
such  system." 

On  page  94,  line  24,  strike  out  "after  1967". 

On  page  95,  strike  out  line  18. 

On  page  95,  line  22,_strike  out  "provisions" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "provisions". 

On  page  98,  line  25,  strike  out  "remunera- 
tion paid"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "services 
performed.". 

On  page  103,  line  19,  strike  out  "authority" 
and  all  that  follows  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"Authority." 

On  page  107,  line  15,  delete  "subsection 
(k) "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "subsections 
(j),  (k),  (m),and  (o)". 

On  page  114,  line  19,  strike  out  "(c)"  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(c) ,". 

On  page  119,  fine  10,  strike  out  "clinic"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "clinic,". 

On  page  121,  line  2,  strike  out  "1861  (p)  (4) 
(A)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1861  (p)  (4) 
(A) ,",  and  strike  out  "if,"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "if". 

On  page  126,  line  14,  strike  out  "with"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(with". 

On  page  129,  line  2,  strike  out  "entitled," 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "entitled". 

On  page  134,  line  2,  strike  out  "attributable 
to  depreciation  of"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"for  depreciation  attributable  to". 

On  page  148,  line  2,  strike  out  "1967"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1967,". 

On  page  148,  line  12,  strike  out  "1813"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1814". 

On  page  151,  line  15,  strike  out  "  'and"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "  ',  and". 

On  page  153,  line  5,  strike  out  "(a)  and 

(b)  "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(b)  and 

(c)  ". 

On  page  155v  lines  17  and  18,  strike  out 
"subparagraph  (B)  of". 

On  page  157,  lines  9  through  14,  strike  out 
"of  an  institution  shall  be  included  unless 
such  institution  meets  the  definition  of  a 
hospital  for  purposes  of  section  1814(d)  or 
the  definition  of  an  extended  care  facility  (as 
defined  in  subsection  (j),  and  such  other 
conditions  relating  to  health  and  safety  of 
individuals  with  respect  to  whom  such  items 
and  services  are  furnished  as  the  Secretary 
may  find  necessary.' "  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "of  an  institution  which  meets  the 
definition  of  a  hospital  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 1814(d)  shall  be  included  unless  such 
other  conditions  are  met  as  the  Secretary 
may  find  necessary  relating  to  health  and 
safety  of  individuals  with  respect  to  whom 
such  items  and  services  are  furnished.' ". 

On  page  161,  line  11,  strike  out  "1967"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1967,". 

On  page  163,  line  17,  after  "by"  insert  "sec- 
tion 127(a)  and",  and  strike  out  "and  sec- 
tion 150(a) ". 

On  page  213,  line  1,  strike  out  "SAVINGS" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "SAVING". 

On  page  215,  line  19,  strike  out  "for"  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "in". 


On  page  221,  line  8,  strike  out  "subsection" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "subsections". 

On  page  237,  line  15,  strike  out  "for  any 
month  in  which  such  child"  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "who". 

On  page  282,  line  16,  strike  out  "(3)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(4)  ". 

On  page  282,  line  18,  strike  out  "(3)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(4)  ". 

On  page  282,  line  19,  strike  out  "(4)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(5)  ". 

On  page  285,  line  22.  strike  out  "(20)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(19)  (F) ". 

On  page  336,  line  20,  strike  out  "(23)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "  (24)  ". 

On  page  336,  line  21,  strike  out  "(24)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(25)  ". 

On  page  336,  line  24,  strike  out  "(25)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(26)  ". 

On  page  338,  line  5,  strike  out  "(26)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "  (27)  ". 

On  page  338,  line  15,  strike  out  "(27)  "  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(28)  ". 

On  page  343,  strike  out  lines  19  through 
23  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (28)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "  ';  and'  "  and  (2)  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  1902  (a) 
the  following  new  paragraph:". 

On  page  343,  line  24,  strike  out  "(28)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(29)  ". 

On  page  344,  line  8,  strike  out  "(23)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(29)". 

On  page  346,  line  7,  strike  out  "(28)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(29)". 

On  page  346,  line  12,  strike  out  "(28)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(29)". 

On  page  379,  strike  out  lines  1  through  23, 
inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "of  the  appropriation  for  such  year 
shall  be  for  allotments  pursuant  to  sections 
503  and  504;  and  (B)  10  per  centum  thereof 
shall  be  for  grants,  contracts,  or  other  ar- 
rangements pursuant  to  sections  511  and  512. 
Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  appropria- 
tion for  any  fiscal  year  under  this  section 
shall  be  transferred,  at  the  request  of  the  Sec- 
retary, from  one  of  the  purposes  specified  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  to  another  purpose  or 
purposes  so  specified.  For  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  determine  the  portion  of  the 
appropriation,  within  the  percentage  deter- 
mined above  to  be  available  for  sections  503 
and  504,  which  shall  be  available  for  allot- 
ment pursuant  to  section  503  and  the  portion 
thereof  which  shall  be  available  for  allotment 
pursuant  to  section  504.  Notwithstanding 
the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section,  of 
the  amount  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  section  501,  not  less  than  6  per 
centum  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  the 
case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  15 
per  centum  of  the  amount  appropriated  in 
the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  and  20  per  centum  of  the  amount  appro- 
priated in  the  case  of  each  fiscal  year  there- 
after, shall  be  available  for  family  planning 
services  from  allotments  under  section  503 
and  for  family  planning  services  under  proj- 
ects under  sections  508  and  512." 

On  page  422,  line  20,  strike  out  "para- 
graph" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "para- 
graphs". 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
these  amendments  are  of  a  clerical  and 
technical  nature.  They  perfect  the  provi- 
sions in  the  reported  bill  by  clarifying 
erroneous  cross-references,  renumbering 
paragraphs  which  were  misnumbered, 
correcting  punctuation  and  spelling,  and 
making  other  perfecting  amendments  of 
a  similar  nature.  I  do  not  believe  that 
they  would  make  any  substantial  change 
in  the  bill. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  and  also  with  the  junior  Sen- 


ator from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  and 
they  agree  with  me  that,  so  far  as  we 
know,  there  are  no  substantive  changes. 
These  are  only  technical  changes  to  per- 
fect cross-references  and  technical  er- 
rors. I  ask  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendments  to  be  pro- 
posed, the  question  is  on  the  engross- 
ment of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 16999 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  LONG  OF 
LOUISIANA 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr,  President.  I  wish 
to  take  this  occasion,  before  the  vote  on 
the  unfinished  business,  the  social  secu- 
rity bill,  is  concluded,  to  express  my  ad- 
miration and  gratification  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  the  deputy  majority  leader  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance.  The  outstanding  skill  he  has 
shown  in  managing  this  most  compre- 
hensive, difficult,  and  technical  bill,  for 
the  past  week  will  remain  as  a  lasting 
impression  on  the  minds  of  all  Senators. 

He  has  conducted  himself  with  great- 
dignity,  decorum,  understanding,  and 
tolerance.  He  has  been  able  to  answer 
the  questions  raised  with  clarity  and 
skill.  He  is  to  be  commended  for  conduct- 
ing, in  the  highest  traditions  of  the 
Senate,  the  type  of  management  which 
we  all  admire  and  appreciate,  especially 
when  a  bill  of  this  magnitude  is  before 
us.  Its  carefully  drawn  provisions  repre- 
sent a  major  achievement  for  the  count- 
less number  of  Americans  who  will  bene- 
fit. But  the  real  achievement  today  is 
the  one  about  to  occur  when  the  Senate 
votes  to  pass  HR.  12080.  This  will  be 
Senator  Long's  achievement;  one  he  can 


add  to  his  already  abundant  record  in 
the  service  of  the  Nation. 

I  should  also  like  to  extend  my  com- 
mendation to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  who,  although  he 
had  some  very  strong  differences  of  opin- 
ion, did  not  in  any  way  delay  the  work 
of  the  Senate.  He  expressed  his  views 
with  clarity  and  decisiveness,  with  deep 
sincerity  and  conviction.  He  made  a  dis- 
tinct and  enriching  contribution.  His 
deep  understanding  of  the  many  facets 
of  our  social  security  system,  his  knowl- 
edge of  the  many  provisions  of  this  bill 
were  of  immense  assistance. 

There  are  others  who  are  to  be  com- 
mended. The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico [Mr.  Anderson]  and  the  others  on  the 
committee  deserve  praise  for  their  strong 
efforts  both  in  committee  and  here  in 
the  Chamber. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska [Mr.  Curtis]  is  to  be  singled  out 
for  his  outstanding  contribution.  He 
urged  his  views  with  great  conviction  and 
sincerity  though  they  differed  in  many 
respects  from  those  of  a  majority  of  the 
Senate.  The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  similarly  deserves  the  praise  of 
the  Senate  for  again  manifesting  his 
deep  and  abiding  devotion  to  our  elderly 
citizens. 

I  particulary  wish  to  note  the  contri- 
bution of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  McGovern]  whose  profound  in- 
terest in  and  strong  support  for  this 
vitally  important  measure  has  served 
immensely  to  assure  what  I  am  certain 
will  be  an  overwhelming  success.  His  co- 
operation throughout  the  consideration 
of  the  measure  was  splendid. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har- 
ris] shares  the  gratitude  of  the  Senate 
for  his  diligence  and  efforts  in  behalf  of 
this  measure,  as  do  the  Senators  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke  and  Bayh],  the 
Senators  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits  and 
Mr.  Kennedy]  and  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  .  They,  along  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon- 
toya]  and  others,  urged  their  views 
clearly  and  articulately,  offered  amend- 
ments which  often  met  the  approval  of 
the  Senate  and  generally  helped  to  make 
the  discussion  and  debate  on  this  bill  of 
the  highest  caliber  and  in  the  best  tradi- 
tions of  the  Senate. 

So  again,  to  Senator  Russell  B. 
Long,  to  the  committee  which  he  so  ably 
chairs  and  to  the  Senate  goes  the  heart- 
felt thanks  of  the  leadership,  and  the 
thanks  of  a  grateful  nation  for  co- 
operating so  magnificently  to  ready  the 
sweeping  improvements  of  the  social  se- 
curity program  and  the  other  benefits 
proposed  in  HE.  12080  for  final  disposi- 
tion— a  disposition,  I  am  confident,  that 
will  be  highly,  highly  favorable.  It  will 
be  a  lasting  credit  to  this  body. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS — 
WELFARE  PROGRAMS  NEED  HU- 
MAN TOUCH 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  at 
this  time  to  complete  the  legislative  his- 
tory of  two  amendments  to  H.R.  12080, 


which  were  sponsored  by  me  and  other 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  which  were 
adopted  in  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
The  amendments  to  which  I  refer  are 
amendments  Nos.  400  and  401. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  incorporate  at 
this  point,  by  reference,  excerpts  from 
the  Record  of  previous  sessions  which 
show  other  statements  I  have  made  con- 
cerning these  amendments.  Originally, 
when  the  amendments  were  submitted,  I 
made  a  statement  which  is  contained  in 
the  Congressional  Recoud  of  October  16, 
1967,  beginning  at  page  S14818.  Other 
statements  by  me  concerning  and  ex- 
plaining these  amendments  are  contained 
in  the  Congressional  Record  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  October  20,  1967,  October  23, 
1967,  at  page  S15102,  October  26,  1967, 
at  page  S15405,  and  October  31,  1967,  at 
page  S15578. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  these  two 
amendments  will  bring  about  great  im- 
provements in  the  present  welfare  sys- 
tems of  our  country- 
Amendment  No.  400,  which  has  the 
endorsement  of  the  National  Association 
of  Social  Workers,  Inc.,  and  also  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties,  makes 
provision  for  the  State  plan  of  each  State 
to  provide  for  the  recruitment,  training, 
and  effective  use  of  community  service 
aides  and  social  service  volunteers  in 
their  welfare  programs. 

It  is  intended  that  particular  effort 
would  be  made  to  use  men,  and  not  just 
women  alone,  as  community  service 
aides.  It  is  intended  also  that  these  com- 
munity service  aides  would  be  recruited 
primarily  from  the  poor  and  those  who 
would  otherwise,  except  for  their  salaries 
under  such  programs,  be  recipients  of 
welfare,  to  work  in  the  communities  ih 
which  they  live.  These  people  will  be  far 
better  able  to  communicate  with  the  wel- 
fare recipients,  better  able  to  explain 
public  assistance  and  other  community 
programs  to  them,  and  better  able  to 
help  those  who  administer  State  public 
welfare  programs  make  such  programs 
most  effective  and  most  helpful. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER..  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mi-.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  also  provides  for  the  use  of 
social  service  volunteers  on  a  nonpaid 
or  partially  paid  basis.  It  is  intended  that 
these  volunteers,  in  addition  to  coming 
from  the  more  affluent  segments  of  Amer- 
ican society,  would  come  also  from 
among  the  poor  themselves. 

This  amendment  would  be  effective 
January  l,  1969,  a  date  which  was 
changed  in  committee.  I  wish  to  point 
out  that  the  date  was  changed  only  be- 
cause some  legislatures  will  have  to  meet 
in  1968  in  order  to  change  their  basic  law 
under  the  State  welfare  system  plan. 

It  is  certainly  my  intent  and  the  intent 
of  the  other  sponsors  of  the  amendment 
that  we  would  not  have  to  wait  until  that 
date  to  implement  the  program,  but  that 
the  States  and  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  would  move  rap- 
idly ahead  to  do  so  as  soon  as  possible. 
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COMMENDATION  OF  SENATOR  LONG 
OP  LOUISIANA 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  want  to  join  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  [Mr.  Mans- 
field], in  complimenting  the  very  able 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance,  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  on  the 
excellent  presentation  that  he  has  made 
of  the  most  difficult  and  complex  bill 
considered  by  the  Senate  during  the  past 
few  days  and  upon  which  we  will  soon 
vote. 

At  all  times  the  floor  manager  of  the 
bill,  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  has  demon- 
strated a  very  thorough  and  impressive 
grasp  of  the  facts,  and  such  knowledge 
can  only  be  gained  through  experience, 
diligence,  hard  work,  and  long  hearings. 

I  compliment  Mr.  Long,  and  I  thank 
him  for  the  patience,  cooperation,  and 
equanimity  which  he  has  consistently 
shown  throughout  the  long,  very  ardu- 
ous, and  difficult  debate  on  this  impor- 
tant and  complicated  bill.  I  believe  that 
the  ranking  minority  member  and  all 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, as  well  as  the  distinguished  chair- 
man, are  also  to  be  complimented  for  a 
job  very  well  done. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  supplement  the  appropriate  words  just 
spoken  by  my  colleague,  Senator  Byrd. 
Members  of  this  body  realize  that  such 
a  bill  is  very  difficult  to  understand  in  its 
intriciate  provisions.  I  am  very  frank.  I 
must  labor  to  understand  what  we  are 
doing.  The  helpful  manner  in  which  the 
explanations  have  been  made  by  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  has  been  of  vital  value  to  me 
as  we  have  worked  our  legislative  way 
through  this  complicated  measure.  In  a 
moment,  I  shall  express  my  approval  of 
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the  progress  made  as  we  came  nearer 
to  a  vote. 

I  stress  the  patience  which  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  has  shown 
day  after  day  during  the  debate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  And  the 
good  humor. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes,  and  good  humor. 

I  think  there  has  been  general  agree- 
ment among  practically  all  Members  that 
this  is  a  truly  important  measure.  The 
expertise  of  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  in  handling  this  legislation 
has  been  noteworthy. 

I  recall,  Mr.  President,  that  there  are 
two  Members  in  the  Senate  now  who  were 
here  on  May  13,  1935,  and  voted  then 
for  the  original  Social  Security  Act.  They 
are  Senators  Haydex  and  Russell. 

There  are  five  other  Senators  in  this 
body  today  who  were  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  April  19,  1935,  and 
voted  for  the  first  Social  Security  Act. 
These  men  are  Senators  Carlson,  Dirk- 
sen,  Hill,  Young  of  Ohio,  and  myself. 

Mr.  President,  shortly  we  will  vote  on 
final  passage  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967.  This  comprehen- 
sive measure  provides  a  substantial  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  for  the 
more  than  23  million  people  now  on  the 
rolls,  as  well  as  substantially  improved 
protection  for  86  million  current  work- 
ers— and  their  families — who  are  the 
future  beneficiaries. 

The  15  percent  across-the-board  in- 
crease provided  by  the  bill  is  a  needed 
increase.  About  one-half  of  our  social 
security  beneficiaries  have,  in  terms  of  a 
regular  income,  only  their  social  security. 
For  almost  all  beneficiaries,  social  secu- 
rity is  their  main  source  of  support.  It  is 
for  these  reasons  that  the  level  of  social 
security  benefits  is  the  all-important  fac- 
tor in  deterrnining  how  well  our  elderly 
citizens  will  be  able  to  live. 

Social  security  benefits  are  too  low.  The 
average  benefit  for  retired  workers  today 
is  about  $85  a  month;  for  aged  widows, 
the  average  is  $74  a  month.  In  a  country 
as  prosperous  as  the  United  States,  there 
is  absolutely  no  reason  why  these  people 
should  not  share  in  at  least  a  part  of  the 
expanding  prosperity  most  of  us  have 
come  to  know  and  enjoy.  Under  the  bill, 
benefits  that  now  range  from  $44  to  $142 
for  retired  workers  will  be  increased  to  a 
range  of  $70  to  $163.30.  A  worker  receiv- 
ing a  benefit  equal  to  the  average  bene- 
fit now  payable — about  $85  a  month — 
will  receive  about  $98  a  month.  The  aver- 
age benefit  for  an  aged  retired  couple 
will  be  increased  from  $145  a  mom^  to 
$171  a  month. 

Because  the  social  security  program  is 
so  basic  to  the  future  plans  of  all  workers 
and  their  families,  we  must  not  permit  it 
to  become  static.  That  is  why  I  favor  the 
raise  in  the  amount  of  annual  earnings 
subject  to  social  security  contributions 
and  used  in  computing  benefit  amounts. 
This  increase  in  the  base  will  make  pos- 
sible in  the  future  the  payment  of  social 
security  benefits  that  will  be  more  closely 
related  to  the  earnings  that  the  family 
breadwinner  had  before  he  retired,  be- 
came disabled,  or  died.  Moreover,  the  in- 
crease in  the  contribution  and  benefit 
base  will  help  to  finance  the  more  liberal 
benefits  provided  under  the  bill. 


I  am  particularly  gratified  to  note  that, 
in  order  to  finance  the  increases  and  the 
other  improvements,  the  pending  bill 
calls  for,  along  with  increases  in  the  con- 
tribution rate  schedule,  a  three-step  in- 
crease in  contribution  and  benefit  base — 
the  maximum  amount  of  annual  earn- 
ings subject  to  tax  and  counted  for 
benefit  purposes.  As  a  result,  the  base 
would  be  increased  from  its  present  level 
of  $6,600  to  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in  1969, 
and  to  $10,800  in  1972.  Increases  in  the 
base,  when  compared  with  increases  in 
the  contribution  rate,  have  the  advan- 
tage that  the  people  who  contribute  more 
will  receive  more  protection.  When  the 
base  is  increased,  new,  higher  benefits 
become  payable  on  the  basis  of  the  higher 
average  earnings  made  possible  by  the 
increase  in  the  base.  Since  the  matching 
employer  contributions,  when  combined 
with  the  new  employee  contributions,  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  provide  for  the 
increased  protection,  additional  income 
is  avalable  to  improve  benefits  through- 
out the  social  security  system. 

This  measure  improves  the  social  se- 
curity program  for  those  now  receiving 
benefits — our  older  citizens,  those  who 
are  disabled,  their  dependents  and  sur- 
vivors. And  it  significantly  increases  the 
protection  against  future  loss  of  earnings 
for  all  our  citizens  who  now  work  in  jobs 
covered  by  the  program. 

Another  vital  provision  authorizes  re- 
tirement benefits,  for  the  first  time,  as 
early  as  age  60  for  workers  and  their 
spouses,  and  for  aged  survivors  of  de- 
ceased insured  workers.  This  amend- 
ment was  sponsored  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd].  I  have  consistently  supported 
this  provision. 

The  payment  of  retirement  benefits 
beginning  at  age  60  would  clearly  help 
lessen  the  hardships  faced  by  the  group 
of  workers  who  because  of  ill  health, 
technological  unemployment,  or  other 
reasons,  find  it  impossible  to  continue 
working  until  they  reach  age  62.  Many 
of  our  older  workers  lack  the  newer 
technical  skills  needed  to  run  new  ma- 
chines; they  are  the  people  who  em- 
ployers often  let  go  first.  Persons  who 
worked  and  contributed  to  the  social 
security  program  have  the  right  to  re- 
tirement benefits  when  they  become  too 
old  to  work.  They  should  receive  social 
security  benefits  if  they  can  no  longer 
work  or  find  jobs  because  of  t^eir  age. 
These  people  would  rather  have  reduced 
social  security  benefits  than  no  regular 
income  at  all. 

This  is  a  change  that  is  long  overdue. 
It  is  a  change  that  was  voted  on  favor- 
ably by  this  body  earlier  this  year. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  these 
benefits  and  improvements  to  social  se- 
curity are  vitally  needed.  Nor  can  there 
be  any  question  that  they  are  needed 
now.  I  enthusiastically  support  the  enact- 
ment of  this  bill  without  further  delay. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  thank  my  senior  colleague  for 
his  remarks. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
join  the  majority  leader,  and  the  Sena- 
tors from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd  and 
Mr.  Randolph]  and  others  who  have 
so  deservedly  lauded  Senator  Russell 


Long  of  Louisiana  for  the  remarkable 
parliamentary  leadership  he  extended  to 
us  in  bringing  about  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill  and  the  passage  which  will  fol- 
low in  the  next  hour  in  the  Senate.  Credit 
for  the  bill  is  due  in  no  small  measure 
to  Senator  Russell  I  ong. 

The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  is  a  good 
one.  It  is  not  a  perfect  bill  in  my  opin- 
ion, as  my  votes  for  some  amendments 
that  were  defeated  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  demonstrate.  The  bill  does  not  go 
far  enough,  in  my  judgment,  to  give  the 
economic  justice  to  the  elderly  people  of 
this  country  that  I  think  they  are  en- 
titled to,  a  justice  that  we  must  come  to 
just  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

May  I  say  to  them,  this  is  not  the  last 
social  security  bill  we  are  going  to  pass 
in  the  years  immediately  ahead.  The 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  will  con- 
tinue to  do  everj^hing  he  can  to  secure 
passage  of  some  amendments  that  went 
down  to  defeat  in  this  debate. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  say  to  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  social  security,  the  bill  ad- 
vances your  interest  more  than  any  leg- 
islation Congress  has  considered  on  this 
subject  at  any  time  in  the  past  since  the 
original  act  was  passed. 

The  bill  deserves  the  vote  of  Senators 
this  morning,  and  it  deserves  every  effort 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  conferees  to 
maintain  the  Senate  amendments  in  con- 
ference with  the  House,  for  the  Senate 
bill,  in  my  judgment,  is  a  much  better 
bill  than  the  House  bill.  It  is  a  bill  that 
ought  finaJy  to  go  on  to  the  law  books, 
recognizing,  as  I  have  said,  that  there 
will  have  to  be  some  give  and  take  in 
conference.  I  hope,  however,  that  the 
conferees  of  the  House  will  recognize  ihe 
temper  and  the  tempo  of  the  times,  as 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
seeks  through  legislation  to  do  economic 
justice  to  the  elderly  people  by  having 
a  social  security  program  that  really 
makes  it  possible  for  them  to  live  out 
their  old  age  in  health,  decency,  and  self- 
respect.  It  seeks  to  help  them  enjoy  the 
happiness  that  we  ought,  as  a  matter  of 
moral  recognition,  see  to  it  that  our  el- 
derly are  able  to  enjoy. 

Some  provisions  of  the  bill  embody 
amendments  that  I  have  advocated  and 
supported  for  several  years.  I  was  highly 
gratified  when  many  of  the  principles 
of  those  amendments  were  adopted,  in 
the  first  instance,  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance  itself.  That  made  it  unneces- 
sary to  wage  a  battle  for  them  in  the 
course  of  the  debate  on  the  bill  Other 
amendments  that  I  have  advocated  over 
the  years  were  adopted  in  principle  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  They  are  not  in 
the  exact  form  that  I  have  urged  them, 
but  the  principle  is  there.  I  am  grateful, 
therefore,  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
for  the  cooperation  he  extended  to  me. 
The  bill  has  my  support  for  these  prin- 
cipal reasons: 

First.  The  level  of  benefits  will  be 
raised  across  the  board  by  15  percent. 
That  falls  short  of  the  20-percent  boost 
provided  in  the  amendment  that  I  spon- 
sored with  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy].  It  falls  short  of  the  $100 
nrinimum  which  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  I  and  other  Senators  have 
advocated  for  some  time  past.  It  is  a 
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minimum  that  I  will  continue  to  work 
for  in  the  Senate. 

But  this  15-percent  boost  is  better  than 
the  12Vz  percent  approved  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Second.  The  adoption  yesterday  of  the 
Bayh  amendment  raises  the  earnings 
test  to  $2,400,  thus  enabling  annuitants 
to  earn  up  to  that  amount  each  year 
without  loss  of  social  security  benefits. 

I  was  very  much  interested  in  the 
debate  yesterday.  I  thought  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney]  put  it 
very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  have  3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thought  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  put  it  very  well  when  he 
made  the  plea  to  let  these  elderly  people 
work.  The  privilege  of  working  is,  in  my 
judgment,  essential  to  the  happiness  of 
many  of  them.  Let  us  not  overlook  that 
intangible  value  implied  by  the  word 
"happiness."  We  need  to  pay  attention  to 
the  happiness  of  our  people,  and  particu- 
larly we  need  to  pay  attention  to  the 
happiness  of  the  aged.  Nothing  was  said 
on  this  matter  in  the  debate  on  yester- 
day ;  but  when  we  think  about  what  hap- 
pens to  elderly  people  when  they  are 
able  to  work  and  earn  up  to  $2,400  a  year, 
and  the  effect  on  their  families,  their 
sons  and  daughters,  and  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  family,  one  can  begin  to 
grasp  the  significance  of  the  Bayh 
amendment. 

The  Bayh  amendment  was  a  great  step 
forward  in  permitting  retired  persons  to 
earn  up  to  $2,400,  and  still  not  suffer  loss 
of  social  security  benefits. 

Third.  The  Prouty  amendment  was 
adopted,  to  exclude  from  the  income  test 
for  veterans'  pensions  the  increase  in 
social  security  benefits  carried  in  this  bill. 

Fourth.  The  Finance  Committee  bill 
enables  employees  to  choose  retirement 
at  age  60  with  a  reduced  annuity. 

Fifth.  The  committee  bill  further  pro- 
vides coverage  of  charges  for  certain  of 
the  services  of  optometrists,  podiatrists, 
chiropractors,  and  clinical  psychologists 
under  the  supplementary  insurance  pro- 
gram. 

Sixth.  The  committee  eased  the  most 
stringent  and  punitive  sections  of  the 
House  bill  relating  to  public  assistance 
and  aid  to  dependent  children.  The  adop- 
tion on  the  floor  of  the  Harris  amend- 
ment, making  mandatory  aid  to  the  chil- 
dren of  unemployed  fathers,  and  the 
Kennedy  amendment,  which  provides 
that  mothers  of  dependent  children  do 
not  have  to  work  outside  of  the  home 
when  the  children  need  their  care  at 
home,  are  great  steps  forward  in  our 
social  security  program. 

I  was  at  a  loss  to  understand  the  in- 
sistence in  the  House  that  mothers  with 
small  children  work  and  accept  training 
for  work  in  order  for  those  children  to 
receive  assistance.  The  mother  of  three 
or  four  or  five  children  ought  to  stay  in 
the  home,  at  least  when  their  children 
come  home  from  school.  They  are  needed 
to  assure  at  least  some  parental  super- 
vision as  well  as  doing  the  cleaning,  the 
sewing,  the  preparations  in  the  home 


that  make  it  possible  for  those  children 
to  enjoy  their  home  life. 

It  goes  without  saying,  and  we  can  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  fact,  that  a  mother 
with  children  who  has  to  go  outside  of 
the  home  and  work  every  day  is  not  able 
to  give  those  children  a  precious  heritage 
we  ought  to  try  to  provide  for  all  Ameri- 
can boys  and  girls,  a  happy  home  life. 

Again  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana for  the  splendid  job  he  has  done  in 
guiding  this  bill  through  the  Senate,  and 
I  hope  that  the  changes  this  Senate  has 
made  will  be  sustained  in  conference 
with  the  House. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  it  is  with  regret  that  I  cannot 
support  this  bill.  I  feel  that  there  is  a 
need  for  a  reasonable  increase  in  social 
security  benefits  and  would  gladly  have 
supported  a  bill  in  line  with  the  one 
passed  by  the  House,  which  provided  a 
12  y2  -percent  increase  in  such  benefits. 

Such  an  increase  could  have  been 
financed  without  a  prohibitive  increase 
in  the  taxes  on  the  wage  earners,  and 
the  many  small  businessmen  who  are 
today  struggling  to  keep  their  operations 
going. 

But  the  bill  before  us  has  gone  far  be- 
yond what  I  think  our  country  can  af- 
ford, and  the  wage  tax  increases  provided 
in  the  Senate  bill  represent  a  staggering 
increase  in  wage  taxes  that  will  be  placed 
upon  the  many  young  workers  of  Amer- 
ica, who  today  in  view  of  the  high  cost 
of  living  are  already  having  to  struggle 
to  support  their  growing  families  and 
provide  for  their  children's  education. 

The  fact  that  the  Senate  has  delayed 
these  wage  tax  increases  until  after  the 
1968  election  does  not  make  them  any 
less  regressive  or  painful. 

When  H.R.  12080  passed  the  House  its 
cost  was  projected  as  being  $3.2  billion 
in  1968,  with  this  cost  rising  in  1972  to 
$3.8  billion.  This  cost  covered  an  increase 
in  social  security  benefits  of  12y2  per- 
cent; the  House  bill  raised  the  minimum 
benefits  for  all  and  raised  the  earning 
test  limitation  to  $1,680.  To  finance  these 
benefits  the  earning  base  subject  to  wage 
tax  was  raised  from  the  present  $6,600  to 
$7,600.  The  House  bill  likewise  made 
many  increases  in  the  medicaid  program, 
bringing  its  cost  into  a  more  realistic 
range. 

But  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
went  on  a  spending  spree  and  practically 
doubled  both  the  cost  and  the  tax  rates 
as  compared  to  the  House  bill. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  added  over  $3  billion  to  the 
cost  of  the  House  bill,  which  brought  the 
full  year's  cost  of  the  bill  to  $6.3  billion. 
In  1972  these  costs  will  be  even  higher. 

To  finance  these  extra  benefits  in  the 
Senate  bill  the  wage  taxes  will  be  raised 
as  much  as  100  percent  for  the  middle  in- 
come wage  earners.  Under  the  Senate  bill 
the  cost  to  the  $10,000  wage  earners  will 
jump  from  $290.40  to  $580  per  year.  This 
increased  wage  tax  must  be  matched  by 
his  employer,  which  means  rising  costs 
of  the  products  being  manufactured.  The 
$5,000  worker  will  have  a  wage  tax  in- 
crease from  the  present  $220  per  year  to 
$290.  Other  comparable  increases  are 
placed  upon  these  young  workers  who  to- 
day are  already  having  a  hard  time  to 
meet  the  expenses  of  a  growing  family. 


But  even  this  $3  billion  increase  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  did  not  seem 
to  be  enough,  and  the  Senate  yesterday 
further  added  another  $iy2  billion  to  the 
cost  of  this  bill  by  adopting  a  series  of 
amendments  offered  on  the  floor. 

The  net  result  is  that  we  have  before 
us  today  a  bill  which  in  its  present  form 
will  cost  over  $7.5  billion  and  a  bill  which 
places  upon  the  wage  earners  of  America 
the  largest  wage  tax  increase  in  our  his- 
tory. 

This  $7V2  billion  bill  is  being  advanced 
at  a  time  when  both  the  administration 
and  the  Congress  have  been  shedding  a 
lot  of  crocodile  tears  over  the  dangers 
of  uncontrolled  inflation.  Both  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  Congress  have  been 
promising  that  before  any  tax  increase  is 
considered,  a  bona  fide  effort  must  be 
made  to  reduce  expenditures. 

How  can  either  the  administration  or 
the  Senate  reconcile  their  remarks  of 
the  past  4  days  with  their  support  of  a 
bill  which  adds  over  $4  billion  to  a  $3 
billion  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  just 
a  few  weeks  ago? 

If  these  Senate  additions  of  over  $4 
billion  are  just  being  passed  with  an  un- 
derstanding that  the  House  will  reject 
the  increases  and  send  back  a  bill  from 
conference  more  nearly  in  line  with  the 
projected  cost  of  the  House  bill,  then  this 
action  represents  the  height  of  political 
hypocracy,  and  I  will  have  no  part  of 
such  tactics. 

In  my  opinion  our  country  faces  a 
crisis  in  that  we  have  reached  the  point 
where  we  cannot  continue  down  this  road 
of  ever-expanding  deficits. 

These  mounting  deficits  and  the  re- 
sulting inflation  have  destroyed  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  the  pensions  upon 
which  these  retired  people  have  been  de- 
pending. Merely  to  raise  social  security 
payments  and  then  do  nothing  to  check 
the  inflationary  threat  will  be  of  but  a 
short-term  benefit,  and  within  2  years 
they  will  be  in  a  worse  condition  than 
today. 

The  value  of  the  savings  bonds,  the 
life  insurance  policies,  the  private  pen- 
sions has  been  destroyed  as  the  result  of 
this  uncontrolled  inflation. 

Eight  years  ago  a  small  investor  bought 
a  series  E  Government  bond  for  $75,  and 
today  he  receives  $100  as  payment  of  his 
principal  and  interest;  but  through  the 
erosion  of  the  purchasing  power  of  the 
dollar  he  cannot  buy  with  $100  what  he 
could  have  bought  with  the  $75  7  years 
ago. 

Through  uncontrolled  inflation  we 
have  destroyed  the  security  of  millions  of 
our  retired  citizens.  The  value  of  their 
life  savings,  their  insurance  policies,  their 
pensions,  social  security,  and  savings  ac- 
counts is  getting  to  be  worth  less  every 
day  as  the  result  of  this  uncontrolled 
inflation. 

Mr.  President,  these  trust  funds  repre- 
sent the  security  not  only  of  those  al- 
ready on  retirement  but  of  the  present- 
day  wage  earners,  who  upon  reaching 
reitrement  age  will  be  expecting  their 
benefits  to  be  paid.  It  is  therefore  essen- 
tial that  the  integrity  of  this  fund  be 
preserved. 

To  illustrate  just  how  the  present  in- 
flationary situation  with  its  accompany- 
ing high  interest  rates,  which  means 
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lower  bond  prices,  affects  these  trust 
funds  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
series  of  tabulations  showing  the  invest- 
ment portfolios  of  various  trust  funds, 
including  the  social  security  trust  fund, 
the  civil  service  retirement  fund,  and 
the  railroad  retirement  trust  fund. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  Virginia  in  the  chair) .  Without  objec- 
tion, the  material  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Treasury  Department, 

Fiscal  Service, 
Washington,  B.C.,  October  24,  1967. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  In  response  to 
your  recent  telephone  request,  there  are  at- 
tached schedules  showing  by  issue  the  face 
amount,  book  value  (where  available)  and 
current  market  value  of  marketable  invest- 
ment holdings  of  the  four  Social  Security 
Trust  Funds,  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 


and  Disability  Fund  and  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Accounts.  There  are  also  attached 
schedules  showing  the  current  investment 
holdings  of  Special  Treasury  Obligations  is- 
sued to  the  above  funds. 

The  market  value  columns  shown  on  the 
attached  schedules  are  based  on  current  mar- 
ket quotations,  as  noted.  These  prices  are  cur- 
rently at  a  very  low  point.  Therefore,  the 
total  market  value  shown  for  these  securities 
is  appreciably  less  than  the  book  value  shown. 
However,  caution  should  be  exercised  in  at- 
tempting to  estimate  a  possible  loss,  since 
Special  Treasury  Obligations,  not  market- 
able securities,  are  redeemed  at  part  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  current  benefit  payments 
or  other  authorized  expenditures.  Market- 
able securities  are  normally  purchased  and 
held  to  maturity. 

You  also  asked  that  if  special  Treasury  is- 
sues were  marketable  what  would  be  their 
estimated  current  market  value.  As  previ- 
ously mentioned,  special  Treasury  issues  are 
purchased  by  the  trust  funds  at  par  and  are 
redeemed  by  the  Treasury  at  par  when  nec- 
essary to  meet  benefit  payments  and  other 


expenditures.  Therefore,  there  Is  no  market 
value  as  such  for  special  issues  comparable 
to  the  market  value  at  any  given  time  for 
any  marketable  public  debt  obligation. 

Your  question  may  relate  to  the  yield  on 
special  Treasury  issues  as  compared  to  mar- 
ketables.  Since  specials  are  issued  and  re- 
deemed at  par,  the  yield  is  always  equal  to 
the  coupon  r;,te  established  at  the  time  of 
issue.  This  interest  rate  is  by  law  based  on 
the  average  market  yield  of  all  marketable 
public  debt  obligations  with  remaining  peri- 
ods to  maturity  of  four  years  or  more  from 
the  end  of  the  calendar  month  prior  to  issu- 
ance, except  for  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
counts which  are  based  on  all  marketable 
public  debt  obligations  with  remaining  peri- 
ods to  maturity  of  three  years  or  more.  In 
the  case  of  marketable  securities,  the  true 
yield  would  not  only  depend  on  the  coupon 
rate  at  time  of  issue,  out  also  on  the  pur- 
chase price  and,  if  sold  prior  to  maturity,  the 
selling  price. 

Very  truly  yours, 

John  K.  Carlock, 
Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary. 


HOLDINGS  FOR  FEDERAL  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Book  value  1 


Market  value  2 


MARKETABLES 

U.S.  Treasury  bonds: 

2V2  percent,  June  15,  1964-69   $22, 180,  000  $21, 753, 047.  06 

iy2  percent,  Dec.  15,  1964-69   33, 000, 000  32, 219,  058. 67 

2H  percent,  Sept.  15,  1967-72   250  250.  00 

37A  percent,  May  15,  1968   17, 450,  000  17,  450, 000.  00 

3%  percent,  Aug.  15,  1968_   7,  000,  000  7, 000,  000.  00 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1969   5, 000,  000  5,  000,  000.  00 

4  percent,  Oct.  1,  1969   57,  500, 000  57, 490,  553.  52 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1970    15,  000, 000  14, 968,  281. 17 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1971__   100,  000, 000  100, 697,  530.  84 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1973   38,  000,  000  37, 789, 128.  85 

4H  percent,  Feb.  15,  1974   61, 934,  000  61, 895,  580. 95 

percent,  May  15,  1974   6, 352, 000  6,  363, 615. 84 

3%  percent,  Nov.  15,  1974   24,  500,  000  24, 480, 272.  84 

4J4  percent,  May  15,  1975-85   78, 023, 000  77, 654, 044.  34 

3M  percent,  June  15,  1978-83   60,  200, 000  59, 272, 764. 62 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1980    153, 100, 000  153, 040, 016.  74 

3V2  percent,  Nov.  15,  1980   449,450,  000  455, 156,974.  02 

3M  percent,  May  15,  1985  _  25, 700, 000  24, 171, 356. 15 

4M  percent,  Aug.  15,  1987-92   33,000,000  35,111,119.89 

4%  percent,  May  15,  1989-94   91, 300,  000  90, 496, 486.  77 

%y2  percent,  Feb.  15,  1990   556, 250,  000  546, 773, 428.  71 

3  percent,  Feb.  15,  1995...   70,170,000  70,142,012.59 

Zy2  percent,  Nov.  15,  1998   552, 037, 000  542, 441, 418.  01 

Total,  public  issues   2,457,146,250  2,441,366,941.58 

Agency  Issues: 
FICB  debentures:  5.15  percent, 

Nov.  1,  1967    17,000,000  17,000,000.00 

FHLB  bonds: 

6  percent,  Oct.  26,  1967.   26,  000,  000  25, 998, 916.  64 

b%  percent,  Apr.  25,  1968   25, 000,  000  25, 014,  583.  36 

FN  MA  debentures: 

5'4  percent,  Sept.  10,  1968   10,000,000  9,997,135.46 

6  percent,  Dec.  12,  1969   41, 500, 000  41,  518, 732. 60 

5^  percent,  July  10,  1969   25, 000, 000  25, 048, 879.  36 

5%  percent,  Oct.  13,  1970   20, 000, 000  19, 960, 000.  00 

FLB  bonds:  5,78  percent,  Dec.  20, 

1967   _    15,000,000  15,000,000.00 

Total,  agency  issues   179, 500, 000  179, 538, 247.  42 


$21,  230, 
31, 195, 

17,313, 
6,910, 
4,912, 
55, 954, 
14, 498, 
94,718, 
35, 031, 
57,  095, 
5,899, 
22, 157, 
67,  538, 
46, 354, 

132, 048, 

366,301, 
19,724, 
27,616, 
74,  352, 

426,  574, 
53,  373, 

421,618, 


418.75 
312.  50 
222.  03 
671.  88 
312.  50 
500.  00 
687.  50 
437.  50 
750.00 
250.  00 
406.  25 
420.  00 
187.  50 
659.  38 
000. 00 
750.  00 
750.  00 
750.  00 
875.  00 
437.  50 
218.75 
056. 25 
258.75 


2,002,420,332.  04 


17, 000, 000.  00 

26, 000, 000.  00 
24, 976,  562.  50 

10,012,  500.  00 
41,551,875.00 
24,718,750.  00 
19, 937,  500.  00 

15,018,750.00 

179,215,937.  50 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Book  value ' 


Market  value3 


MARKETABLES— Continued 

Participation  certificates: 
Fait,  FNMA,  trustee: 

5.20  percent,  January  19,  1982..  $100,000,000 

5.10  percen*  "  nr.  6,  1987          .  50,  000, 000 

5^  percent,  June  ^9,  1972   50, 000, 000 


$100, 000, 000.  00 
50, 000, 000.  00 
50, 000, 000. 00 


$93, 000, 000.  00 
46, 000, 000.  00 
48, 875, 000.  00 


Total,  participation  certificates. 

Total,  marketables   

SPECIALS 


200, 000, 000  200,000,000.00  187,875,000.00 
2,836,646,250   2, 820,905,189.  00     2, 369,  511,269.54 


Certificates  of 
5l/s  percent 
1)4  percent, 

Notes: 
4%  percent, 
4%  percent, 
4%  percent, 
4%  percent, 

Bonds: 
V/t  percent, 
Vy%  percent, 
2V%  percent, 
2%  percent, 
2%  percent, 
2%  percent, 
3%  percent, 
3%  percent, 
V/t,  percent, 
V/%  percent, 
4J-I  percent, 
4%  percent, 
4)4  percent, 


Total,  special  issues   

U.S.  Treasury  bonds,  nonmarketable: 
2M  percent,  Apr.  1,  1975-80  


indebtedness: 
June  30,  1968. 
June  30,  1968., 

June  30,  1969., 
June  30,  1970. 
June  30,  1971., 
June  30,  1974., 

June  30,  1970., 
June  30,  1971.. 
June  30,  1972. 
June  30,  1973., 
June  30,  1974., 
June  30,  1975.. 
June  30,  1975.. 
June  30,  1976., 
June  30,  1977.. 
June  30,  1978.. 
June  30,  1978.. 
June  3C,  1979.. 
June  30,  1980.. 


1,872,652,  000 
17, 074, 000 

1,080, 011,000 
296,  526,  000 
1,080,011,000 
2,  720,  279,  000 


783, 
1,080, 
1,080, 
1,  080, 
1,080, 
919, 
160, 
1, 080, 
1,080, 
658, 
421, 
1,  080, 
1,080, 


485,  000 
011,000 
011,000 
011,000 
011,000 
934, 000 
077,  000 
011,000 
011,000 
444,  000 
567,  000 
011,000 
011,000 


18,650,  148, 000 
1,064, 902,  000 


Grand  total    22,  551,  696,250 


1  Book  value  based  on  amortization  of  premium  and/or  discount  on  a  straight-line  basis. 

HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


2  Market  value  based  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  13, 1967  for  agency  issues  and  participa- 
tion certificates  and  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct  19,  1967,  lor  public  issues. 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Book  value  1      Market  value  2 


MARKETABLES 
U.S.  Treasury  bonds: 

3%  percent,  May  15. 1968..   $3,750,000  $3,750,000.00  $3,720,  703.13 

354  percent,  Aug.  1 5,  1968...   5, 000, 000  5, 000, 000.  00  4, 935, 937.  50 

3%  percent,  Nov.  15,  1968.   5, 000, 000  4, 992, 968.  50  4, 923, 437.  50 

4  percent,  Oct.  1,  1969   26, 000, 000  25, 993, 851. 79  25, 301, 250.  00 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1970   10,000,000  9,978,515.45  9,665,625.00 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1970    14,000,000  13,957,349.76  13,444,375.00 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1972   2,000,000  1,988,394.64  1,881,250.00 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1972...   2,000,000  1,989,851.00  1,872,500.00 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1973    16,  500, 000  16, 360, 623.  51  15, 210, 937.  50 

4%  percent,  Feb.  15,  1974   10, 000, 000  10, 017, 431. 12  9, 218, 750. 00 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Book  value  1      Market  value 


MARKETABLES— Continued 

U.S.  Treasury  bonds: — Continued 

3%  percent,  Nov.  15,  1974    $5, 000, 000 

4)4  percent,  May  15,  1975-85   20,795,000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1980    30,250,000 

4)4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1987-92   80, 800, 000 

4ys  percent,  May  15,  1989-94   68, 400, 000 

3y2  percent,  Feb.  15,  1990    10, 500, 000 

3lA  percent,  Nov.  15,  1998   5, 000, 000 

Total,  public  issues   314, 995, 000 


$5, 000, 000.  00 
20, 774, 628. 28 
30, 240, 452. 69 
80, 979, 046. 03 
67, 514, 591.67 
9, 882, 092. 39 
4, 676, 514.  55 


$4,  521,875.  00 
18, 000,  671.  88 
26, 090, 625.  00 
2, 619, 500. 00 
55,703, 250.00 
8,052,187.50 
3, 818,750.00 


313,096,311.38  273,981,625.01 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967— Continued 


MARKETABLES — Continued 

Securities 


Face  amount 


Book  value  1      Market  va  tue  ° 


Agency  issues* 

FHLB  bonds:  6  percent,  Oct.  26, 1967. 
FNMA  debentures: 

5%  percent,  Sept.  10,  1968  

5ya  percent,  Oct.  13,  1970.  

Total  agency  issues  

Participation  certificates— FALT,  FNMA, 
trustee:  5>£  percent,  June  29,  1972   


Total,  marketables  

SPECIALS 

ertificates  of  indebtedness: 

percent,  June  30,  1968. 
5K  percent,  June  30,  1968. 


$15,590,000   $15,588,916.64  $15,590,000.00 


10, 000, 000 
20, 000, 000 


45,  590, 000 
50, 000, 000 


9,997,135.46 
19, 960, 000. 00 

45, 546, 052. 10 

50, 000, 000.  00 


10, 012, 500.  00 
19,937,500.  00 

45,  540, 000. 00 

48, 875, 000.  00 


410,585,000   408,642,363.48  368,396,625.01 


87,111,000 
520,  000 


MARKETABLES- 

Securities 


-Continued 


Notes: 

A%  percent,  June  30,  1971. 
A%  percent,  June  30,  1974.. 
Bonds: 

2%  percent,  June  30,  1974. 
3M  percent,  June  30,  1974.. 

percent,  June  30,  1975.. 
3H  percent,  June  30,  1975. 
3H  percent,  June  30,  1976.. 
3H  percent,  June  30,  1977. 
3\'a  percent,  June  30,  1978. 
AVa  percent,  June  30,  1979.. 
Aya  percent,  June  30,  1980.. 


Face  amount 


Book  value  1       Marke  t  valued 


$74,799,  000 
309, 178,  000 

77,  006,  000 
20, 738,  000 
132,  894,  000 
20, 738,  000 
153,  632,  000 
153, 632,  000 
153, 632,  000 
153, 632,  000 
125,606, 000 


Total,  special  issues    1, 463, 118,  000 


Grand  total   1,873,703,000 


'  Book  value  based  on  amortization  of  premium  and/or  discount  on  a  straight  line  basis. 


2  Market  value  based  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  13,  1967,  for  agency  issues  and  par- 
ticipation certificates  and  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  19,  1967,  for  public  issues. 


HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


Securities 


Face  amount       Book  value  1 


Market 
value  2 


MARKETABLES 

Afiency  issues* 

FLB  bonds:  57A  percent,  Dec.  20,  1967— 
FNMA  debentures:  6  percent,  Dec.  12, 
1969     

Total,  agency  issues   

Participation  certificates — FALT,  FNMA, 
Trustee:  5.20  percent,  Jan.  19,  1982  


$15,000,000  $15,000,000.00  $15,018,750 
41,500,000     41,518,733.60  41,551,875 


56,500,000  56,518,733.60  56,570,625 
50,  000,  000     50, 000,  000.  00     46,  500, 000 


Total,  marketables. 


106,500,000   106,518,733.60  103,070,625 


Securities 


Face  amount       Book  value  1 


Market 
value  2 


SPECIALS 
Notes — Continued 

Certificates  of   indebtedness:  514  percent, 

June  30,  1968    $100,745,000 

Notes: 

A%  percent,  June  30,  1971    544, 659,  000 

4%  percent,  June  30,  1972    46, 131,  000 

AH  percent,  June  30,  1973    46, 131,  000 

AH  percent,  June  30,  1974   415, 179,  000 


Total,  special  issues     1, 152,845,  000 


Grand  total    1,259,345,000 


'  Book  value  based  on  amortization  of  premium  and/or  discount  on  a  straight  line  basis. 
2  Market  value  based  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  13,  1967,  for  agency  issues  and  partici 


pafion  certificates  and  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  19,  1967,  for  public  issues. 
HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Specials:  Certificates  of  indebtedness,  5J4'  percent,  maturing  June  30, 

1968    

Notes: 

AH  percent,  maturing  June  30,  1970   

AH  percent,  maturing  June  30,  1971.    


$57,200, 000 

1,482,000 
31,923,  000 


Securities 


Face  amount 


AH  percent,  maturi  ng  June  30,  1972.   31,923,000 

AH  percent,  maturi  ng  June  30,  1973    31, 923,  000 

AH  percent,  maturi  ng  June  30,  1974   287, 311, 000 

Total,  special  issues      441,762,000 


HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND'  AS  OF  OCT.  20  1967 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Market  value  ■ 


$4, 387, 625.  00 
144,204,  000.00 
24, 875, 000.  00 
19, 353,  750.  00 
24,882,812.  50 
107, 040, 062.  50 
95, 430,  562.  50 


MARKETABLES 

U.S.  Treasury  notes: 

AH  percent,  May  15,  1968   $4,400,000 

5  percent,  Nov.  15,  1970     146,400,000 

5%  percent,  Feb.  15,  1971  _   25,000,000 

5H  percent,  May  15,  1971    19,  500,  000 

5?4  percent,  Nov.  15,  1971  _   25, 000,  000 

AH  percent,  Feb.  15,  1972  _   110, 600,  000 

AH  percnet,  May  15,  1972..     98,700,000 

U.S.  Treasury  bonds: 

3Jg  percent.  May  15,  1968.   12, 400,  000 

3*4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1968   2,800,000 

3li  percent,  Nov.  15  1968   1,600,000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1969...  _   10,000,000 

2y2  percent,  June  15,  1969...   10,000,000 

4  percent,  Oct.  1, 1969     60,400,000 

2y2  percent,  Dec.  15,  1964-69     16,400,000 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1970    54,600,000 

3"8  percent,  Nov.  15,  1971   6,100,000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1972    5,  200, 000 

4  percent,  Aug.  15, 1972     28, 700, 000 

4  percent,  Aug.  15, 1973     23,800,000 

Ay8  percent,  Nov.  15,  1973.    33,600,000 

Ays  percent,  Feb.  1 5,  1974    55, 900, 000 

414  percent,  May  15,  1974..   126,060,000 

3ys  percent,  Nov.  15,  1974  _   47, 650, 000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1980....    110,394,000 

3y2  percent,  Nov.  15,  1980     15, 700, 000 

3H  percent,  June  15,  1978-83    16, 800, 000 

3H  percent,  May  15,  1985.   85,900,000 

AH  percent,  May  15,  1975-85....   53, 105,  000 

3y2  percent,  Feb.  15,  1990   98, 600, 000 

AH  percent,  Aug.  15,  1987-92   347,920,000 

Ays  percent,  May  15,  1989-94   10, 750, 000 

3  percent,  Feb.  15,  1995   55, 205, 000 

3y2  percent,  Nov.  15,  1998    83,269,000 

Total,  public  issues   1, 802, 453, 000 


12, 303, 
2,764, 
1,  575, 
9, 825, 
9,  571, 
58, 776, 
15, 503, 
52, 433, 
5, 734, 
4,891, 
26, 870, 
21,940, 
31,416, 
51,  532, 
117, 078, 
43, 093, 
95, 214, 
12,795, 
12,936. 
65, 928, 
45, 969, 
75,613, 
291,165, 
8, 754, 
41,990, 
63, 596, 


125.  00 
125. 00 
500.  00 
000.  00 
875.  00 
750. 00 
125.  00 
062.  50 
000.  00 
250. 00 
375. 00 
625.  00 
000.  00 
812.  50 
225.  00 
468.  75 
825.  00 
500.  00 
000.  00 
250.  00 
015. 63 
875. 00 
550,00 
531.25 
303. 13 
698.  75 


1,599, 447,680. 01 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Market  value  2 


MARKETABLES— Continued 
Agency  issues— FHLB  bonds:  5%  percent,  Apr.  25,  1968. 

FICB  debentures:  5.15  percent,  Nov.  1,  1967  __  

FLB  bonds:  5%  percent,  Dec.  20,  1967.  

FNMA  debentures: 

5%  percent,  Sept.  10,  1968   

5ya  percent,  July  10,  1969  

6  percent,  Dec.  12,  1969  

5H  percent,  Oct.  13,  1970   

Total,  agency  issues  

FNMA  participation  certificates: 

5  percent,  Jan.  19,  1972  _  

5H  percent,  June  29,  1972  

5.20  percent,  Jan.  19,  1982    


Total,  participation.. 
Total,  marketables.. 


Specials — certificates  of  indebtedness: 

5J^g  percent,  1968..  

5  percent,  1968.  

Notes: 

Ays  percent,  1969....  

Aye  percent,  1969..   

AH  percent,  1970   

Aya  percent,  1970  

A%  percent,  1971....  

AH  percent,  1974  

Bonds: 

2J4  percent,  1968  

2SA  percent,  1968.  

2ya  percent,  1968  

2%  percent,  1969.  

2ya  percent,  1969.  

3H  percent,  1969.  

3%  percent,  1969.  

2%  percent,  1970  


$14, 000, 000 
17,000, 000 
15, 000, 000 

10, 000, 000 
25, 000,  000 
41,500, 000 
20, 000,  000 

142,  500,  000 


50,  000,  000 
50,  000,  000 
100, 000, 000 

200,  000, 000 
2,144,953, 000 


520,  580, 000 
5,  451,  000 

142,  474,  000 
40, 692, 000 
69,  699,  000 
40, 692,  000 
1,785,  656,  000 
1,758,171,000 

200, 000, 000 

415,  527,  000 
69, 913,  000 

615,  527, 000 
69,913,000 
60, 976,  000 
80, 227,000 

615,  527,  000 


$13,986,  875.  00 
17,000, 000.  00 
15,018,  750.  00 

10,012,500.  00 
24,718,750.  00 
41,551,875.  00 
19,937,500.  00 

142,226,250.  00 


48,  000,  000.  00 
48, 875,  000.  00 
93, 000,  000.  00 

189, 875,  000.  00 
1,931,548,930.  01 


November  22,  1967 
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HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND  1  AS  OF  OCT.  20  1967— Continued 
HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND  1  AS  OF  OCT.  20  1967 


Securities 


Face  amount  .   Market  value  2 


Bonds— 

2Vs 
354 
3% 
4YS 
2% 
2J4 
354 
3% 
AYs 
354 
3% 
iVs 
354 

4% 
2Vs 
3« 
3% 
4J4 


SPECIALS— Continued 
•Continued 

percent,  1970.    $59,913,000 

percent,  1970   -  -  60,976,000 

percent,  1970      80,227,  000 

percent,  1970   — -  -  72,775,000 

percent,  1971     615,527,000 

percent  1971   69,913,000 

percent,  1971   —  — -  60,976,000 

percent,  1971     80,227,000 

percent,  1971    142,474,000 

percent  1972     60,976,000 

percent,  1972     532,981.000 

percent,  1972   —  -    375,160,000 

percent,  1973   60,976,000 

percent  1973     103,448,000 

percent,  1973     552,988.000 

percent.  1974   —    270,  724,  000 

percent,  1974     60,976,000 

percent,  1974     80,227,000 

percent,  1974    212, 387, 000 


Securities 


Face  amount      Market  value 


SPECIALS — Continued 
Bonds — Continued 

Z%  percent,  1975    $615, 

3%  percent,  1975     60, 

3%  percent,  1975..  _      80, 

4ye  percent,  1975....     167, 

2%  percent,  1976     589, 

354  percent,  1976      60, 

3J4  percent,  1976     80, 

4ys  percent,  1976      142, 

354  percent,  1977...     746, 

3%  percent,  1977     80, 

4ys  percent,  1977...     142, 

3VS  percent,  1978    826, 

iye  percent,  1978     142, 

4ya  percent,  1979     969, 

4Ys  percent,  1980   ____   969, 

Total,  specials..   15,728, 

Grand  total      17,873, 


527, 000 
976, 000 
227, 000 
167, 000 
362, 000 
976, 000 
227, 000 
474, 000 
416, 000 
227, 000 
474,  000 
643, 000 
474,  000 
117,000 
117,000 

280, 000 

233, 000 


i  Treasury  Department  does  not  maintain  administrative  accounts  for  this  fund,  therefore,  book 
value  is  not  available  in  the  Investments  Branch. 


2  Market  value  based  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  13, 1967,  for  agency  issues  and  participa- 
tion certificates  and  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  19,  1967,  for  public  issues. 


HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  ACCOUNT'  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


Securities 


Face  amount 


Market  value  2 


$31,520,  000.  00 
19, 337, 500.  00 
17,  420, 625.  00 


MARKETABLES 

U.S.  Treasury  notes: 

5  percent,  Nov.  15,  1970     $32,  000,  000 

4%  percent,  May  15,  1972....  ._    20, 000,  000 

454  percent,  Feb.  15,  1972   18, 000,  000 

U.S.  Treasury  bonds:   

3%  percent,  May  15,  1968     7,  000,  000 

354  percent,  Aug.  15,  1968   14, 000, 000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1969     51,  000,  000 

4  percent,  Oct.  1,  1969   57, 000,  000 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1970     35,  000, 000 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1971     8,  500,  000 

3%  percent,  Nov.  15,  1971   46,  500, 000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1972.    21,  000,  000 

4  percent,  Aug.  15,  1972....     33,  500,  000 

3ys  percent,  Nov.  15,  1974...      156, 700,  000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1980   125,  550,  000 

3V2  percent,  Nov.  15,  1980     6,  000,  000 

4J4  percent,  May  15,  1975-85    47,  261,  000 

3%  percent,  May  15,  1985..    6, 900,  000 

3V2  percent,  Feb.  15,  1990    38,925,000 

4M  percent,  Aug.  15,  1987-92   14,  000,  000 

4  percent,  Feb.  15,  1988-93     6, 000,  000 

4ys  percent,  May  15,  1989-94   13, 100,  000 

3  percent,  Feb.  15,  1995     3,  200,  000 

3V2  percent,  Nov.  15,  1998     31,  550,  000 

Total,  public  issues     792,  686,  000 

Agency  issues: 
FHLB  bonds: 

5^  percent,  Dec.  20,  1967.    15, 000,  000 

6  percent,  Oct.  26,  1967   26, 000,  000 

5%  percent,  Apr.  25,  1968    25,  000,  000 

FNMA  debentures: 

$%  percent,  Sept.  10,  1968   10, 000, 000 

6  percent,  Dec.  12,  1969....    41,500,000 

5%  percent,  Oct.  13,  1970    20, 000, 000 

Total,  agency  issues     137,500,000 


6,945, 
13, 820, 
50,107, 
55, 468, 
33, 610, 
8,  051, 
43,710, 
19,753, 
31,364, 
141,715, 
108, 243, 

4,  890, 
40, 910, 

5,  295, 
29,  850, 
11,716, 

4, 882, 
10, 668, 

2,434, 
24,  096, 


312.50 
625.  00 
500. 00 
125.  00 
937. 50 
093. 75 
000.  00 
125.  00 
375. 00 
562.  50 
750.  00 
000.  00 
303. 13 
750. 00 
609.  38 
250.  00 
500.  00 
312. 50 
000.  00 
312.  50 


715,  812,  568. 76 


15,018,750.  00 
26,  000,  000.  00 
24, 976,  562.  50 

10, 012,500.  00 
41,551,875.  00 
19, 937,  500.  00 

137,497,187.  50 


Securities 


Face  amount      Market  value2 


MARKETABLES— Continued 

Participation  certificates — FALT,  FNMA,  trustee:  5.20  per- 
cent, Jan.  19,  1977   _. 


$50, 000, 000     $46, 500, 000.  00 


Total,  marketables. 


980,186,000  899,809,756.26 


Notes: 

4%  percent,  1969.. 

4%  percent,  1969.. 

4ya  percent,  1970.. 

414  percent,  1970.. 

4%  percent,  1971.. 

454  percent,  1974.. 
Bonds: 

4  percent,  1970.... 

414  percent,  1970.. 

4  percent,  1971  

4J-6  percent,  1971.. 

4  percent,  1972. ... 

4YS  percent,  1972.. 

4  percent,  1973.... 

4%  percent,  1973.. 

4  percent,  1974  

414  percent,  1974.. 

4  percent,  1975  

414  percent,  1975.. 

4  percent,  1976.... 

4J-6  percent,  1976.. 

4  percent,  1977  

414  percent,  1977., 

4  percent,  1978.... 

4ys  percent,  1978. 

4ys  percent,  1979. 

4}4  percent,  1980. 

Total,  specials.. 
Grand  total  


SPECIALS 


146, 704, 000 
10, 257, 000 
10, 298, 000 
10,257,000 
321,044, 000 
416, 402, 000 

185, 091,000 

12,  812, 000 
185,  091,  000 

23,110, 000 
185,091,000 

23,110,  000 
185, 091,000 

23,110, 000 
185,  091,000 

23,110, 000 
185, 091,000 

23,110, 000 
185, 091,000 

23,110,  000 
185,  091,000 

23,110, 000 
185, 091,000 

23,110,  000 
208, 201,000 
208,201,000 

3, 194, 875,  000 

4, 175,  061,  000 


'Treasury  Department  does  not  maintain  administrative  accounts  for  this  fund,  therefore, 
book  value  is  not  available  in  the  Investments  Branch. 


2  Market  value  based  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  13,  1967,  for  agency  issues  and  par- 
ticipation certificates  and  on  the  closing  market  bid  on  Oct.  19,  1957,  for  public  issues. 


HOLDINGS  FOR  THE  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  SUPPLEMENTAL 
ACCOUNT,  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


Securities  Face  amount 


Specials — Certificates  of  indebtedness: 

4M  percent  1968    $5,  764,  000 

5  percent  1968   4,781,000 

5^  percent  1968    343,000 

5'4  percent  1968     1,691,000 


Grand  total     12,579,000 


HOLDINGS   FOR  THE  RAILROAD   RETIREMENT  HOLDING 
ACCOUNT,  AS  OF  OCT.  20,  1967 


Securities  Face  amount 


Specials— Certificates  of  indebtedness: 

4*4  percent  1968     $4, 067, 000 

5  percent  1968   _.  1,064,000 

5ys  percent  1968   78,000 

514  percent  1968  _    376,  000 


Grand  total   5, 585, 000 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  These 
trust  funds  are  invested  100  percent  in 
obligations  of  or  obligations  guaranteed 
by  the  U.S.  Government.  A  small  per- 
centage of  the  investment  portfolio  is 
in  marketable  Government  securities, 
whereby  the  book  value  can  readily  be 
compared  with  the  present-day  market 
values;  for  example,  in  the  OASI  trust 
fund  there  are  $2.8  billion  invested  in 
Government  securities  which  today  have 
a  market  value  of  about  $2.3  billion,  thus 
representing  a  paper  loss  of  approxi- 
mately $500  million. 

At  the  same  time  this  trust  fund  has 
$22.5  billion  invested  in  certificates  of 
indebtedness;  that  is,  nonmarketable  se- 
curities. These  securities  bear  interest 
from  2%  percent  up  to  5y4  percent  with 
maturities  ranging  from  1968  through 
1980.  Since  these  are  nonmarketable  se- 
curities their  depreciation  cannot  very 


readily  be  accurately  computed;  however, 
based  upon  the  current  price  of  similar 
yields  the  market  value  as  compared  to 
the  cost  to  the  fund  would  show  a  poten- 
tial loss  of  between  $2  billion  and  $2V2 
billion. 

The  investments  of  other  trust  funds 
show  similar  potential  losses  based  upon 
present-day  market  values. 

It  is  true  that  if  these  bonds  are  held 
until  maturity  they  will  be  paid  at  face 
value;  however,  in  approving  increased 
benefits  under  the  social  security  system 
which  are  not  currently  financed  but 
which  will  be  paid  from  this  trust  fund 
it  means  that  to  the  extent  any  redemp- 
tions become  mandatory  to  finance  these 
benefits,  either  the  fund  or  the  Treasury 
Department  will  absorb  an  approximate 
20-percent  loss. 

To  the  extent  this  portfolio  is  liqui- 
dated to  pay  current  expenditures  some- 


S 17026 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


November  22,  1967 


body  has  to  absorb  the  difference  be- 
tween the  original  cost  and  the  present- 
day  markets.  This  is  true  of  all  of  the 
various  trust  funds  which  are  referred 
to  in  the  tables  included  in  this  report, 
and  this  point  must  be  borne  in  mind 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  and 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  associ- 
ate myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
who  is  my  leader  in  the  committee. 

I  share  his  concern  and  will  join  him 
and  vote  against  the  bill. 

I  think  our  action  today  represents 
an  expression  of  an  attitude  of  fiscal 
irresponsibility,  particularly  in  the  face 
of  what  happened  in  Britain  last  week- 
end. 

I  was  shocked  that  the  Senate,  in  the 
face  of  all  that,  would  have  added  an- 
other billion  dollars  last  night  in  a  move 
that  had  not  been  seriously  considered 
by  the  committee. 

It  seems  to  me  that  sooner  or  later  we 
will  have  to  face  up  to  the  facts  of  eco- 
nomic life. 

After  the  President  this  weekend  said 
he  is  prepared  to  move  against  the  defi- 
cit, we  sat  here  blithely  and  increased 
it. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  join  in  placing 
a  further  burden  of  inflation  on  the  same 
elderly  people  whom  the  bill  is  supposed 
to  help. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  cer- 
tainly intend  to  vote  for  the  bill.  It  is  a 
landmark  piece  of  legislation.  It  is  a  real 
accomplishment  for  this  Congress  and 
an  accomplishment  in  the  field  of  social 
justice  that  this  Nation  can  be  proud  of 
at  this  time. 

The  Senate  also  owes  a  deep  debt  of 
gratitude  to  the  assistant  majority 
leader,  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long!.  He  patiently  and, 
sometimes  under  what  appeared  to  be 
almost  exasperating  circumstances,  con- 
tinued to  shepherd  this  bill  through 
heavy  waters  in  the  Finance  Committee. 
In  an  extreme  case  of  dedicated  service, 
he  stood  on  the  floor  and  successfully 
defended  that  position  and,  at  times  even 
defended  positions  which  I  did  not  want 
to  have  defended. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  was  very 
successful  on  the  floor.  I  think  he  should 
be  complimented  for  his  fine  work. 

I  also  pay  my  respects  to  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams].  He  certainly 
knew  his  facts  and  figures.  We  did  agree 
that  what  we  wanted  to  do  was  to  have 
an  honest  presentation  of  the  differences 
of  opinion.  He  made  that  possible. 

Our  success  is  also  due  to  the  fine 
work  of  Wilbur  Cohen  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare, Bob  Ball,  Robert  Myers,  Chief 
Clerk  Tom  Vail,  and  others. 

In  my  opinion  there  are  still  defi- 
ciencies. There  is  still  work  to  be  done 
in  future  years.  We  have  still  not  given 
enough  to  these  people.  We  should  have 
given  them  a  minimum  of  at  least  $100. 
We  should  have  increased  the  amount 
by  20  percent. 

Omitting  the  changes  which  took  place 
on  the  floor,  which  did  not  seriously 


jeopardize  this  measure,  I  point  out  that 
the  bill  passed  by  the  Finance  Committee 
will  produce  a  surplus  of  $2,200  million 
over  the  amount  needed  to  be  paid  out 
in  1968. 

That  surplus  will  increase  in  1969  un- 
der the  Finance  Committee  bill  to  $3,600 
million.  In  1970,  it  will  go  to  $3,900  mil- 
lion. By  1971,  it  will  go  to  $6,600  million. 
In  1972  there  will  be  a  surplus  of  col- 
lections of  $8,600  million  over  what  is 
needed  to  be  paid  out  to  these  people 
who  receive  social  security  benefits. 

If  there  is  anything  about  the  bill  that 
can  be  criticized  in  real  good  conscience, 
it  is  the  fact  that  it  is  overfinanced. 

The  people  who  cast  aspersions  at  the 
actuarial  soundness  of  the  social  secu- 
rity system,  frankly,  are  filled  with  emo- 
tion and  have  not  looked  at  the  figures. 
If  they  take  a  look  at  the  honest  figures 
as  they  have  been  presented  in  the  com- 
mittee, and  at  these  estimates,  they  will 
realize  that  this  is  a  good  program  for 
America. 

I  congratulate  all  of  those  who  took 
part  in  the  action  on  the  bill,  and  espe- 
cially those  who  will  vote  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day we  had  before  us  an  amendment  pro- 
posing the  acceptance  of  the  House  ver- 
sion of  what  should  be  done  in  this  field 
of  social  service. 

I  voted  for  the  acceptance  of  the  Sen- 
ate version,  even  though  it  was  2V2  per- 
cent higher  in  cost  than  the  of  the  House 
version. 

The  House  bill  would  result  in  an 
added  cost  of  12.5  percent.  The  Senate 
committee  bill  would  result  in  a  15-per- 
cent increase  in  the  cost. 

When  I  voted  for  the  15-percent  in- 
crease in  cost,  I  thought  that  that  would 
be  the  maximum  that  would  be  proposed 
under  the  bill.  However,  we  know  what 
happened  yesterday.  Amendment  after 
amendment  was  offered,  and  the  cost 
covering  social  security  and  welfare  ben- 
efit increases  amounts  to,  according  to 
my  information,  about  $1.5  billion. 

I  voted  against  those  increases.  I  do  so 
because  of  the  financial  problems  that 
are  confronting  the  world. 

I  said  yesterday  that  this  subject  of 
devaluation  is  one  that  we  are  not  ade- 
quately considering. 

I  am  now,  however,  faced  with  the  re- 
sponsibility of  either  voting  for  or  against 
the  bill.  I  favored  the  15-percent  in- 
crease. My  belief  is  that  the  added  cost 
put  onto  the  bill  yesterday  would  bring 
the  cost  up  to  20  percent. 

The  question  is,  shall  I  vote  against 
the  whole  item  because  I  am  in  disagree- 
ment with  what  happened  yesterday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  1  minute  on  the  bill  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
concluded  to  vote  for  the  bill  anticipating 
that  the  House  conferees  will  stand 
firmly  by  what  they  proposed  and  will 
strike  from  the  bill  all  of  the  increases 
that  they  were  added  yesterday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has   expired,    and   under   the  previ- 


ous unanimous-consent  agreement, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  is  now 
recognized. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY    ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1967 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  benefits  for  additional  cate- 
gories of  individuals,  to  improve  the  pub- 
lic assistance  program  and  programs  re- 
lating to  the  welfare  and  health  of  chil- 
dren, and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
Senators  have  been  most  cooperative  in 
limiting  themselves  on  the  debate  so 
we  could  reach  final  passage  on  this  bill. 
However,  certain  commitments  have 
been  made  on  this  side  of  the  aisle — and 
perhaps  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle — 
that  have  not  been  kept,  and  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  4  additional  minutes 
be  accorded  to  the  manager  of  the  bill 
and  to  the  minority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  understood  that  we  had 
an  agreement  to  vote  at  11  oclock. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  re- 
quested 4  additional  minutes  on  each 
side. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Will  it  be  4 
minutes  and  4  minutes  and  4  minutes? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  No. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
the  bill  which  the  Senate  will  pass  this 
morning  will  directly  affect  the  lives  of 
more  people  than  any  legislation  we  have 
acted  on  this  year,  or  are  likely  to  act 
on  next  year.  We  are  providing  a  very 
substantial  benefit  increase  for  the  one 
out  of  nine  Americans  who  depend  upon 
their  social  security  check  each  month. 
We  are  making  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  eligible  for  social  security  benefits* 
by  reducing  retirement  age  to  60  and  by 
protecting  disabled  widows  and  widow- 


ers. We  are  making  several  improvements 
in  the  coverage  provisions  of  the  pro- 
gram, and  we  are  making  many  other 
changes  designed  to  improve  and  sim- 
plify the  social  security  program,  includ- 
ing the  medicare  provisions. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  provisions 
in  the  bill,  however,  are  those  which 
would  set  us  on  a  new  road  for  dealing 
with  the  problems  in  the  public  assist- 
ance programs.  The  work-incentive  pro- 
gram which  this  bill  would  establish  will, 
I  believe,  turn  out  to  be  the  most  far- 
reaching  and  significant  part  of  the  bill 
we  approve  today. 

I  urge  that  the  welfare  workers  who 
serve  the  recipients  under  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram examine  these  provisions  in  detail 
and  make  every  effort  to  implement  them 
for  the  benefit  of  all  people  dependent 
upon  the  AFDC  program,  but  most 
especially  for  the  children  in  those 
families. 

The  bill  will  restore  fiscal  responsi- 
bility to  the  medicaid  program.  It  will 
also  provide  many  important  improve- 
ments in  the  way  care  under  that  pro- 
gram is  delivered  and  financed.  I  believe 
that  many  older  people  who  must  spend 
their  days  in  the  Nation's  nursing  homes 
will  find  their  lot  much  improved  as  these 
provisions  take  effect. 

We  have  made  important  improve- 
ments in  the  child  welfare  provisions 
of  the  law — increasing  Federal  responsi- 
bility in  this  area  with  special  em- 
phasis on  day  care  and  foster  care  of 
minor  children. 

We  are  improving  the  child  health  pro- 
visions of  present  law,  putting  more  em- 
phasis on  the  State  role  in  this  program, 
and  assuring  that  the  poor  would  also 
have  family  planning  services  available 
to  them.  In  terms  of  money  alone,  this  is 
a  monumental  bill.  It  will  provide  bene- 
fits and  services  which  will  total  about 
$6.7  billion  in  a  full  year  of  operation. 
The  great  bulk  of  these  benefits  will  be 
financed  out  of  our  social  security  and 
medicare  trust  funds.  Some  will  be  fi- 
nanced out  of  general  revenue.  When  I 
made  my  opening  statement  on  the 
Finance  Committee  bill  on  November  15, 
I  stated: 

All  in  all,  this  bill  must  rank  with  the 
greatest  of  the  social  security  bills  ever  placed 
before  the  Senate.  It  proves  once  again  that 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  dynamic  legisla- 
tion geared  responsibly  to  its  clients — the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  that  statement  is  equally 
true  of  the  bill  we  vote  upon  today. 
Senators  have  conducted  themselves  re- 
sponsibly and  with  great  humanity  in  the 
consideration  of  the  many  amendments 
offered  to  the  bill.  We  take  to  conference 
a  bill  which  we  all  can  be  proud  of.  I  am 
hopeful  we  will  be  able  to  prevail  on  many 
of  the  new  ideas  which  we  have  brought 
forth  in  this  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  to 
advise  the  Senate  of  the  cost  of  the  bill 
we  are  acting  on.  The  Senate  added  bene- 
fits totaling  over  $1  billion  in  the  first 
full  year  of  operation.  This  is  in  addition 
to  the  benefits  provided  under  the  bill  we 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
Of  this  $700  million  is  attributable  to  the 
old-age  survivors  disability  and  hospital 
insurance  program,  and  a  large  part  of 


the  $700  million  relates  to  the  Bayh 
amendment  which  would  increase  the 
earnings  exemption  for  retired  workers 
to  $2,400  per  year. 

We  added  $60  million  of  foster  care  to 
the  bill.  By  requiring  States  to  have  wel- 
fare programs  for  their  unemployed  par- 
ents we  increased  the  Federal  commit- 
ment under  the  welfare  program  by  an 
additional  $60  million  a  year. 

The  Prouty  amendment,  to  prevent 
veterans  from  losing  their  veterans  bene- 
fits because  of  the  social  security  in- 
creases, adds  another  $90  million  to  the 
cost. 

Finally,  the  amendment  providing 
more  generous  tax  benefits  for  aged  per- 
sons who  incur  medical  expenses  added 
another  $110  million. 

Whereas,  the  bill  reported  by  the  com- 
mittee provided  new  benefits,  totaling 
$5.6  billion  in  the  first  full  year  of  opera- 
tion, the  bill  as  it  now  stands  involves 
nearly  $6.7  billion. 

If  one  looks  at  the  1969  impact  of  our 
bill  rather  than  the  first-full-year  im- 
pact, he  will  find  that  the  total  cost  of 
the  new  benefits  provided  by  the  Senate 
bill  exceed  $7.2  billion. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  memorandum  reflecting  the 
costs  of  various  provisions  the  Senate 
added  to  the  committee  bill  and  a  table 
comparing  the  trust  fund  contribution 
income  and  benefit  outgo  of  the  House 
bill  and  the  Senate  bill  with  the  existing 
law  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Rec- 
ord. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Memorandum 

November  22,  1967. 
Prom:  -Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief  Actuary,  So- 
cial Security  Administration. 
Subject:  Summary  of  cost  effects  of  social 
security  amendments  adopted  on  Senate 
floor. 

This  memorandum  will  summarize  the  cost 
effects  of  the  amendments  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity program  that  were  adopted  on  the 
Senate  floor  during  the  debate  on  H.R.  12080. 
The  cost  changes  will  be  given  in  relation  to 
the  cost  of  the  Finance  Committee  Bill. 

A.    AMENDMENTS    TO    OLD-AGE,    SURVIVORS,  AND 
DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM 

The  following  amendments  were  adopted 
that  have  a  significant  cost  effect: 

(1)  Nelson  Amendment.  Mother's  and 
wife's  benefits  would  continue  after  the  last 
eligible  child  has  attained  age  18  (or  is  dis- 
abled) if  such  child  is  in  secondary  school. 
The  estimated  level-cost  of  this  amendment 
is  .01%  of  taxable  payroll.  The  increased 
benefit  outgo  as  a  result  of  this  change  is 
estimated  at  $20  million  in  1968  and  $40 
million  in  1969. 

(2)  Hartke  Amendment.  This  amendment 
modifies  the  original  amendment  of  Senator 
Hartke  that  provides  special  disability  bene- 
fits for  persons  who  meet  the  definition  of 
industrial  blindness.  The  modification  per- 
mits payment  of  these  benefits  even  though 
the  individual  engages  in  substantial  em- 
ployment. The  long-range  level-cost  of  the 
program  is  increased  by  .01%  of  taxable  pay- 
roll as  a  result  of  this  amendment.  There  is 
no  cost  effect  for  1968  because  the  effective 
date  is  December  1968.  Benefit  outgo  for  1969 
would  be  increased  by  about  $15  million  by 
this  change. 

(3)  Bayh  Amendment.  This  amendment 
increases,  effective  for  1968,  the  annual  ex- 
empt amount  in  the  earnings   (or  retire- 
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ment)  test  to  $2,400  (as  compared  with  the 
figures  of  $1,680  in  1968  and  $2,000  in  1969 
and  after  in  the  Finance  Committee  Bill).  A 
corresponding  change  would  be  made  in  the 
monthly  test;  the  "l-for-2"  band  would  be 
retained  at  $1,200  above  the  annual  exempt 
amount.  The  long-range  cost  would  be  in- 
creased by  .17%  of  taxable  payroll.  The  in- 
creased benefit  outgo  in  1968  is  estimated  at 
about  $600  million,  while  the  corresponding 
figure  for  1969  is  about  $450  million. 

(4)  Metcalf  Amendment.  This  amendment 
eliminated  the  more  detailed  definition  of 
disability  contained  in  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee Bill,  including  the  special  definition  for 
the  newly-added  disabled  widow's  benefits. 
No  increase  in  cost  is  included  for  this 
change,  although  it  is  recognized  that  there 
is  a  much  greater  likelihood  that  the  experi- 
ence actually  developing  will  exceed  the  in- 
termediate-cost estimate,  especially  as  to 
disabled  widow's  benefits. 

Summarizing  the  long-range  cost  effects, 
the  increased  level-cost  is  .19  %  of  taxable 
payroll.  When  this  is  added  to  the  actuarial 
balance  of  —.10%  of  taxable  payroll  for  the 
system  as  it  would  be  modified  by  the  Finance 
Committee  Bill,  the  result  is  an  actuarial 
balance  of  —.29%  of  taxable  payroll.  This  is 
well  beyond  the  limit  of  —.10%  of  taxable 
payroll  that  has  been  established  as  a  meas- 
urement of  actuarial  soundness. 

B.  AMENDMENTS  TO  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 
SYSTEM 

The  only  amendment  adopted  that  has  a 
significant  cost  effect  is  that  proposed  by 
Senator  Miller.  This  amendment,  effective 
July  1,  1968,  would  provide  for  reimburse- 
ment to  hospitals  and  extended  care  facili- 
ties to  be  on  the  basis  of  average  per  diem 
costs  for  persons  of  all  ages  (rather  than 
on  the  basis  of  actual  costs  for  beneficiaries 
aged  65  and  over).  In  addition,  the  legisla- 
tive history  indicated  the  present  2%  in- 
crease-factor for  otherwise  unrecognized 
costs  (1%%  for  proprietary  institutions) 
would  be  discontinued.  The  net  cost  effect 
is  an  increase  in  the  estimated  level-cost  of 
the  program  amounting  to  .07%  of  taxable 
payroll.  In  1968,  the  increased  cost  would  be 
about  $100  million  with  respect  to  insured 
persons  and  $15  million  with  respect  to  non- 
insured  persons,  while  in  1969  the  corre- 
sponding figures  are  $220  million  and  $30 
million,  respectively. 

The  actuarial  balance  of  the  HI  system 
under  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  Bill 
was  estimated  at  +.11%  of  taxable  payroll. 
Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of  the  HI 
program  as  it  would  be  under  the  Senate- 
approved  bill  would  be  +.04%  of  taxable 
payroll,  and  so  the  system  would  be  in  an 
actuarially-sound  position. 

C.  AMENDMENTS  TO  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL 
INSURANCE  SYSTEM 

No  amendments  were  adopted  that  would 
have  a  significant  cost  effect. 

D.  OASDHI  INCOME-OUTGO  DATA  FOR  1968-69 

The  following  table  compares  the  contri- 
bution income  and  benefit  outgo  for  the 
combined  OASDI  and  HI  systems  (both  of 
which  are  financed  by  payroll  taxes)  for 
1968  and  1969  (in  billions)  : 


Calendar 

Contribution 

Benefit 

Excess  of 

year 

income 

outgo 

income  over 

outgo 

1968 

$31.2 

$29.7 

$1.5 

1969 

36.3 

33.4 

2.9 

Robert  J.  Myers. 

Mr.  S TENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for 
the  manner  in  which  he  has  handled  this 
bill. 

I  had  hoped  very  much  that  I  could 
support  a  social  security  bill  and  that 


I  could  support  the  present  one.  I  would 
support  it,  except  that,  as  I  understand, 
the  House  bill  provides  for  $3.2  billion, 
the  Senate  committee  bill  provides,  in 
round  numbers,  for  $6.3  billion,  and  the 
bill  as  amended  on  the  Senate  floor 
provides  for  $7.8  billion. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  no  one 
has  a  calculation  that  is  considered  to 
be  accurate  or  nearly  accurate  with  ref- 
erence to  the  items  which  have  been 
added  to  the  bill  on  the  Senate  floor. 
The  Senate  has  a  duty  to  retired  people, 
present  and  future,  to  protect  the  retire- 
ment system  and  keep  it  sound. 

I  believe  that  if  this  situation  con- 
tinues, those  who  look  forward  to  their 
retirement  benefits,  those  who  will  re- 
tire 20  years  from  now,  may  have  a  sore 
disappointment,  because  the  funds  will 
not  be  there. 

I  believe  we  should  stop,  look,  and  lis- 
ten again,  before  we  pass  this  bill.  If  it 
does  pass,  I  hope  that  a  bill  will  come 
back  from  the  committee  on  conference 
which  I  can  support,  one  that  in  my 
view  would  be  far  better  for  the  bene- 
ficiaries and  for  the  country,  and  one 
that  is  sound  in  fiscal  responsibility  and 
integrity.  If  such  a  bill  is  presented  by 
the  Senate  conferees,  I  shall  certainly 
support  it. 

Under  the  circumstances,  I  am  com- 
pelled to  oppose  the  bill  in  its  present 
form. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
instead  of  repeating  what  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  has  said,  I  should  like 
to  associate  myself  with  his  expression. 

We  are  on  a  most  dangerous  and  dis- 
astrous course,  if  we  continue  with  this 
irresponsible  addition,  as  we  did  yes- 
terday, adding  $1  billion  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
an  historical  occasion.  The  bill  upon 
which  we  are  about  to  vote  provides  the 
largest  increase  in  social  security  bene- 
fits since  the  inception  of  the  system.  It 
provides  new  and  better  directions  in  our 
welfare  programs.  It  will  help  children  of 
America,  the  old,  the  aged,  and  the  dis- 
abled. 

It  provides  new  directions  in  bringing 
dignity  to  the  poor,  the  destitute,  and  the 
unemployed. 

I  want  at  this  time  to  compliment  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  fcr 
his  brilliant  handling  of  this  bill,  both  in 
committee  and  on  the  Senate  floor. 

It  is  not  only  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant bills  the  Senate  has  conisdered,  it  is 
easily  the  most  complex.  Under  the  guid- 
ance and  leadership  of  Chairman  Long, 
the  Senate  has  considered  and  adopted 
over  100  amendments  to  the  House- 
passed  bill.  Throughout  its  consideration, 
he  has  shown  great  understanding,  pa- 
tience, and  consideration.  This  social  se- 
curity bill  is,  indeed,  landmark  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
compelled  to  vote  against  the  pending 
bill,  H.R.  12080,  on  final  passage.  The  bill, 
in  its  present  form,  is  unreasonable  and 
unacceptable  from  many  viewpoints.  I 
want  to  discuss  the  major  problem,  as  I 
see  it,  with  the  bill  as  it  now  stands. 


My  primary  concern  with  the  bill  is 
that  it  is  an  attempt  to  do  too  much  in 
one  fell  swoop  with  apparently  little  or 
no  regard  for  the  long-range  con- 
sequences of  what  is  proposed.  Certainly, 
every  Member  of  the  Senate  is  well  aware 
of  the  need  to  increase  social  security 
benefits  to  offset  the  steadily  declining 
purchasing  power  of  the  dollar.  I  strongly 
favor  an  increase  in  social  security  bene- 
fits and  was  pleased  to  vote  for  the  level 
of  increases  that  was  contained  in  the 
bill  as  it  was  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Everyone  must  also  be  aware  of  the  fact 
that  when  benefits  are  increased,  taxes 
must  be  increased  to  pay  for  the  increased 
benefits.  I  support  the  step  increases  in 
taxes  proposed  in  the  House  version  of 
the  bill.  It  is  this  particular  difference  in 
the  two  versions  of  the  bill  that  causes  me 
to  oppose  the  measure  as  it  is  now  pend- 
ing for  final  passage.  Both  the  benefit  in- 
creases and  tax  increases  proposed  in  the 
bill  as  it  was  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  are  more  realistic  and 
provide  more  flexibility  for  later  improve- 
ments, financed  by  the  present  method, 
than  the  pending  version.  I  am  not  con- 
tending that  there  will  not  be  increases 
in  social  security  benefits  in  the  future 
if  the  pending  version  of  the  bill  is 
adopted.  I  am  saying  that  when  benefits 
are  increased  in  the  future,  as  we  all 
know  they  will  be,  it  will  be  exceedingly 
difficult  to  finance  the  increases  other 
than  out  of  general  revenues.  When 
normal  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
benefits  are  once  financed  out  of  general 
revenues,  the  character  of  the  social  se- 
curity system  will  have  been  forever  de- 
stroyed. It  will  then  be  impossible  to  re- 
sist further  attempts  to  expand  benefits 
and  to  finance  them  out  of  general  reve- 
nues rather  than  out  of  the  trust  fund  es- 
tablished for  the  purpose. 

H.R.  12080,  as  it  is  now  drafted,  in- 
creases both  the  tax  rate  and  the  wage 
base  to  the  maximum  which  most  experts 
consider  feasible  for  such  a  regressive  tax 
as  this  one  unquestionably  is.  Under  the 
present  law  the  wage  base— the  maxi- 
mum amount  of  wages  or  self-employed 
earnings  subject  to  the  tax — remains  at 
$6,600  a  year.  Under  present  law  the 
employee  tax  rate  will  ultimately  go  up 
to  4.9  percent  in  1969,  to  5.4  percent  in 
1973,  to  5.45  percent  in  1976,  to  5.55  per- 
cent in  1980,  and  to  5.65  percent  in  1987. 

Under  H.R.  12080,  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  tax  rate  is 
increased  over  the  present  law.  Under 
the  House  bill,  the  employee  rate  is 
increased  to  4.8  percent  for  1969,  to  5.2 
percent  for  1971,  to  5.65  percent  in  1973, 
to  5.7  percent  in  1976,  to  5.8  percent  in 
1980,  and  to  5.9  percent  in  1987.  The  wage 
base  is  increased  to  $7,600  for  1968  and 
thereafter. 

Under  the  bill  now  pending  before  the 
Senate,  the  tax  rate  will  be  the  same  as 
the  House-passed  bill  up  to  1980  but  the 
wage  base  is  greatly  increased.  The  wage 
base  will  be  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in 
1969,  and  $10,800  in  1972. 

Under  existing  law  the  maximum  In 
employee  tax  which  will  be  reached  in 
1987  amounts  to  $372.90  annually.  Under 
the  provisions  of  H.R.  12080,  as  passed  by 
the  House,  the  maximum  employee  tax 
which  will  be  reached  in  1987  amounts 
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to  $448.40,  and  the  maximum  employee 
tax  under  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill, 
which  will  be  reached  in  1980,  amounts 
to  $626.40.  Similar  burdens  are  carried 
by  employers,  and  a  proportionate  in- 
crease will  follow  upon  the  self-employed. 

It  is  obvious,  then,  that  under  the  ver- 
sion of  this  bill,  as  it  is  pending  before 
the  Senate  now,  the  saturation  point  has 
been  reached  insofar  as  the  possibility  of 
increasing  taxes  to  finance  future  benefit 
increases  are  concerned.  I  am  concerned 
that  the  only  alternative  will  be  to 
finance  future  benefit  increases  out  of 
general  revenue. 

In  addition  to  this  point,  I  am  con- 
cerned that  this  bill  goes  a  long  way  to- 
ward overloading  the  social  security  sys- 
tem to  the  point  that  the  benefits  that 
future  generations  will  be  entitled  to  will 
be  placed  in  jeopardy.  The  first  concern 
of  Congress  must  be  to  protect  the"  sol- 
vency of  the  social  security  fund  so  that 
the  thousands  who  retired  each  year  will 
have  no  concern  about  their  benefits  be- 
ing paid  when  due. 

Mr.  President,  the  Greenville  News  of 
Greenville,  S.C.,  published  an  outstand- 
ing editorial  on  this  bill  in  its  edition  of 
Wednesday,  November  15.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  this  editorial,  entitled 
"Senate  Social  Security  Bill  Is  Big 
Fraud,"  be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  these  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senate  Social  Security  Bill  Is  Big  Fraud 

The  Senate  gets  to  work  this  week  on  the 
expanded  Social  Security  bill,  which  its  Fi- 
nance Committee  has  turned  into  a  mon- 
strous vote-buying  fraud. 

As  reported  out  with  amendments  by  the 
Committee,  the  bill  would  provide  huge  in- 
creases in  Social  Security  payments  to  el- 
derly people  early  next  year.  The  equally- 
large  or  larger  tax  increases  necessary  to 
finance  the  benefits  won't  take  effect,  how- 
ever, until  just  after  the  national  elections 
next  November. 

The  Democrats  who  control  the  Senate  by  a 
whopping  margin  can  be  expected  to  ram  this 
bill  through  without  major  changes.  Since 
it  has  the  endorsement  of  the  Johnson  ad- 
ministration, It  probably  will  prevail  in  the 
conference  committee  named  to  iron  out 
differences  between  it  and  the  more  honest 
House  bill. 

There  are  many  things  wrong  with  the  Sen- 
ate bill.  The  chief  thing  is  the  political  im- 
morality Involved  in  its  fraudulent  nature. 
The  fraud  works  like  this : 

Approximately  24,000,000  elderly  people 
will  get  Social  Security  increases  almost  im- 
mediately. The  Senate  bill's  increases  are 
higher  than  those  voted  by  the  House.  Thus 
the  24,000,000  beneficiaries  naturally  can  be 
expected  to  favor  the  incumbent  administra- 
tion, Congressmen  and  Senators  with  their 
votes  next  November.  After  all,  who  votes 
against  Santa  Claus? 

Those  who  must  pay  for  the  increased 
benefits,  the  millions  of  workers  and  busi- 
nesses, won't  feel  the  bite  in  their  paychecks 
and  profits,  however,  until  after  the  voting 
is  over.  But  then  they  will  get  it  full  force, 
and  will  continue  getting  it,  heavier  and 
heavier,  for  the  next  five  years. 

The  Senate  bill  will  drastically  raise  the 
Social  Security  tax  on  most  workers  and  all 
employers  by  raising  the  taxable  base.  It  is 
now  $6,600  a  year.  It  will  go  to  $8,000  next 
year — with  most  workers  not  feeling  the  in- 
creased tax  scale  until  after  the  election. 
Then  in  1969  the  tax  base  will  jump  to 
$8,800.  In  1974  it  will  go  to  $10,800. 


Meanwhile,  the  tax  rate  on  those  earned 
dollars  will  rise  gradually  from  the  present 
4.4  per  cent  on  both  worker  and  employer 
to  5.65  per  cent  on  each  by  1974. 

In  terms  of  dollars  and  cents,  the  maxi- 
mums on  both  workers  and  employers  will 
rise  from  the  present  $290.40  a  year  to  $352 
next  year,  $422.40  In  1965  and  $610.20  in 
1974.  The  latter  figure  is  more  than  double 
the  present  maximum  rate. 

The  Senate  bill  is  the  biggest  and  costliest 
Social  Security  increase  in  history — with  tre- 
mendous built-in  inflationary  pressures.  In- 
evitably it  will  cause  two  things: 

— Increased  prices  resulting  from  increased 
costs,  thus  wiping  out  the  "gains"  for  the 
elderly  "beneficiaries"  of  Social  Security. 

— Further  hardship  on  marginal  or  un- 
skilled workers,  who  will  lose  jobs  as  busi- 
nesses and  industries  lay  them  off  in  frantic 
efforts  to  cut  costs.  This  alarming  trend  al- 
ready has  been  noted  as  a  result  of  raising 
the  minimum  wage  scales.  The  Social  Secu- 
rity employment  tax  increase  will  speed  it 
drastically,  and  may  cause  more  poverty 
than  it  cures. 

In  addition  the  loss  of  "take-home"  pay  by 
millions  of  productive  workers  is  another 
blow  to  the  stability  of  the  American  middle 
class,  or  working  class,  which  already  is 
carrying  an  unjustly  large  part  of  the  tax 
burden.  Coupled  with  the  administration's 
proposed  income  tax  surcharge,  it  could  be 
a  financial  disaster  for  many  families  already 
having  to  borrow  money  to  meet  rising  costs 
of  feeding,  housing,  clothing  and  educating 
their  children. 

Going  beyond  the  hardships  imposed  on 
taxpayers,  the  Senate  bill  moves  the  Social 
Security  system  still  closer  to  the  danger  of 
overloading.  Sound  fiscal  experts  long  have 
been  pointing  out  that  costly  "benefits"  can 
make  the  system  so  burdensome  it  will  col- 
lapse. Now  even  some  liberal  spenders  are 
coming  around  to  this  view. 

One  of  them,  Wilbur  Cohen,  regarded  as 
the  "architect"  of  Social  Security  and  an 
exponent  of  many  Great  Society  programs, 
expressed  some  alarm  about  this  in  congres- 
sional hearings  some  months  ago. 

He  is  coming  around  to  the  view  that  soon 
the  Social  Security  system  must  be  divorced 
from  the  employment  tax  structure  and 
financed,  either  partially  or  completely,  by 
general  tax  funds.  This,  of  course,  would 
cost  as  much,  or  more,  and  would  end  the 
already-discredited  illusion  that  Social  Se- 
curity is  a  form  of  insurance  and  that  work- 
ers have  vested  interests  in  it. 

A  great  many  workers  will  discover  in  the 
months  and  years  ahead  that  their  "vested 
interests"  in  Social  Security  exist  only  at  the 
whim  of  Congress — and  that  there  are  "vested 
liabilities"  as  well. 

The  Senate  bill  is  clear  proof  that  the  pol- 
iticians still  regard  the  average  American 
worker  and  taxpayer  as  an  uninformed 
"sucker"  who  can  be  fooled  by  a  policy  of 
giving  benefits  now  and  taxing  them  later 
to  pay  for  it. 

It  will  be  interesting  to  see  how  individual 
Senators  debate  the  issue  and  how  they  vote 
on  the  important  tax  angles  involved  in  this 
measure.  It  will  be  interesting  to  see,  too, 
whether  the  taxpayers  will  wake  up  when 
their  Social  Security  deductions,  from  which 
many  of  them  will  never  benefit,  just  about 
equal  their  federal  income  taxes,  before  im- 
position of  the  surtax  anyway. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
wholeheartedly  support  H.R.  12080,  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967. 
This  bill  will  be  a  major  landmark  in  the 
30-year  history  of  social  security  legis- 
lation. Over  95  million  insured  Amer- 
ican workers  support  this  program  with 
their  contributions,  and  more  than  23 
million  aged,  disabled,  widowed,  and 
orphaned  Americans  depend  on  their 


social  security  benefits  for  the  very 
essentials  of  their  existence.  This  bill 
clearly  states  to  them  that  we  are  aware 
of  the  need  to  keep  this  vital  and  basic 
program  of  the  American  people  up  to 
date  in  its  provisions  and  effectiveness. 

Since  the  last  benefit  increase,  there 
has  been  a  drastic  erosion  of  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  benefits.  This  bill  will 
do  more  than  simply  restore  that  erosion. 
H.R.  12080  takes  a  firm  step  toward  mov- 
ing the  Nation's  basic  program  for  in- 
come maintenance  closer  to  the  level  re- 
quired in  the  growing  economy  of  our 
very  prosperous  country. 

As  the  wealth  of  our  country  has  in- 
creased, the  plight  of  our  elderly  has 
worsened.  Many  of  our  older  citizens  are 
retiring  each  year — and  many  are  forced 
to  retire  because  of  their  age — into  a 
state  of  poverty  for  the  remainder  of 
their  lives.  Estimates  of  the  number  of 
elderly  poor  are  as  high  as  7  million 
persons. 

One  large  reason  for  this  is  the  cur- 
rent inadequacy  of  our  social  security 
program.  Over  half  of  the  persons  re- 
tired depend  solely  on  social  security 
benefits,  and  they  are  the  major  source 
of  income  for  the  vast  majority  of  the 
other  half.  Those  benefits  last  year 
average  $84  a  month  for  each  individ- 
ual— barely  $1,000  for  a  person  to  live 
on  for  a  year.  In  my  own  State,  which 
as  a  low  wage  State  has  penalized  its  fine 
workers,  the  benefits  averaged  $64.31 
each  month,  or  only  $770  per  year. 

Increased  benefits  are  our  greatest 
immediate  need.  That  one  measure  can 
affect  more  people  who  are  impoverished 
than  any  other  piece  of  legislation  we 
have  passed.  The  benefits  in  this  new  bill 
would  raise  2.1  million  persons  out  of  the 
definition  of  poor  into  a  status  where 
they  would  have  a  chance  to  keep  their 
self-respect.  And  these  recipients  have 
earned  that  right  because  the  contribu- 
tions from  the  salaries  they  have  earned 
have  financed  their  benefits. 

These  increased  benefits  would  also 
lessen  the  general  welfare  burden.  Social 
security  benefits  have  been  so  meager 
that  many  recipients  must  depend  on 
old-age  assistance.  These  new  benefits 
will  take  200,000  persons  off  of  those 
rolls.  The  new  minimum  level  for  benefits 
will  still  be  only  $70  a  month.  No  rich 
gravy  will  drip  from  a  recipients  lips 
on  $840  a  year.  This  raise  is  certainly  not 
an  unjustified  cost. 

Even  in  my  home  area  of  east  Texas, 
where  the  living  is  easier  and  the  prices 
lower  than  in  many  parts  of  our  Nation, 
there  will  not  be  any  turkey  and  dressing 
for  the  old  folks  tomorrow. 

These  are  hard-working  people  who 
retired  from  a  productive  and  useful  job, 
or  laid  down  their  plows,  to  take  a  well- 
earned  rest;  instead,  they  find  them- 
selves living  the  bleakest  sort  of  shoe- 
string existence.  These  old  people  will  not 
enjoy  Thanksgiving  tomorrow — with  fine 
hams,  a  fat  turkey,  lots  of  good  fruit 
cake  and  pie  and  all  the  trimmings- 
thousands  of  men  and  women  over  65  in 
my  State  are  going  to  dine  on  corn 
bread,  and  beans,  and  rice  and  chicken 
necks.  These  are  some  of  the  finest  men 
and  women  to  inhabit  the  earth,  but 
what  have  they  got  to  be  thankful  for  if 
we  turn  our  backs  on  them?  We  must 
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approve  this  bill,  and  we  must  do  all  in 
our  power  to  see  that  our  view  prevails 
in  conference  committee  meetings,  with 
Members  of  the  House.  I  would  hate  to 
have  to  eat  for  a  month  on  the  present 
minimum  level  of  $44,  much  less  feed  a 
family,  pay  rent,  buy  clothes,  and  pay 
drug  bills. 

Our  system  can  certainly  support  such 
an  increase,  for  it  is  fiscally  sound.  There 
has  been  a  great  deal  of  misunderstand- 
ing about  the  actuarial  soundness  of  so- 
cial security.  Our  elderly  citizens  have 
been  caused  unneeded  apprehension  by 
misrepresentations  in  scare  articles  that 
periodically  appear  in  magazines.  For 
example,  the  National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens  informed  me  that  an  article  in 
the  October  Reader's  Digest  caused  great 
and  unnecessary  alarm. 

But  the  facts  are  clear.  The  system, 
under  the  present  law,  will  provide  an 
estimated  surplus  of  revenue  over  bene- 
fits of  $4.1  billion  for  1968.  No  one  need 
fear  that  he  will  not  receive  his  full 
benefits,  or  that  our  system  cannot  with- 
stand this  new  expansion. 

The  system  would  be  sounder  with  an 
eventual  and  gradual  change  to  general 
revenue  financing.  The  tax  on  payrolls 
has  been  so  regressive  that  many  of  our 
low-income  workers  pay  more  now  in 
social  security  taxes  than  they  do  in  in- 
come taxes.  And  as  we  provide  neces- 
sary benefits  to  those  who  cannot  con- 
tribute through  payroll  deductions — 
for  example,  the  blind  and  the  disabled- 
general  revenue  financing  becomes  a  far 
more  equitable  means  of  raising  revenue. 
To  establish  a  really  solid  floor  of  pro- 
tection for  our  elderly  citizens  we  need 
to  be  fair  to  our  productive  employees 
and  share  the  responsibility  for  finance 
through  general  revenue. 

But  as  long  as  we  continue  to  finance 
through  payroll  deductions,  a  provision 
was  needed  to  increase  the  earnings  and 
contributions  base.  A  level  of  $10,800 
would  mean  that  easily  90  percent  of  our 
employees  would  receive  benefits  based 
on  everything  they  earn.  When  social  se- 
curity was  initiated,  this  was  intended, 
but  the  growth  in  workers'  incomes  has 
left  a  severe  gap  in  comprehensiveness 
that  must  be  closed.  This  provision  would 
mean,  for  a  man  of  50,  an  increase  of  at 
least  40  percent  in  his  benefits  by  the 
time  he  retires. 

A  cost-of-living  provision  would  also 
all  to  the  soundness  of  the  system  by 
protecting  recipients  against  inflation. 
The  last  two  increases  in  benefits  that 
were  enacted  barely  kept  our  elderly  on 
even  ground.  When  they  must  live  out 
their  lives  dependent  on  social  security 
payments,  they  can  be  irreparably  crip- 
pled by  a  loss  of  purchasing  power  due 
to  irtfiation.  With  a  built-in  cost-of-liv- 
ing provision,  the  benefits  would  respond 
to  increases  shown  in  the  Consumer  Price 
Index. 

The  raise  in  minimum  benefits  will 
help  all  those  who  are  affected  by  social 
security  or  old-age  assistance.  They  were 
needed  to  keep  our  system  of  social  se- 
curity true  to  its  purpose  and  responsible 
to  our  citizens  who  ask  only  that  they  be 
able  to  live  out  their  lives  in  self-respect. 

This  significant  new  bill  also  includes 
several  amendments  relating  to  public 


assistance  which  are  a  substantial  con- 
tribution. Coercive  aspects  have  been 
struck  from  the  House  version,  particu- 
larly as  they  relate  to  unemployed  moth- 
ers, and  fathers  of  dependent  children. 
Schemes  for  compulsion  are  not  a  con- 
structive prospect  for  public  assistance 
and  were  rightly  struck.  Punitive  provi- 
sions would  have  been  used  by  many  to 
degrade  and  demean  recipients. 

More  important,  they  would  continue 
to  weaken  our  family  strength  in  Amer- 
ica. Before  these  amendments,  provisions 
would  have  punished  unemployed  fath- 
ers who  wanted  to  live  with  their  fam- 
ilies, and  would  have  penalized  mothers 
who  wanted  to  care  for  their  children 
rather  than  work.  Under  this  bill,  em- 
ployment, where  it  is  desirable,  would  be 
encouraged  through  positive  training 
programs  and  work  incentives,  not  com- 
pelled through  force. 

Another  provision  added  by  the  Sen- 
ate would  provide  a  constructive  means 
by  which  welfare  recipients  can  be  given 
needed  employment,  thus  enabling  them 
to  get  off  the  welfare  rolls.  We  all  know 
of  the  critical  shortage  of  social  workers 
and  others  needed  to  provide  vital  serv- 
ices to  the  poor.  We  also  realize  the 
quantity  of  services  needed.  By  hiring 
welfare  recipients  as  subprofessional 
aides  to  work  on  their  own  problems,  we 
increase  the  number  of  persons  provid- 
ing services;  we  increase  the  quantity  of 
services  provided;  we  utilize  persons  who 
will  be  most  sensitive  and  responsive  to 
the  psychology  of  the  poor;  we  enable  the 
unemployed  to  learn  a  highly  trans- 
ferable skill;  and  we  provide  a  construc- 
tive and  honorable  encouragement  to 
many  currently  on  welfare  to  seek  em- 
ployment. 

My  enthusiasm  for  the  improvements 
in  social  security  that  would  be  made  by 
H.R.  12080  is  quite  obvious.  Without  de- 
tracting from  the  great  value  of  the  bill 
or  from  my  enthusiasm  for  it,  I  would 
point  out  that  one  provision  needed 
under  the  social  security  laws  is  again 
omitted  from  the  bill.  A  large  group  of 
workers  who  need  to  benefit  more  fully 
from  the  social  security  improvements  in 
the  bill  are  our  farm  employees. 

Many  farmworkers  have  only  short- 
term  employment,  scattered  among  sev- 
eral farms,  and,  because  they  get  rela- 
tively low  pay,  their  earnings  are  not 
creditable  under  social  security.  This 
happens  because  the  amount  earned 
from  any  one  employer  is  not  enough  to 
meet  the  farmworker  coverage  test  in 
present  law.  We  will  eventually  correct 
this  deficiency. 

In  summary,  the  bill  provides  vitally 
needed  increases  in  benefits  to  our  retired 
citizens.  And  it  does  it  in  a  way  to  in- 
sure continued  fiscal  soundness  and  re- 
sponsibility. The  system  provides  that 
those  on  welfare  will  not  be  degraded  or 
demeaned  and,  in  fact,  this  bill  will  take 
many  persons  out  of  the  definition  of 
poverty  and  off  the  old-age  assistance 
rolls.  The  result  of  this  bill  will  be  that 
our  elderly  citizens,  who  have  contrib- 
uted so  much  as  wage  earners  and  pro- 
ductive citizens,  will  be  given  a  better 
chance  to  live  out  their  retired  years 
with  a  fair  measure  of  dignity  and  self- 
respect. 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  this  bill  is  landmark  legisla- 
tion. The  increase  in  social  security  bene- 
fits, the  largest  ever  voted,  will  immedi- 
ately raise  more  than  1.5  million  senior 
citizens  above  poverty  level,  for  the  first 
time.  It  will  mean  that  more  than  200,000 
seniors  will  be  taken  off  the  public  as- 
sistance rolls. 

But  the  raised  benefits  and  broadened 
coverage  of  this  bill  do  more  than  change 
the  lives  of  the  poorest  of  our  senior 
citizens.  The  bill  will  also  have  an  im- 
mediate effect  on  the  lives  of  millions 
of  other  Americans — as  there  are  now 
23  million  Americans  receiving  benefits 
under  the  various  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  As  examples,  92  out  of 
every  100  people  now  reaching  age  65 
have  retirement  protection;  87  out  of 
every  100  persons  age  25-64  have  dis- 
ability protection;  and  95  out  of  every  100 
children  and  their  mothers  have  survivor 
protection. 

As  an  example  of  the  wide-ranging 
nature  of  the  benefit  increases,  under 
present  law  a  retired  couple's  social  secu- 
rity benefits,  if  the  average  monthly 
earnings  had  been  $450,  is  $219.  The  Sen- 
ate bill  would, raise  this  monthly  benefit 
to  $251.90.  It  would  increase  the  mini- 
mum benefit,  for  a  couple,  from  $66  to 
$105. 

Just  as  the  bill  has  great  importance 
for  all  Americans,  it  has  importance  to 
those  citizens  of  Massachusetts  who  re- 
ceive benefits  under  the  various  provi- 
sions of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
statistics  on  the  number  of  recipients  in 
Massachusetts  give  some  idea  of  how 
great  the  involvement  of  social  security 
is  in  the  lives  of  the  people  of  Massachu- 
setts: 49,700  people  receive  old-age  as- 
sistance; 2,300  people  receive  aid  for  the 
blind;  13,300  individuals  receive  aid  for 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled; 
31,900  families  with  90,000  children  re- 
ceive aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children;  650  families  with  2,500  children 
receive  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  because  one  or  more  of  the  par- 
ents were  unemployed;  16,800  individuals 
receive  general  assistance;  and  2,623  in- 
dividuals receive  work  experience  and 
training,  which  means  a  great  reduction 
in  public  assistance  expenditures. 

I  would  point  out  that  these  figures 
reflected  the  status  of  the  programs  in 
May  of  1967,  but  that  they  are  accurate 
reflections  of  the  extent  of  overall  ac- 
tivity today. 

There  are  a  number  of  provisions  in 
this  bill  about  which  I  am  particularly 
pleased.  One  of  these  is  in  section  243c, 
which  requires  that  States  establish  pro- 
grams for  licensing  the  administrators 
of  nursing  homes  if  they  are  to  receive 
title  19  medicaid  assistance.  This  amend- 
ment is  an  outgrowth  of  a  bill  I  intro- 
duced in  the  89th  Congress,  which  was 
the  result  of  extensive  investigations  we 
in  the  Senate  Special  Committee  on 
Aging  made  in  1965.  In  those  hearings,  we 
uncovered  many  abuses  in  the  field;  we 
also  learned  that  the  vast  majority  of 
the  nursing  home  industry  is  responsible 
and  concerned.  The  amendment  which 
appears  as  section  243c  was  worked  out 
in  consultations  between  myself,  the 
American  Nursing  Home  Association,  and 
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the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  It  Is  a  major  step  forward 
in  our  fight  to  bring  the  highest  quality 
of  medical  care  to  all  our  citizens. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Federal,  State,  and  Community  Services 
of  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  I  am 
especially  interested  in  another  of  the 
provisions  of  the  bill,  one  which  has  not 
received  as  much  attention  as  some  of 
the  other  provisions.  It  is  section  212, 
which  begins  at  line  20,  page  302.  This 
section  would  permit  the  purchase  of 
such  services  as  homemaker  or  rehabili- 
tation services  for  elderly  recipients  of 
public  assistance  . 

The  need  for  such  an  amendment  to 
our  welfare  statutes  was  indicated  in  a 
study  and  hearing  conducted  by  the 
Services  Subcommittee  in  late  1965  and 
early  1966.  We  found  that  one  impedi- 
ment to  the  development  of  services 
needed  by  older  public  assistance  recipi- 
ents was  the  prohibition  in  the  Public 
Welfare  Amendments  of  1962  against 
the  purchase  of  certain  services,  such 
as  homemaker  services,  from  nongov- 
ernmental sources.  We  found  that,  con- 
sequently, the  State  or  local  welfare 
agency  that  wishes  to  provide  a  particu- 
lar type  of  service  to  its  elderly  public 
assistance  clients  must  either  purchase 
the  service  from  another  Government 
agency,  or  create  its  own  organization  for 
doing  so,  even  though  there  Is  already  in 
existence  a  competent  nongovernmental 
organization  which  is  rendering  the 
service  for  a  charge. 

Where  there  are  insufficient  numbers 
of  clients  needing  such  a  service  to  make 
a  public  service  agency  economically 
feasible,  this  can  mean  that  the  welfare 
agency  must  face  the  dilemma  of  either 
refusing  to  provide  the  service,  no  matter 
how  much  it  might  be  needed,  or  provid- 
ing it  at  an  exorbitant  cost. 

To  solve  this  problem,  our  subcommit- 
tee recommended  that  public  welfare 
agencies  be  permitted  to  purchase  serv- 
ices from  private  service  organizations, 
when  it  is  most  efficient  and  economical 
to  do  so.  It  is  a  source  of  great  personal 
satisfaction  to  me  to  see  in  the  bill  a  pro- 
vision which  would  accomplish  this  de- 
sirable objective.  If  it  becomes  law,  it  will 
enable  our  State  and  local  welfare  agen- 
cies to  render  more  and  better  services  to 
the  elderly  on  public  assistance  at  less 
cost. 

Another  amendment,  which  appears 
as  section  124a,  would  permit  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  terminate  the  social  security  coverage 
of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike Authority  at  the  end  of  any  calendar 
quarter  following  the  filing  of  notice  as 
required  by  section  218(g)  (i)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act. 

This  amendment  to  existing  law  is  the 
product  of  amendment  No.  423,  which  I 
introduced  on  October  25,  1967,  and  cer- 
tain changes  suggested  during  consulta- 
tions among  representatives  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  the  Finance 
Committee  staff,  and  myself.  It  is  very 
important  to  the  950  employees  of  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority,  and 
for  that  reason  I  was  glad  to  introduce  it 
when  it  became  apparent  that  only  legis- 
lation could  bring  the  benefits  of  the  new 


State  retirement  system  to  these  em- 
ployees without  imposing  a  harsh  double 
payroll  tax  on  them  for  2  years. 

The  three  provisions  I  have  just  men- 
tioned were  included  in  the  committee 
bill.  Yesterday,  I  introduced  an  amend- 
ment on  the  floor,  a  modified  version 
of  my  amendment  No.  459,  which  was 
accepted  by  the  Senate.  It  would  re- 
quire the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  carry 
out  a  year-long  study  of  the  feasibility 
of  family  and  child  allowances,  reporting 
back  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
on  January  15,  1969.  This  can  be  a  very 
important  study  for  the  future  of  Amer- 
ican society,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that 
the  House  conferees  will  accept  it. 

Let  me  close  by  saying  how  pleased  I 
am  that  the  Senate  has  so  overwhelm- 
ingly accepted  the  increases  provided  in 
this  bill.  We  are  a  country  of  uncounted 
wealth,  and  we  should  simply  not  tol- 
erate those  among  us  who  are  too  old, 
too  young,  or  too  weak,  having  to  live 
their  lives  in  want  and  despair.  This 
social  security  bill  is  one  way  their  lives 
can  be  improved,  and  I  think  it  is  a  pro- 
found step  forward. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  the  measure 
we  will  pass  here  today  in  the  Senate 
is  indeed  landmark  legislation.  The  im- 
provements it  makes  in  the  social  secu- 
rity system  are  the  most  far  reaching 
and  realistic  we  have  adopted  in  many 
years.  The  bill  fully  recognizes  the 
exigencies  of  the  times  in  which  we 
live,  and  comes  closer  to  meeting  the 
needs  of  our  elderly,  our  disabled,  our 
families  with  dependent  children,  and 
all  American  citizens  who  must  depend 
on  welfare,  than  any  amendments  we 
have  passed  since  the  original  social  se- 
curity bill  was  adopted  in  1935.  I  com- 
mend the  members  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee for  the  painstaking  work  they 
have  done,  and  for  the  sound  and  com- 
prehensive measure  they  sent  to  the  floor. 

The  amendments  provide  for  a  15-per- 
cent across-the-board  increase  in  social 
security  benefits.  This  will  mean  the  dif- 
ference between  simply  existing  and  hav- 
ing a  few  more  of  the  necessities  of  life 
to  many  of  our  elderly.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  present  level  of  social  security 
payments  is  inadequate.  The  cost  of  liv- 
ing has  gone  up  considerably  since  the 
payment  level  was  established,  and  many 
of  our  old  people  are  suffering.  Social  se- 
curity payments  to  some  are  as  low  as 
$44  a  month.  Many  people  have  tried 
to  save  during  their  earning  years  to  sup- 
plement their  social  security  benefits, 
but  most  older  people  have  precious 
little.  Certainly,  no  one  can  be  expected 
to  live  on  $44  a  month  on  today's  market. 
The  bill  we  are  now  considering  would 
provide  for  a  minimum  social  security 
benefit  of  $70  a  month — a  small  raise  in 
terms  of  dollars,  but  one  which  could 
provide  for  a  couple  of  extra  bags  of 
groceries,  or  some  urgently  needed 
medicine. 

The  committee  has  shown  its  high 
level  of  responsibility  by  fully  increasing 
social  security  withholding  taxes  to  cover 
the  cost  of  the  raise  in  benefits,  and  to 
keep  the  social  security  trust  fund  on  an 
actuarily  sound  basis.  Many  people  seem 
to  believe  that  the  country  is  going  into 
the  red  to  make  these  extra  social  secu- 


rity payments.  This,  of  course,  is  not 
true.  The  increase  in  social  security 
taxes — a  gradual  increase  over  several 
years — will  fully  cover  the  cost  of  the 
new  benefits.  I  am  sorry  there  has  to  be 
any  social  security  tax  Increase  at  all, 
but  those  who  are  working  now  will  find 
that  the  increases  in  benefits  are  most 
welcome  to  them  when  they  retire,  and 
will  get  back  the  money  they  have  paid 
into  the  system  within  a  few  years. 

I  am  very  much  gratified  that  the  level 
of  social  security  payments  adopted  by 
the  Finance  Committee  was  the  one  I 
recommended  in  testimony  before  them. 
I  felt  that  the  House-recommended  fig- 
ure of  a  raise  of  12  y2  percent  was  not 
adequate  and  that  we  could  well  afford 
the  few  extra  dollars  which  the  15-per- 
cent increase  would  provide.  I  urge  the 
Senate  conferees  to  stand  firm  for  this 
amount  in  the  House-Senate  conference 
committee. 

I  am  also  gratified  that  one  other 
amendment  which  I  suggested  to  the 
committee  has  been  adopted.  That  is  my 
amendment  which  deals  with  long-term 
care,  and  particularly  nursing  home 
care,  provided  to  the  aged  under  title 
XTX  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
need  for  it  became  apparent  in  hearings 
I  have  held  as  chairman  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Long-Term  Care  of  the  Senate 
Special  Committee  on  Aging  and  in 
other  studies  done  by  the  subcommittee. 

This  amendment  provides  increased 
assistance  to  the  elderly  who  must  stay 
in  nursing  homes  for  treatment  and  care. 
A  substantial  part  of  the  amendment 
was  adopted  by  the  committee,  and  it 
was  strengthened  by  the  inclusion  of  the 
reasonable  cost  feature  in  the  floor 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  and  adopted  during 
the  debate  on  the  bill.  I  also  urge  the 
Senate  conferees  to  make  every  effort  to 
have  the  House  agree  to  this  amend- 
ment— only  time  will  prove  how  very 
substantially  we  can  use  its  provisions 
to  help  our  elderly  sick  welfare  patients 
who  are  in  nursing  homes,  and  how  much 
more  equitably  and  fairly  we  can  deal 
with  the  nursing  home  proprietors  who 
take  these  elderly  patients  into  their 
care. 

The  measure  before  us  has  my  strong 
support,  Mr.  President,  and  again  I  com- 
pliment the  committee  on  a  job  well 
done. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  who  is  necessarily  absent,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  statement  prepared  by 
him. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Prouty 

Last  week  in  my  opening  speech  I  com- 
mended the  Finance  Committee  for  its  ef- 
forts and  applauded  the  result  of  its  work — 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967. 
Today  I  would  like  to  reiterate  my  praise 
for  all  members  of  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  la- 
bored long  and  diligently  to  produce  legis- 
lation of  such  superior  quality. 

I  am  particularly  grateful  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Long, 
for  his  fair  and  bipartisan  conduct  of  the 
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debate.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana  while 
justifiably  proud  of  the  bill  his  Committee 
produced,  was  nevertheless  always  open  to 
suggestions  for  improving  it.  In  fact,  he 
accepted  several  important  changes,  among 
which  was  an  amendment  I  offered  allowing 
veterans  to  benefit  from  Social  Security 
increases. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  us  in  this  body  can 
take  pride  in  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967.  The  provisions  contained  in 
these  amendments,  when  enacted  into  law, 
will  alleviate  hardship  and  suffering  among 
millions  of  older  Americans.  This  bill  will 
be  viewed  by  our  senior  citizens  as  a  re- 
newed pledge  of  commitment  to  the  goal 
of  securing  adequate  benefits  for  them  dur- 
ing their  retirement  years. 

The  debate  over  the  Social  Security 
amendments  and  the  amendments  them- 
selves are  of  historical  importance  as  well 
as  being  significant  and  laudable.  I  say  this 
for  three  reasons. 

First,  Mr.  President,  we  have  for  the  first 
time  in  many  years  provided  not  only  for 
large  across-the-board  benefit  increases,  but 
we  have  also  substantially  increased  the 
minimum  base  of  benefits.  I  might  point  out, 
Mr.  President,  that  the  inclusion  of  these 
provisions  is  especially  gratifying  to  me  since 
I  have  advocated  similar  action  since  1961. 
In  fact,  the  only  difference  between  bills 
which  I  have  offered  since  1964  and  the 
present  bill  is  that  my  proposal  granted  ben- 
eficiaries in  the  lower  social  security  income 
brackets  ($100  and  under)  proportionately 
larger  increases  than  those  in  the  higher 
brackets. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee has  demonstrated  increased  concern 
for  individuals  who  reached  retirement  age 
before  their  occupations  were  covered  by  so- 
cial security,  and  who,  therefore,  have  no 
social  security  coverage.  The  precedent  for 
increasing  coverage  toward  universality  by 
"blanketing-in"  individuals  not,  now  eligible 
for  benefits  was  established  last  year  when 
my  amendment  extending  benefits  to  retired 
individuals  over  age  72  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate.  I  was  pleased  that  the  Committee 
not  only  retained  these  benefits  but  acted 
to  increase  the  amount  of  benefits. 

Third,  Mr.  President,  two  matters  of  vital 
importance  were  discussed  during  the  course 
of  the  debate  on  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments. I  refer  now  to  the  fact  that  social  se- 
curity is  at  present  over-financed  and  to  the 
related  issue  of  financing  through  the  use 
of  general  revenues. 

In  our  recognition  and  concern  over  the 
fact  that  at  our  present  rate  of  taxation, 
the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund  is  over- 
financed,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  Mr.  Long,  and  I  stand  close  to- 
gether. Senator  Long  agreed  with  my  posi- 
tion the  other  day  when  he  said: 

"Our  bill  does  not  underfinance  it.  If  we 
are  subject  to  any  criticism,  it  would  be  that 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  that  we  are 
putting  too  much  in;  not  too  little." 

Using  the  recognized  indisputable  fact  that 
a  surplus  presently  exists  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Trust  Fund  as  a  starting  point,  I  argued 
that  taxes  need  not  be  raised  a  substantial 
amount  in  the  near  future.  While  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  did  not  concur  with  this 
aspect  of  my  reasoning,  he  kindly  gave  me 
an  opportunity  to  enunciate  my  position. 

Although  my  amendment  which  would 
have  retained  the  present  rate  of  taxation 
and  provided  for  financing  out  of  general 
revenues  in  case  of  deficit  in  the  trust  fund 
garnered  only  six  votes,  I  felt  that  it  suc- 
ceeded in  another  important  respect.  As  a 
result  of  the  debate  on  my  amendment,  a 
public  debate  on  the  question  of  partial 
general  revenue  financing  for  social  security 
was  opened. 

Some  individuals  have  asserted  and  will 
continue  to  assert  that  general  revenue  fi- 


nancing would  mean  the  destruction  of  the 
social  security  system.  I  believe  that  nothing 
could  be  further  from  the  truth.  As  the  dis- 
tinguished Senior  Senator  from  Delaware, 
Mr.  Williams,  has  pointed  out,  we  must  be 
prepared  to  pay  for  any  social  security  bene- 
fits which  we  enact.  I  for  one  believe  that 
paying  for  these  benefits  out  of  general  reve- 
nues is,  over  the  long  run,  a  more  equitable 
and  realistic  method  of  financing.  I  am  cer- 
tain that  in  the  years  to  come,  more  and 
more  Senators  will  come  around  to  my  way 
of  thinking  as  they  did  with  regard  to  the 
$70  minimum  benefit. 

Despite  many  improvements  in  the  Social 
Security  law,  all  inequities  have  not  been 
removed,  nor  have  all  necessary  improve- 
ments been  made.  I  was  disappointed  that 
several  of  my  amendments  were  not  accepted. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  we  pass  today  is, 
I  think,  a  very  good  one.  Basically,  it  is  the 
fine  work  of  the  Committee  on  Finance,  un- 
der the  able  leadership  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana 

The  membership  of  that  Committee  cer- 
tainly deserves  the  thanks  of  the  American 
people  for  having  reported  to  the  Senate  such 
a  fine  bill.  Their  work  certainly  deserves  our 
support. 

All  of  us  in  this  body  will  be  able  to  take 
pride  in  our  accomplishments  in  the  field  of 
Social  Security  if  we  enact  this  bill  into  law. 
We  can  be  proud  that  we  have  done  some- 
thing for  many  deserving  older  Americans. 
But,  even  more  important,  we  can  take  pride 
in  the  fact  that  through  constructive  action 
and  debate  we  have  laid  the  foundation— 
perhaps  even  built  a  framework  for  future 
action. 

Again,  I  congratulate  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee for  its  work  and  pledge  my  support  to 
the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  just  been  advised  that 
our  colleague,  Senator  McGovern,  of 
South  Dakota,  will  be  unable  to  vote  on 
final  passage  of  H.R.  12080,  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1967,  because 
his  flight  into  the  city  this  morning  has 
been  delayed  by  inclement,  weather.  He 
will  be  announced  in  favor. 

I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  make  ref- 
erence at  this  time  to  Senator  McGov- 
ern's  diligent  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  bill 
and  a  number  of  its  specific  provisions — 
in  particular  the  increase  in  the  amount 
a  social  security  recipient  may  earn 
without  having  his  payments  reduced. 

Mr.  McGovern  is  author  of  both  a  sep- 
arate bill  and  an  amendment  to  H.R. 
12080  to  remove  the  outside  earnings 
limitation  completely.  The  committee 
raised  it  from  $1,680  in  the  House  bill — 
compared  to  $1,500  under  existing  law — 
to  $2,000,  and  the  Senate  last  night 
adopted  an  amendment  offered  by  Sen- 
ator Bayh  to  move  it  up  to  $2,400.  The 
energies  and  persuasive  arguments  that 
Senator  McGovern  has  advanced  on  be- 
half of  this  change  have  unquestionably 
been  a  significant  factor  in  its  ac- 
complishment. 

AFDC  CASE  OPENINGS 

Mr.  President,  much  has  been  said 
during  the  past  2  days  about  men  being 
forced  to  desert  in  order  to  qualify  their 
families  for  public  assistance. 

While  one  cannot  say  with  assurance 
that  this  has  never  happened  or  that  it 
does  not  happen  or  that  it  will  not  hap- 
pen in  the  future,  I  doubt  that  the  true 
facts,  nationwide,  would  substantiate 
that  the  situation  is  as  bad  as  some  peo- 


ple maintain.  The  Subcommittee  on  Ap- 
propriations for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
of  which  I  am  chairman,  annually  goes 
into  the  mater  pretty  thoroughly,  and 
insofar  as  the  District  of  Columbia  is 
concerned,  the  record  will  show  that  th3 
number  of  AFDC  case  openings  based  on 
the  absence  of  a  parent  has  been  steadily 
going  downward  over  the  past  10  years. 

For  example,  case  openings  based  on 
the  absence  of  a  parent — due  to  leaving 
home  and  stopping  or  reducing  support 
and  as  a  result  of  death  or  incarcera- 
tion— have  dropped  from  52.6  percent  of 
the  openings  in  1956  to  25.6  percent  in 
1967. 

Case  openings  due  to  absence  of  par- 
ents— excluding  death — dropped  from 
50.1  percent  in  1956  to  24.3  percent  in 
1967. 

The  true  picture,  of  course,  is  best 
gleaned  from  the  statistics  based  on  case 
openings  because  of  the  absence  of  a  par- 
ent due  to  his  leaving  home  and  stopping 
or  reducing  support — with  incarceration 
and  death  excluded.  These  statics  have 
not  been  kept  by  the  Department  of  Wel- 
fare in  the  District  of  Columbia  prior  to 
fiscal  year  1966.  However,  the  record 
shows  that  only  22.9  percent  of  the 
AFDC  case  openings  in  fiscal  year  1966 
were  based  on  the  absence  of  a  parent — 
excluding  incarceration  and  death — and 
this  figure  dropped  to  18.9  percent  for 
fiscal  year  1967. 

Even  in  those  cases  where  the  parent 
absented  himself  by  leaving  home  and 
stopping  or  reducing  support,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  all  of  such  cases  resulted 
from  the  desire  of  the  absent  parent  to 
qualify  his  family  for  welfare.  Many 
well-thinking  people  ascribe  the  parent's 
action  in  absenting  himself  to  the  hu- 
manitarian motive  of  providing  for  his 
wife  and  offspring.  In  other  words,  he 
is  unable  to  get  a  job,  and,  faced  with  re- 
strictive welfare  regulations,  he  is  forced 
to  leave  home  and  fireside  in  order  to 
make  his  loved  ones  eligible  for  assist- 
ance. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  in  all 
too  many  instances  the  husband  or  para- 
mour, whichever  the  case  may  be,  simply 
does  not  want  to  bear  the  responsibility 
of  maintaining  the  woman  and  children, 
so  he  leaves  them.  Not  all  of  the  absent- 
ing husbands  and  fathers  are  unable  to 
find  employment.  Many  of  them  are  al- 
lergic to  work  and,  as  the  record  has 
often  shown,  have  lost  good  jobs  repeat- 
edly because  of  absenteeism  from  work. 
In  many  situations,  fairly  good  jobs  go 
begging,  and  there  is  no  justification  for 
absenting  parents  not  making  an  honest 
effort  to  secure  and  hold  down  some  of 
these  jobs. 

I  think  it  may  be  helpful,  therefore, 
to  place  in  the  record  statistics  supplied 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  Department 
of  Welfare  concerning  AFDC  case  open- 
ings based  on  the  absence  of  a  parent 
during  the  past  decade.  In  this  regard, 
it  may  be  well  also  to  read  into  the  record 
a  brief  excerpt  from  a  letter  written  by 
the  Frederick  County,  Va.,  Fruit  Growers 
Association,  which  was  submitted  to  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  in  1965. 
The  letter,  in  part,  reads  as  follows: 

Our  association  attempted  to  recruit  in 
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Washington,  D.  C.  Cards  were  sent  to  over 
600  men  listed  as  having  previous  agricul- 
tural experience  to  report  for  interviews; 
120  men  came  in  and  on  finding  that  these 
jobs  were  for  more  than  a  single  day  only  22 
remained.  Of  these,  18  accepted  bus  tickets 
to  the  job.  Only  17  reported  for  work.  By  the 
end  of  two  weeks  only  four  remained  and 
none  completed  the  season. 

Mr.  President,  Tolstoi  may  be  remem- 
bered for  many  excellent  sayings,  one 
of  which  I  shall  cite  as  being  pertinent 
to  my  subject: 


Fiscal  year 


1956 
1957 
1958. 
1959 
1960. 
1961. 
1962 
1963 
1964. 
1965 
1966 
1967 


■Not  available. 

Source:  DPW  research  and  statistics;  DPW  annual  reports. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, in  the  course  of  consideration  of 
this  legislation  (H.R.  12080),  I  intro- 
duced two  amendments  (No.  412  and 
No.  466)  concerning  the  cost  of  medical 
care.  I  have  not  asked  for  a  rollcall  vote 
on  either  one,  for  reasons  which  I  shall 
explain.  Nevertheless,  I  should  like  to  dis- 
cuss these  amendments,  because  both 
deal  with  a  problem  which  is  becoming 
increasingly  serious  in  our  Nation :  The 
cost  of  medical  care. 

The  debate  over  medicaid  in  Congress 
this  year  has  revealed  deep  and  wide- 
spread concern  over  the  unexpectedly 
high  costs  of  the  program.  I  share  this 
concern.  We  cannot  be  blind  to  the  ques- 
tion of  cost,  considering  the  many  de- 
mands that  are  made  on  the  Federal 
Government's  limited  resources.  Nor  can 
we  be  deaf  to  the  protests  of  our  citi- 
zens against  the  tax  increases  that  med- 
icaid has  necessitated  in  some  areas. 

But  I  do  not  share  what  seems  to  be 
the  view  of  many  that  the  high  cost  of 
medicaid  should  be  dealt  with  merely  by 
drastically  limiting  the  program.  Elo- 
quent testimony  to  the  need  for  Govern- 
ment supported  medical  care  is  provided 
by  the  distressingly  poor  performance  of 
the  United  States  among  the  nations  of 
the  world  in  reducing  infant  mortality, 
increasing  life  expectancy,  controlling 
controllable  forms  of  cancer,  and  so  on. 
And  the  need  has  grown  greater,  not  less : 
In  1950,  our  infant  mortality  rate  was 
fifth  lowest  in  the  world;  in  1961,  we  were 
11th;  we  now  rank  15th,  behind  all  of  the 
industrialized  nations  of  Europe. 

Moreover  I  think  our  people  agree  with 
me  that  we  must  have  such  a  program; 
40  States  and  jurisdictions  containing 


The  more  is  given,  the  less  the  people  work 
for  themselves.  And  the  less  they  work,  the 
more  their  poverty  wiU  increase. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  the  table  on  AFDC 
case  openings  to  which  I  have  alluded, 
that  table  having  appeared  on  page  2308 
of  the  fiscal  year  1968  printed  hearings 
of  my  Subcommittee  on  the  District  of 
Columbia  Appropriations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Percent  of  openings 

Absence  of 

Absence  of 

Absence  of 

parent  due  to 

parent  due  to 

parent  due  to 

leaving  home 

leaving  home 

leaving  home 

and  stopping 

and  stopping 

and  stopping 

or  reducing 

or  reducing 

or  reducing 

support 

support  and  as 

support  and  as 

(excludes 

a  result  of 

a  result  of 

incarceration 

incarceration 

death  or 

and  death) 

(excludes  death) 

incarceration 

(') 

50.1 

52.6 

(') 

50.3 

52.5 

« 

46.2 

47.9 

0) 

44.0 

46.1 

0) 

38.1 

39.6 

(') 

33.7 

34.9 

0) 

29.8 

31.4 

0) 

29.0 

30.3 

0) 

30.0 

31.7 

(») 

29.1 

30.5 

22.9 

26.1 

27.9 

18.9 

24.3 

25.6 

over  two-thirds  of  our  population  have 
had  medical  assistance  plans  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  under  title  XLX. 

I  believe  that  substantial  reductions  in 
the  cost  of  medicaid  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  to  the  States  and  counties 
can  be  realized  by  other  means  than  lim- 
iting eligibility  under  title  XLX.  My  con- 
viction is  based  on  the  widespread  judg- 
ment of  students  of  our  medical  system 
that  that  system  is  characterized  by 
grave  inefficiency.  In  other  words,  the 
high  cost  of  medicaid  is  only  an  instance 
of  the  high  cost  of  medical  care  generally. 

Over  the  last  year  and  a  half,  the 
charges  of  providers  of  medical  services, 
which  have  consistently  increased  at  a 
rate  far  steeper  than  the  total  consumer 
price  index,  have  risen  more  steeply  still. 
The  figures  are  most  striking.  I  am  in- 
formed by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
that  its  forthcoming  index  for  the  third 
quarter  of  1967  will  show  physicians' 
fees  increasing  to  a  level  nearly  SV2  per- 
cent higher  than  that  of  1966.  The  re- 
cent increases  in  hospital  care  costs  make 
even  that  figure  pale  by  comparison;  in 
the  first  9  months  of  this  year,  they 
reached  a  level  20  percent  higher  than 
that  of  1966. 

The  burden  that  is  dramatized  by  these 
statistics  is  being  borne  by  all  of  our 
citizens,  not  just  those  whose  medical  ex- 
penses come  to  our  attention  because  we 
are  helping  to  pay  them  under  title  xia. 
If  we  in  Congress  are  shaken  by  the  doc- 
tor's bill  that  has  l.een  submitted  to  the 
Government,  so  must  our  citizens  be 
shaken  by  the  bills  that  they  are  receiv- 
ing. 

The  question  raised  by  these  startling 


figures  is  whether  such  increases  in  the 
cost  of  medical  care  are  warranted.  Can 
we  say — or  can  those  responsible  for 
these  increases  say — that  they  are  justi- 
fied? Is  it  inevitable  that  the  provision 
of  health  care  at  current  levels  should 
cost  what  it  does?  Will  the  expansion  of 
medical  care  contemplated  by  title  XLX 
entail  a  never-ending  series  of  reports 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  de- 
scribing 8-percent  increases  in  doctors' 
fees  and  20-percent  jumps  in  hospital 
charges? 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that  unless 
we  establish  some  limits  on  Federal  re- 
imbursement under  title  XLX,  we  will 
have  to  contemplate  just  such  a  series  of 
reports. 

What  information  we  have  suggests 
that  the  cost  increases  we  have  suffered 
are  not  justified  by  gains  in  productivity 
of  our  medical  services  and  institutions. 
In  the  words  of  the  recent  report  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  on  medical  care  prices,  "at 
present,  hospitals  have  inadequate  in- 
centive to  be  efficient."  The  same  is  true 
of  physicians;  since  they  are  not  con- 
strained by  market  pressures  in  any 
great  degree,  they  also  have  little  incen- 
tive to  minimize  their  charges. 

There  is  also  mounting  evidence  that 
the  impact  of  title  XVIII  and  title  XLX 
has  been  to  accentuate  existing  ineffi- 
ciencies, because  they  provide  for  reim- 
bursement of  costs — all  costs,  any  costs. 
To  be  sure,  the  statutes  speak  of  "reason- 
able cost";  but  it  is  an  open  secret  that 
in  practice  almost  any  costs  have  been 
deemed  reasonable  costs.  The  lack  of  any 
meaningful  standards  governing  reim- 
bursement has  only  intensified  the  ineffi- 
ciency of  a  medical  system  in  which 
charges  have  traditionally  been  deter- 
mined in  a  random  way.  This  is  not  sur- 
prising. Hospitals  and  physicians  have 
historically  enjoyed  an  extraordinary 
freedom  from  consumer  and  govern- 
mental scrutiny,  and  they  have  not  felt 
impelled  in  the  absence  of  such  scrutiny 
to  devise  rational  pricing  mechanisms. 

But  we  are  entering  a  new  era  in 
medical  history,  in  which  the  con- 
sequences of  continuing  this  freedom 
could  prove  ruinous  to  the  general  pub- 
lic and  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  intolerable  that  the 
expansion  of  these  vital  and  humane 
Federal  programs  should  be  the  occasion 
for  a  massive  inflation  of  medical  costs. 
To  prevent  this,  I  offered  an  amendment 
to  title  XLX  requiring  State  medical  as- 
sistance plans  to  provide  fee  schedules 
for  both  hospital  and  physician  care. 
That  was  amendment  No.  412.  It  would 
have  assured  that  the  spread  of  medicaid 
does  not  produce  a  further  inflation  of 
medical  costs. 

In  the  case  of  hospitals,  this  amend- 
ment would  have  limited  acceptable  per 
diem  charges  to  the  level  of  either  the 
local  Blue  Cross  agreement  or  applica- 
ble medicare  rates,  whichever  is  lower. 
This  would  place  a  reasonable  ceiling  on 
hospital  reimbursement  under  medicaid. 

The  second  part  of  this  amendment 
would  have  attacked  the  rising  cost  of 
outpatient  care.  In  large  cities,  it  is  in- 
creasingly common  for  outpatient  visits 
to  cost  $20  to  $30 — one-third  the  charge 
for  inpatient  care  for  a  visit  that  may 
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last  only  5  minutes.  This  amendment 
would  require  the  State  to  set  a  ceiling 
on  payments  for  such  visits,  stated  as  a 
percentage  of  the  in-patient  per  diem. 

The  third  party  of  the  amendment 
dealt  with  payments  to  physicians,  den- 
tists and  allied  professions.  Its  basic  re- 
quirement was  that  the  fee  schedules 
must  be  based  on  the  average  level  of 
fees  charged  in  the  area  over  the  10 
years  previous  to  the  adoption  of  the 
plan,  as  weighted  by  increases  in  the  total 
consumer  price  index.  This  would  have 
prevented  rapid  increases  in  response  to 
the  adoption  of  a  plan.  The  standard  of 
customary  and  usual  fees  in  use  under 
title  XVIII  has  not  had  this  restraining 
effect — although  it  may  have  been  in- 
tended. I  think  we  must  assure,  as  this 
provision  would  have  demonstrated  con- 
tinuity between  fees  charged  prior  to  the 
plan's  adoption  and  fees  charged  there- 
after. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  this  pro- 
posed represented  a  major  step  forward 
in  controlling  the  cost  of  medicaid  by 
other  means  than  a  wholesale  curtail- 
ment of  its  benefits.  However,  it  was  not 
adopted  by  the  committee,  which  de- 
cided instead  that  it  would  investigate 
the  medical  cost  problem  in  the  coming 
months.  Such  a  study  is  badly  needed. 

Indeed,  I  had  also  intended  to  call  for 
the  creation  of  a  Joint  Congressional 
Committee  on  the  Cost  of  Medical  Care. 
My  amendment  No.  466  provided  for  a 
12 -member  committee  drawn  from  the 
House  and  Senate  to  conduct  a  year's 
study. 

However,  Senator  Hill  and  Senator 
Long  of  Louisana  tell  me  that  they 
are  also  deeply  concerned  about  the  ex- 
plosion in  medical  costs,  and  that  their 
committees  intend  to  examine  the  mat- 
ter in  a  searching  way  during  the  coming 
year.  Senator  Ribicoff  tells  me  that  he 
intends  a  similar  inquiry  in  his  Execu- 
tive Reorganization  Subcommittee. 

Therefore  I  did  not  press  for  a  rollcall 
on  my  amendment  creating  a  joint  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  we  desperately  need 
such  a  wide-ranging  demanding  and 
imaginative  investigation  by  the  Con- 
gress of  the  problem  of  medical  costs.  At 
its  recent  annual  meeting,  the  American 
Public  Health  Association  passed  a  reso- 
lution urging  the  Congress  to  make  such 
an  investigation.  In  its  report,  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  expressed  its  intention 
to  review  the  reimbursement  procedures 
for  medicare  and  medicaid.  Such  a  re- 
view is  badly  needed.  But  I  hope  we  shall 
have  a  far  more  extensive  inquiry,  reach- 
ing the  underlying  question  of  how  the 
costs  that  we  reimburse  are  generated. 

It  is  my  belief  that  a  thorough  inquiry 
into  the  delivery  of  medical  services 
would  show  that  the  staggering  costs  in- 
curred by  the  public  generally  and  by 
the  Government  in  paying  title  XIX  bills 
are  not  inevitable.  I  believe  it  could  point 
the  way  to  reforms  that  would  permit 
the  extension  of  better,  cheaper  medical 
care  to  all  our  citizens — including  those 
whose  care  is  supported  by  the  Govern- 
ment. 

For  the  question  of  costs  is  bound  up 
with  the  ruestion  of  how  medical  serv- 
ices are  provided.  Congress'  investigation 
will  show  that  it  Is  not  medical  care  that 


is  expensive,  but  the  system  we  have  for 
providing  it. 

Last  Sunday,  I  discussed  the  Ineffi- 
ciency of  our  medical  system  in  a  speech 
at  the  Albert  Einstein  School  of  Medi- 
cine. Coincidentally,  similar  views  were 
expressed  the  next  day  when  a  report 
to  the  President  by  the  National  Advi- 
sory Commission  on  Medical  Manpower 
was  released.  The  Commission's  report 
concluded  that — 

Because  the  present  system  channels  man- 
power into  inefficient  .  .  .  activities,  added 
numbers  .  .  .  cannot  be  expected  to  bring 
much  improvement. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  remarks  on  Sunday  and 
two  newspaper  accounts  of  the  HEW  re- 
port be  inserted  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, it  is  estimated  that  we  are  now 
spending  $50  billion  a  year  for  health 
services.  We  have  no  idea  what  this 
staggering  sum  is  purchasing;  we  have 
no  idea  whether  the  same  amount  of 
care  could  be  provided  for  less  if  it  were 
provided  in  a  different  fashion,  or 
whether  that  $50  billion  could  buy  great- 
ly improved  care  if  the  system  into  which 
it  is  poured  were  differently  constructed. 
The  various  levels  of  government  in  this 
country  are  contributing  an  ever-larger 
share  of  this  $50  billion,  a  revolutionary 
fact  in  our  social  history,  but  those  gov- 
ernments have  taken  barely  a  single  step 
toward  assisting  the  medical  system  to 
deal  with  the  implications  of  that  revo- 
lution. We  should  not  be  astonished  if 
a  19th-century  system  heaves  and 
strains  under  the  weight  of  20th-cen- 
tury needs. 

In  my  judgment  we  would  fail  to  meet 
the  crisis  in  medical  costs  if  we  contented 
ourselves  with  merely  restricting  eligi- 
bility for  medicaid,  as  we  have  done  in 
this  legislation.  If,  as  I  believe,  the  cost 
of  medicaid  has  merely  pointed  up  the 
existence  of  a  pervasive  problem  in  our 
society — if  it  is  a  symptom  and  not  the 
disease — then  we  are  obligated  to  exam- 
ine the  root  causes,  and  to  treat  the 
problem  at  its  center.  If  the  problem  is 
costs,  let  us  look  at  costs.  Let  us  see  if 
we  can  control  these  costs  so  that  we  not 
only  redeem  our  promise  to  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  medicaid  but  protect  the 
American  people  from  an  inflation  they 
cannot  halt,  in  prices  they  cannot  re- 
fuse to  pay.  That  is  the  task  that  lies 
ahead. 

Exhibit  I 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  Nov.  21,  1967] 
Nation  Is  Warned  op  Health  Crisis 
(By  Thomas  O'Toole) 

The  Nation  is  in  the  midst  of  a  "health 
crisis,"  said  a  presidential  commission  yes- 
terday— one  that  will  worsen  unless  the 
country  undertakes  a  sweeping  reform  of 
medical  schools,  hospitals,  health  insurers 
and  even  the  way  doctors  themselves  are  li- 
censed to  practice. 

The  crisis  we  find  ourselves  in,  said  the 
National  Advisory  Commission  on  Health 
Manpower,  whose  15  members  (eight  of  thsm 
doctors)  have  studied  the  status  of  health 
services  since  May,  1966,  is  one  brought  on 
by  a  lack  of  leadership  and  an  unwillingness 
to  change  within  the  health  establishment. 


The  results,  said  the  Commission  yester- 
day in  a  report  to  President  Johnson,  are 
long  waits  to  see  a  doctor,  hurried,  imper- 
sonal attention  once  the  patient  is  seen,  a 
shortage  of  hospital  beds  and  services,  un- 
even distribution  of  care  and  costs  rising 
sharply  "from  levels  that  already  prohibit 
care  for  some  and  create  major  financial 
burdens  for  many  more." 

To  challenge  this  "crisis  of  care,"  the  Com- 
mission recommended  no  fewer  than  58  ma- 
jor changes  in  the  way  the  U.S.  health  care 
system  is  to  work.  And  while  asking  for  vol- 
untary acceptance  of  its  proposals,  the  Com- 
mission nonetheless  indicated  they  might 
have  to  be  enforced. 

"Unless  these  changes  are  accomplished 
more  quickly  than  has  ever  been  possible  in 
the  past,"  the  Commission  warned,  "a  more 
serious  health  crisis  is  inevitable." 

Among  its  58  curatives,  the  Commission 
prescribed  a  few  sure  to  stir  controversy  for 
years  to  come : 

For  doctors  and  dentists:  Back-to-school 
refresher  courses  or  periodic  examinations 
for  renewal  of  their  licenses  to  maintain  their 
skills  and  guard  against  malpractice  and 
"unnecessary  or  overly  expensive  tests  and 
treatments"  by  some! 

For  hospitals:  Financial  rewards  for  effi- 
ciency and  quality  care  sufficient  enough 
"to  make  it  unprofitable  for  a  hospital  to 
reduce  quality  and  community  service  just 
in  order  to  lower  costs." 

For  health  insurance  organizations:  En- 
couragement to  revise  their  payment  proce- 
dures to  share  savings  with  hospitals  and 
individual  physicians  who  demonstrate  medi- 
cal ability. 

For  medical  and  dental  schools:  Incentive 
grants  to  those  who  raise  their  output  of 
doctors  and  dentists  and  a  denial  of  funds 
to  those  who  do  not. 

For  medical  and  dental  students:  Direct 
financial  aid  over  their  course  of  study,  in- 
ternship and  residency,  with  an  option  to 
repay  the  loans  over  a  long  term  or  through 
direct  governmental  service,  either  in  the 
military,  Public  Health  Service  or  a  Poverty 
Corps  for  doctors. 

While  these  last  two  recommendations  are 
clearly  to  increase  the  supply  of  health  pro- 
fessionals, the  Commission  insisted  they  were 
made  to  meet  future  needs  and  expansion. 

"The  crisis  at  the  present  time,"  it  said, 
"Is  not  simply  one  of  numbers,"  to  raise  the 
number  of  practicing  doctors,  dentists, 
nurses  and  auxiliary  personnel.  "We  must 
first  improve  the  system  through  which 
health  care  is  provided." 

One  way  to  improve  the  health  care  system, 
recommended  the  Commission,  would  be  to 
draft  doctors  through  the  communities  where 
they  work  instead  of  through  their  own 
home  towns. 

So  outdated  Is  the  present  method  of 
Selective  Service  that  it  has  left  some  towns 
with  overnight  doctor  shortages.  Not  long 
ago,  a  Commission  member  said,  Vanderbilt 
University  Medical  School  was  left  without 
a  Pathology  Department,  when  its  seven-man 
staff  (from  seven  different  states)  was  drafted 
all  at  once. 

Perhaps  the  best  way  of  upgrading  the 
health  care  system,  the  Commission  said, 
would  be  through  what  it  calls  a  "peer  re- 
view" system,  certain  to  be  one  of  the  most 
controversial  of  the  Commission's  proposals. 

What  the  Commission  would  like  to  see 
In  the  U.S.  is  a  series  of  review  boards,  at 
the  city,  county  and  state  levels,  at  the 
hospital  level,  and  at  the  health  insurance 
organization  level. 

In  effect,  these  review  boards — made  up  of 
prominent  physicians  and  health  officials — 
would  demand  that  doctors  and  hospitals 
account  for  their  actions. 

Besides  peer  review,  the  Commission  made 
other  specific  recommendations  to  Improve 
the  health  care  system.  Among  them: 

Gradually  disapprove  and  phase  out  the 
Third  Preference  part  of  the  immigration 
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law  that  each  year  admits  7000  new  foreign 
medical  graduates  into  the  U.S.,  where  al- 
most 20  per  cent  of  all  new  medical  licenses 
given  each  year  go  to  foreign-trained  doc- 
tors. Not  only  are  these  doctors  poorly 
trained  by  U.S.  standards,  claims  the  Com- 
mission, their  entry  into  the  U.S.  represents 
the  "worst  kind  of  brain  drain"  in  the  world 
today. 

Give  the  highest  priority  to  improving 
health  care  for  the  poor  and  needy.  "No 
clear-cut  solution  for  care  of  the  disadvan- 
taged has  been  developed,"  the  Commission 
concluded.  "We  urge  that  experimentation 
be  markedly  expanded  with  recognition  of 
the  special  problems  of  this  segment  of 
the  population." 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Nov.  21,  1967] 
Broad  Changes  in  Medical  Care  Urged  for 
Nation — Presidential  Advisory  Panel 
Says  Alterations  Abe  Vital  if  Crisis  Is 
To  Be  Met — Would  Retest  Doctors — 
Economic  Incentives  Asked  for  Hospital 
Improvement — Prepaid  Plans  Praised 

(By  Harold  M.  Schmeck,  Jr.) 
Washington,  November  20. — Basic  changes 
in  American  medical  practice  and  health 
care  were  recommended  today  in  a  report 
submitted  to  President  Johnson. 

Economic  incentives  should  be  offered 
hospitals,  the  report  said.  Periodic  re-licens- 
ing of  physicians  to  insure  competence  and 
quality  should  be  considered,  it  said  and 
doctors'  performance  should  be  reviewed 
routinely  by  panels  of  their  peers.  Pre-paid 
comprehensive  health  care  arrangements  re- 
ceived favorable  comment. 

Mr.  Johnson  said  the  report  would  be  re- 
quired reading  for  his  Cabinet  members.  He 
said  he  hoped  the  document  would  also  be 
widely  considered  outside  the  Government. 

The  report,  by  the  National  Advisory  Com- 
mission on  Health  Manpower,  said  that  there 
was  a  crisis  in  American  health  care  and 
that  vast  increases  in  manpower  and  money 
would  be  of  little  use  unless  the  system  itself 
was  changed. 

GOVERNMENT  NOT  ENOUGH 

"Because  the  present  system  channels  man- 
power into  inefficient  and  inappropriate 
activities,  added  numbers  by  themselves  can- 
not be  expected  to  bring  much  improve- 
ment," the  report  declared. 

The  commission  disclaimed  any  intention 
of  proposing  a  master  Federal  plan  for  health 
care.  On  the  contrary,  it  said,  government 
alone  is  not  big  enough  to  solve  the  problems 
of  health  care  for  the  American  people. 

In  its  roughly  50  recommendations  the 
commission  stressed  economic  incentives  to 
efficient  and  high  quality  health  care,  with 
corresponding  penalties  for  inefficiency; 
widespread  use  of  "peer  review"  arrange- 
ments to  gauge  and  insure  the  quality  of 
care,  and  the  possibility  of  requiring  periodic 
re-licensing  of  doctors  to  make  sure  their 
talents  and  knowledge  remain  up  to  date. 

If  followed,  the  recommendations  would 
bring  fundamental  changes  to  the  manner 
in  which  health  care  is  rendered  and  paid  for 
in  the  United  States. 

The  economic  incentives  for  efficiency  and 
high  quality  in  health  care  would  take  many 
forms.  One  possibility  worthy  of  being  ex- 
plored, the  report  said,  is  that  of  giving 
doctors  a  financial  stake  in  the  operation  of 
hospitals. 

The  commission  also  recommended  that 
health  insurance  plans  put  greater  emphasis 
on  outpatient  care  to  relieve  the  strain  on 
hospital  facilities.  At  briefings  on  the  report 
today,  spokesmen  for  the  commission  men- 
tioned repeatedly  the  efficiencies  achieved 
by  such  prepaid  care  plans  as  those  of  the 
Kaiser  Foundation  Hospitals  in  California. 

The  report  stressed  the  view  that  there  was 
no  time  to  be  lost  in  making  changes  and 
improvements  in  American  medical  care. 


Until  the  present  decade  the  nation  has 
had  problems  to  solve,  said  Irwin  Miller, 
chairman  of  the  commission. 

"From  here  on  out  we  probably  have 
catastrophes  to  prevent,"  he  said  at  a  briefing 
for  reporters.  Mr.  Miller  is  chairman  of  the 
board  of  the  Cummins  Engine  Company,  Co- 
lumbus, Ind.  He  has  headed  the  commission 
since  it  was  appointed  by  the  President  on 
May  7,  1966. 

At  a  presentation  at  the  White  House  to- 
day. Dr.  Peter  S.  Bing,  executive  director  of 
the  commission,  said  the  nation  faced  a  para- 
dox in  that  the  numbers  of  doctors  and  hos- 
pital beds  were  increasing  faster  than  the 
population,  yet  a  crisis  in  medical  care 
loomed. 

Greater  demand,  the  increasing  complex- 
ity of  medical  and  hospital  practice  and  the 
growing  tendency  toward  medical  specializa- 
tion produce  shortages  in  personal  care,  he 
said. 

In  this  pinch  between  demand  and  avail- 
able supply  of  medical  care,  costs  will  rise 
sharply  if  changes  in  practice  are  not  made, 
the  report  said. 

If  current  practices  continue,  the  commis- 
sion estimated,  health  expenditures  for  the 
nation  will  rise  by  more  than  140  per  cent 
in  the  decade  ending  in  1975.  Hospital  costs 
it  said,  will  go  up  250  per  cent.  During  the 
same  period  the  general  cost  of  living  is  ex- 
pected to  increase  only  about  20  per  cent. 

Address  by  Senator  Robert  F.  Kennedy  at 
the  Yeshiva  University,  Albert  Einstein 
College  of  Medicine,  Bronx,  N.Y.,  No- 
vember 19,  1967 

This  is  a  place  of  special  meaning  for  me. 
For  at  Yeshiva  University  the  Albert  Einstein 
College  of  Medicine  has  begun  an  important 
new  step  in  its  pioneering  urban  health  pro- 
gram: The  Rose  Fitzgerald  Kennedy  Center 
for  Research  in  Mental  Retardation  and  Hu- 
man Development.  This  Center,  which  will 
help  to  salvage  the  lives  of  lost  citizens,  is 
a  testament  to  your  concern — concern  which 
has  been  a  keystone  of  this  great  medical 
school. 

But  I  come  here  to  offer  you  not  congratu- 
lations, but  a  challenge.  For  in  New  York 
and  across  the  nation,  the  condition  of 
American  medical  care  is  grave — in  fact,  it 
is  critical.  We — and  you — confront  a  grim 
scene  of  the  neglected,  the  ill,  and  the  dy- 
ing— the  thousands,  the  millions  of  victims 
of  our  indifference. 

"If  we  believe  that  men  have  any  per- 
sonal rights  at  all",  Aristotle  said,  "then  they 
must  have  an  absolute  moral  right  to  such 
a  measure  of  good  health  as  society  alone 
is  able  to  give  them". 

Two  years  ago,  the  United  States  began  a 
program  to  provide  this  moral  right  for  two 
parts  of  our  population:  those  over  65,  and 
the  "medically  indigent,"  for  whom  serious 
illness  means  financial  catastrophe.  We  have 
spent  billions  of  dollars  in  these  programs — 
yet  what  they  have  produced  is  not  achieve- 
ment, but  anxiety.  For  they  have  shown  us 
more  vividly  than  ever  before — that  our  Na- 
tion's system  of  health  care  has  failed  to 
meet  the  most  urgent  medical  needs  of  mil- 
lions of  Americans. 

The  cost  of  health  care  in  America  is  stag- 
gering: more  than  6  percent  of  our  gross  na- 
tional product.  And  with  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, these  costs  have  soared.  But  consider 
what  we  have  bought  with  these  billions: 

In  1950,  we  ranked  fifth  in  the  world  in 
our  infant  mortality  rate.  Today,  we  rank 
fifteenth — below  all  of  the  industrialized  na- 
tions of  Europe.  And  here  in  New  York,  dur- 
ing the  last  decade,  infant  mortality 
increased — by  4  percent. 

Twelve  other  nations  have  higher  life  ex- 
pectancy rates  at  60  than  we  do. 

Fifteen  other  nations  have  higher  ratios 
of  hospital  beds  to  patients  than  we  do. 

Forty-three  percent  of  our  hospital  care, 


according  to  Columbia's  School  of  Public 
Health  and  Administrative  Medicine,  is  only 
poor  to  fair. 

But  these  figures — and  countless  others — 
cannot  measure  the  full  impact  of  our  dou- 
ble standard  of  medical  care.  It  cannot  meas- 
ure the  disappearance  of  family  physician 
care  for  poor  families — and  its  replacement 
by  the  emergency  rooms  of  huge  impersonal 
municipal  hospitals.  It  cannot  measure  the 
long  waits,  or  endless  lines,  for  an  often 
indifferent  examination  by  a  doctor  the  pa- 
tient has  never  seen  before,  and  will  not 
see  again.  It  cannot  measure  the  minor  ill- 
nesses which  spawn  major  diseases — because 
regular  checkups  are  unknown,  and  contin- 
uing medical  care  an  illusion.  It  cannot  re- 
flect the  children  whose  education  is  use- 
less— because  they  are  too  weak  to  work,  or 
too  ill  to  listen. 

Figures  cannot  measure  the  indignities, 
the  inefficiencies,  the  lost  lives,  but  they  at 
least  tell  us  how  much  remains  to  be  done, 
beyond  the  spending  of  massive  sums  of 
money. 

Medicare  has  told  us  what  we  should  have 
known  long  ago.  Our  system  of  health  care 
in  the  United  States  is  understaffed,  over- 
burdened, and  as  it  is  presently  structured, 
wholly  inadequate  to  supply  decent  medical 
attention  for  all  Americans.  This  fact  was 
hidden  from  us — because  those  who  were 
elderly,  those  who  were  poor — simply  did  not 
get  a  minimal  amount  of  medical  care.  Now. 
they  are  beginning  to  come  to  hospitals,  and 
to  visit  physicians.  And  with  them  has  come 
the  knowledge  that  our  system  of  health 
care  must  change. 

There  is  already  a  shortage  of  modern  hos- 
pital beds  and  nursing  home  beds.  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  have  only  multiplied  the  num- 
ber seeking  care  in  these  already  overbur- 
dened and  often  inefficient  facilities. 

The  result  of  providing  more  money  to 
compete  for  the  same  supply  of  services  has 
been  an  astronomical  increase  in  the  cost 
of  care.  Daily  rates  in  hospitals  are  up  over 
a  third  in  less  than  two  years.  Physicians' 
fees  have  risen  over  ten  percent,  8.5  percent 
in  the  past  year  alone.  Hospital  charges  of 
$100  a  day  will  soon  be  a  reality  in  New 
York  City. 

There  is  no  real  mystery  about  why  this 
has  happened.  Wages  are  two-thirds  of  the 
cost  of  running  a  hospital,  and  there  was  a 
huge  backlog  of  wage  demands  in  our  hos- 
pitals. Nurses  and  other  personnel  had 
worked  too  long  at  substandard  pay,  and 
now  there  are  funds  to  offer  a  more  adequate 
wage. 

But  there  are  other  matters.  Hospitals  are 
run  essentially  as  they  were  fifty  years  ago. 
They  have  been  neither  forced  nor  even  en- 
couraged to  innovate.  Patients  are  still 
wheeled  from  one  end  of  the  hospital  to  the 
other  for  surgery.  Costly  services  are  main- 
tained for  vast  numbers  of  patients  not 
seriously  enough  ill  to  need  them. 

Physician  fees  have  risen  so  sharply  be- 
cause more  dollars  cannot  by  themselves  pro- 
duce more  doctors.  That,  coupled  with  the 
fee-for-service  approach  of  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  has  allowed  some  specialists  and 
even  some  general  practitioners  to  reap  ex- 
orbitant benefits  from  these  tax-financed 
programs. 

Serious  as  these  matters  are,  the  funda- 
mental problem  is  one  of  structure — one 
which  goes  to  the  heart  of  our  system  of  de- 
livering health  care.  We  are  pumping  billions 
of  dollars  of  new  money  into  the  health 
industry — but  without  the  slightest  effort  to 
change  the  existing  system,  under  which  peo- 
ple are  taken  care  of  in  the  costliest  institu- 
tion, the  hospital,  and  by  the  costliest  man- 
power, the  doctor.  It  is  no  wonder  that  the 
cost  of  health  care  has  risen  so  sharply. 

The  first  task,  in  my  judgment,  is  to  rec- 
ognize that  our  present  approach  is  simply 
not  satisfactory — and  to  do  something  about 
it.  We  are  providing  poor  quality  care  at  high 
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cost.  That  is  nothing  less  than  a  national 
failure. 

Next  week  I  shall  propose,  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  social  security  bill  now  belore 
the  Senate,  the  establishment  of  a  joint 
Congressional  committee  to  study  the  cost  of 
health  care  and  what  we  are  going  to  do 
about  it.  The  committee's  mandate  would  be 
the  full  scope  of  the  cost  problem — from  re- 
imbursement formulas  to  new  technology, 
from  ways  to  achieve  greater  efficiency  to  new 
ways  of  delivering  health  care. 

But  no  committee — no  study — can  be  suc- 
cessful unless  it  confronts  the  root  cause  of 
spiraling  medical  costs:  the  outmoded  and 
rigid  structure  of  health  care  which  simply 
cannot  meet  the  demands  for  decent  medical 
attention.  What  is  needed — as  a  matter  of 
the  first  priority — is  to  put  our  medical  re- 
sources to  work  in  new  ways,  to  respond  more 
effectively  to  the  ever-growing  demand  for 
services. 

An  effective  program  of  action  requires  at 
least  four  steps: 

First:  We  must  tap  new  sources  for  re- 
cruitment into  the  health  field  and  develop 
new  health  careers  for  our  recruits.  We  all 
know  we  have  a  grave  shortage  of  medical 
personnel.  We  know  that  each  year  we  edu- 
cate 2000  fewer  doctors  than  we  need  just 
to  keep  pace  with  present  ratios;  and  we 
know  we  need  more  nurses  of  all  kinds,  and 
more  technical  aides. 

But  even  as  we  provide  government  assist- 
ance to  health  professional  schools — even  as 
we  provide  scholarships  and  loans,  so  that 
low-income  students  can  attend  our  medical 
schools — we  know  we  must  develop  new  jobs 
In  the  health  field.  For  the  fact  is  that  we 
will  never  have  enough  doctors  and  nurses 
to  perform  all  of  the  tasks  we  now  assign  to 
these  costly  and  scarce  professionals.  Expe- 
rience has  shown  that  many  of  their  tasks 
can  be  performed  by  assistants  working 
■under  their  supervision — aides  who  can  be 
enabled  to  study  on  the  job  in  order  to  ac- 
quire greater  skill  and  more  on  to  greater 
responsibility. 

We  can  find  many  of  these  people  in  the 
same  communities  of  the  poor  which  most 
need  medical  help.  We  can  find — and  train — 
non-professional  people,  to  care  for  fellow 
members  of  their  own  communities.  And  this 
source  of  employment — a  source  you  have 
tapped  with  your  health  careers  program — 
can  find  worthy  service  and  increased  job 
opportunity,  within  the  medical  profession. 

Second:  All  of  our  medical  resources  must 
be  put  to  work  more  effectively  in  the  com- 
munities themselves.  To  structure  the  future 
of  medicine  solely  around  large,  impersonal 
hospitals  will  not  only  insure  poor  quality 
care,  but  also  guarantee  even  more  excessive 
demands  on  these  overcrowded  institutions— 
and  thus  produce  higher  and  higher  medical 
costs. 

If  we  are  to  us  our  funds  wisely — if  we  are 
to  deploy  our  health  manpower  efficiently — 
we  must  decentralize  medical  care.  We  must 
bring  health  services  to  the  people  through  a 
system  of  community  and  neighborhood 
health  centers  which  provide  comprehensive 
family  care  in  a  dignified,  responsive  setting. 

Again,  you  at  Albert  Einstein  have  recog- 
nized this  need,  by  participating  in  the 
Storefront  Neighborhood  Service  Center, 
serving  the  Lincoln  Hospital  Community. 
Here,  non-professionals  can  be  of  greatest 
service — by  insuring  that  neighborhood  cen- 
ters serve  the  poor,  instead  of  using  them. 
Too  often,  the  medical  profession  has  seen 
the  ghetto  communities  as  ideal  neighbor- 
hoods— not  so  much  for  service,  as  for  ob- 
taining teaching  material.  One  doctor  told 
me  of  a  conversation  he  had  with  a  ghetto 
resident.  He  asked  her  what  she  thought  of 
a  planned  new  neighborhood  health  center. 

"Oh,"  she  said,  "is  that  another  one  of 
those  programs  where  we  supply  the 
diseases?" 

The  neighborhood  health  centers  must  not 
be  that  kind  of  program.  They  must  meet 


the  fundamental  health  needs  of  our  neg- 
lected citizens. 

Third:  The  program  must  go  beyond  nar- 
rowly-defined "health"  needs.  For  all  of  the 
energy — all  of  the  commitment — of  the  med- 
ical profession  will  not  be  enough,  unless  we 
also  meet  the  sources  of  disease. 

It  is  illusion  to  think  we  can  cure  a  sickly 
child — and  ignore  his  need  for  nutritious 
food.  It  is  foolish  to  pour  in  funds  to  minister 
to  the  effects  of  filth-ridden  slums — without 
recognizing  the  undeniable  fact  that  these 
slums  breed  disease.  It  is  profitless  to  estab- 
lish community  mental  health  services— if  we 
do  not  understand  that  a  community  of  the 
jobless,  the  purposeless,  the  hopeless  spawns 
frustration  and  agony  in  the  minds  of  its 
victims.  We  will  never  have  enough  doctors 
to  cure  the  children  of  Mississippi  who  have 
not  eaten  nourishing  food  since  their  birth. 
There  will  never  be  enough  therapists  for  all 
the  brain-damaged  children  of  Bedford- 
Stuyvesant.  We  will  not  cure  the  pathology 
of  individuals,  unless  we — and  you — begin  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  pathology  of  these 
communities. 

Education  —  jobs  —  housing  —  community 
participation — these  are  essential  elements 
of  a  healthy  neighborhood.  And  if  these  goals 
require  the  active  direct  participation  of  the 
medical  community  in  matters  of  public 
controversy,  then  this  is  the  work  that  must 
be  done.  It  is  neither  economical,  nor  com- 
passionate, to  care  for  the  consequences  of 
poverty,  and  ignore  its  roots. 

Fourth:  As  this  is  true  for  the  communities 
of  poverty,  it  is  just  as  true  for  the  whole 
society.  All  the  cancer  research,  all  the  hos- 
pitals in  the  nation  may  be  less  important 
than  the  single  simple  step  of  making  sure 
that  fewer  children  are  enticed  into  becoming 
cigarette  smokers.  All  our  programs  for  train- 
ing new  doctors  may  not  mean  as  much  to 
the  health  of  the  city  of  New  York  as  cour- 
ageous and  forceful  action  to  eliminate  the 
pollution  of  our  air.  All  our  emergency  rooms 
will  not  be  adequate  to  care  for  the  victims 
of  the  carnage  on  our  highways,  if  we  do  not 
enforce  far  more  rigid  safety  standards  on 
the  makers  of  automobiles. 

And  the  same  is  true  for  the  dozens  of 
health  hazards  we  have  allowed  to  persist, 
through  ignorance  and  inattention  and  sloth; 
the  meat  packed  amid  dirt  and  disease;  the 
drugs  sold  without  adequate  testing;  the 
pesticides  carelessly  sprayed  onto  our  crops. 

These  are  not  for  the  medical  profession 
alone — these  are  challenges  to  all  of  us.  But 
you  of  the  medical  profession,  the  concerned 
and  active  doctors  and  leaders  such  as  are 
here  today,  you  can  take  the  lead. 

Part  of  the  Job  is  securing  the  enactment 
of  legislation;  and  whatever  legislation  is 
necessary,  I  can  tell  you  that  It  will  be  in- 
troduced— and  it  will  be  fought  for.  But  an- 
other part  of  the  job  is  education  and  action, 
relying  on  the  spontaneous  skill  and  initia- 
tive of  the  American  people.  Just  a  few  years 
ago,  surveys  showed  that  alarming  numbers 
of  our  children  were  overweight,  underex- 
ercised,  simply  in  poor  physical  condition. 
President  Kennedy  set  up  a  Council  on  Phys- 
ical Fitness  which,  in  cooperation  with  thou- 
sands of  Councils  all  over  the  country,  began 
to  set  up  programs  of  education  and  exer- 
cise for  children  and  families.  The  Councils 
were  completely  voluntary;  they  were  almost 
without  funds;  yet  they  worked  a  small  rev- 
olution. And  within  two  or  three  years,  new 
surveys  showed  that  the  young  people  of 
America  were  far  healthier,  in  far  better 
physical  condition,  than  they  had  been  be- 
fore the  Councils  began  their  work.  That 
kind  of  effort — whether  for  better  school 
meals,  or  against  early  smoking,  or  to  stimu- 
late forceful  action  against  air  pollution — 
can  be  made  in  every  community  in  the 
country  today. 

This  is  a  challenging  task.  It  requires  help 
from  Washington — for  example,  funds  to 
help     medical     schools     implement  bold 


changes  in  education  and  operation.  And  it 
requires  help  from  state  capitals  and  City 
Halls  to  replace  rigid  regulation  with  crea- 
tive flexibility. 

But  most  of  all,  it  requires  effort  by  your- 
selves— members  of  the  medical  profession, 
guided  by  your  obligations,  and  the  by  the 
counsel  of  Albert  Einstein,  who  said: 

"Concern  for  man  himself  and  his  fate 
must  always  form  the  chief  interest  of  all 
technical  endeavors  ...  in  order  that  the 
creations  of  our  mind  shall  be  a  blessing 
and  not  a  curse  to  mankind." 

Now  you  must  find  new  ways  to  bring 
the  blessings  of  medicine  to  millions  who 
have  never  been  reached.  It  means  the  will- 
ingness and  energy  to  discard  traditional 
institutions  and  approaches  to  better  the 
condition  of  man  himself,  and  his  fate.  But 
you  have  that  willingness — you  have  that 
energy — and  I  know  you  will  succeed. 

SENATOR  RANDOLPH  COMMENDS  FINANCE  COM- 
MITTEE ACTION  ON  PROVISION  FOR  INCREASING 
INCOME  OF  OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE  RECIPIENTS 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Em- 
ployment and  Retirement  Incomes  of  the 
Senate  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  I  am 
particularly  interested  in  one  provision 
in  the  pending  social  security  amend- 
ments. Section  213  requires  that  States 
must  give  their  public  assistance  re- 
cipients an  average  increase  of  $7.50  in 
their  overall  incomes  as  a  result  of  the 
increased  benefits. 

It  has  been  a  general  practice  among 
the  States,  when  social  security  increases 
are  approved,  to  reduce  public  assistance 
grants  of  those  who  receive  both  public 
assistance  and  social  security.  This  ac- 
tion leaves  recipients  no  better  off  from 
the  standpoint  of  their  total  incomes 
than  they  had  been  before  the  social  se- 
curity increases.  The  pending  bill  pro- 
vides a  means  whereby  a  State's  public 
assistance  recipients  will  benefit  from  the 
increases. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Employment  and 
Retirement  Incomes,  which  I  am  privi- 
leged to  chair,  as  a  result  of  several  days 
of  hearings  earlier  this  year,  issued  a  re- 
port entitled  "Reduction  of  Retirement 
Benefits  Due  to  Social  Security  In- 
creases." We  recommended  legislation 
which  would  prohibit  reduction  of  old- 
age  assistance  grants  due  to  social  se- 
curity increases.  To  implement  this  rec- 
ommendation, I  offered  amendment  No. 
375.  Although  the  Finance  Committee  did 
not  accept  my  amendment,  I  believe  that 
the  provision  which  it  did  adopt  sub- 
stantially accomplishes  the  purpose  our 
subcommittee  was  seeking.  I  am  gratified 
to  give  the  committee's  provision  my  en- 
thusiastic support. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final  passage. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  bill  has  expired.  The  bill  having 
been  read  the  third  time,  the  question  is, 
Shall  it  pass?  On  this  question,  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
nounce that  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada [Mr.  Cannon],  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
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Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Govern],  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]  ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge] would  each  vote  "yea." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Pong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hansen]  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  would  each  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Prouty]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  78, 
nays  6,  as  follows: 

[No.  350  Leg.] 
YEAS — 78 


Aiken 

Hart 

Mondale 

Allott 

Hartke 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hatfield 

Montoya 

Baker 

Hayden 

Morse 

Bayh 

Hickenlooper 

Morton 

Bible 

Hill 

Moss 

Boggs 

Hollings 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Hruska 

Nelson 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Pastore 

Bur  dick 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Javits 

Pell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Percy 

Case 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Proxmlre 

Church 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Randolph 

Clark 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Cotton 

Kuchel 

Russell 

Dirksen 

Lausche 

Smathers 

Domlnick 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Spong 

Fannin 

McCarthy 

Symington 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Gore 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Griffin 

Mclntyre 

Yarborough 

Gruening 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Harris 

Miller 

Young,  Ohio 

NAYS— 6 

Bennett 

Holland 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Stennis 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-16 

Bartlett 

Fong 

Prouty 

Cannon 

Hansen 

Scott 

Carlson 

Long,  Mo. 

Talmadge 

Cooper 

McGovern 

Tower 

Dodd 

Mundt 

Eastland 

Murphy 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  was  passed. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  move  that  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed  be  reconsidered. 


Mr.  .MANSFIELD .  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  insist  on  its  amendments  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Long  of 
Louisiana,  Mr.  Smathers,  Mr.  Ander- 
son, Mr.  Gore,  Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr.  Wil- 
liams of  Delaware,  Mr.  Carlson,  and  Mr. 
Curtis  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
(H.R.  12080)  be  printed  with  the  amend- 
ments of  the  Senate  numbered;  and  that 
in  the  engrossment  of  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  be  authorized  to  make  all 
necessary  technical  and  clerical  changes 
and  corrections,  including  corrections  in 
section,  subsection,  and  so  forth,  desig- 
nations, and  cross  references  thereto,  and 
corrections  in  the  table  of  contents — in- 
cluding appropriate  deletions,  insertions, 
and  revisions  in  such  table. 


PERSONAL      STATEMENT— REASON 
FOR  NOT  VOTING 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  make  a  personal  statement. 
Yesterday  I  canceled  a  trip  abroad  in 
order  that  I  might  be  here  to  vote  for 
passage  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

When  the  rollcall  is  recorded  in  the 
Record,  my  name  will  be  shown  as  an 
absentee. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  in  a  room  in  the 
New  Senate  Office  Building  where  the 
bell  calling  for  the  vote  did  not  ring. 
When  the  word  of  the  vote  reached  me, 
I  came  over  but  arrived  on  the  floor  too 
late  to  be  recorded. 

This  is  a  cause  of  great  sorrow  to  me 
because  I  would  like  to  have  been  here, 
and  I  wanted  particularly  to  have  been 
recorded  as  voting  for  the  social  security 
bill. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  having 
been  away  from  Washington  on  official 
business  for  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  I  missed  the  opportunity  to  vote 
for  the  passage  of  the  social  security 
amendments  last  week.  I  would  therefore 
at  this  time  like  to  commend  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  for  its  excellent  work 
on  an  extremely  complex  bill.  I  also  want 
to  applaud  Senators  for  their  support  of 
landmark  legislation  that  will  relieve  the 
poverty  of  more  than  2  million  older 
Americans  and  lift  some  200,000  from 
the  welfare  rolls.  Raising  the  monthly 
minimum  benefit  and  liberalizing  the 
earnings  exemption  will  enable  those 
who  have  contributed  much  to  our  econ- 
omy as  wage  earners  to  achieve  a  digni- 
fied retirement  previously  beyond  their 
grasp. 

Improving  benefits  for  needy  and  de- 
pendent children,  the  blind,  and  the  dis- 
abled will  similarly  ameliorate  the  dep- 
rivation suffered  by  many  unfortunate 
Americans. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Senate  will  pre- 
vail on  a  substantial  number  of  its  pro- 
visions during  the  conference  on  this 
important  measure.  I  anticipate  early 
consideration  of  the  conference  report, 
which  I  hope  to  support  as  a  means  of 
improving  the  quality  of  the  lives  of  more 
than  23  million  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is  33 
years  ago  that  I  voted  for  the  original 
social  security  bill  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

During  those  intervening  years,  the 
program  has  been  improved  but,  also,  a 
great  deal  of  mischief  has  been  wrought. 

I  voted  for  the  bill  today  to  commit 
it  to  the  tender  keeping  of  the  conference 
committee,  so  that  at  least  some  of  this 
mischief  can  be  undone. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
have  been  glad  to  vote  for  the  bill  to- 
day, under  other  circumstances. 

I  regret,  however,  that  this  "Thanks- 
giving turkey"  had  so  much  stuffing  in 
it  that  it  could  not  possibly  absorb  it. 

I  think  that  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware [Mr.  Williams]  correctly  stated  the 
matter  when  he  said  that  the  benefits 
under  the  bill,  swollen  as  it  is,  may  be 
twice  what  they  should  be,  to  be  financed 
by  the  financing  arrangement  provided 
by  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  the  bill 
got  into  such  shape.  I  wish  my  friend,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 


[Mr.  Long]  ,  well  in  conference.  I  hope  he 
will  bring  back  a  bill  more  like  the  one 
that  was  reported  by  his  committee  or, 
hopefully,  more  like  the  one  that  came 
over  to  us  from  the  other  body.  I  shall 
certainly  be  glad  to  support  it  if  it  is  in 
reasonable  proportions  and  if  it  is  not 
so  swollen  by  proposed  benefits  and  with- 
out appropriate  means  to  finance  it.  I 
think  that  as  passed,  it  is  impossible  to 
do  that.  I  hope  that  the  bill  will  come 
back  in  good  shape,  so  that  I  can  support 
it. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  be- 
lieve that  one  bit  of  explanation  is  due. 
As  I  have  said  repeatedly,  the  social  se- 
curity bill  is  a  landmark  bill.  It  provides 
some  benefits  which  are  necessary. 

With  all  due  respect  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  this  tur- 
key is  not  overstuffed.  For  some  people, 
it  is  going  to  be  a  pretty  thin  Thanks- 
giving, when  all  they  are  going  to  re- 
ceive is  less  than  $1,000  a  year  to  live 
on. 

Congress  has  been  very  meager  in 
taking  care  of  the  country's  elderly  peo- 
ple. At  the  same  time,  repeated  efforts 
are  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  for 
all  kinds  of  expensive  ideas  and  pro- 
'grams  which  contribute  little  to  the  man 
on  the  street  and  children  and  the  el- 
derly. We  voted  $70  billion  for  military 
appropriations.  The  total  cost  of  the 
social  security  bill  will  be  less  than  one- 
half  of  the  year's  cost  of  the  war  in  Viet- 
nam. That  puts  into  proper  perspective 
exactly  how  much  priority  we  are  giving 
to  the  old  people  of  America,  our  own 
people,  and  how  we  are  neglecting  the 
business  of  America  while  we  are  pre- 
occupied with  a  war  that  is  taking  place 
10,000  miles  from  home. 

I  hope  and  pray  that  that  war  will  be 
brought  to  an  end  and  that  we  will  ful- 
fill the  mandate  for  the  Great  Society 
programs,  which  the  country  had  a 
chance  to  vote  on  in  1964. 

The  1964  campaign  was  very  definite- 
ly fought  and  decided  on  the  issue  which 
was  decided  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  voted  upon  today. 

As  Senators  will  recall,  there  were  two 
great  symbols  in  that  campaign.  One  was 
the  tearing  up  of  the  social  security 
cards.  Thank  goodness  we  did  not  tear 
them  up  today.  We  made  the  social  secu- 
rity system  stronger.  The  other  symbol 
was  portrayed  so  vividly  upon  my  mem- 
ory, that  of  the  little  girl  picking  a  daisy, 
with  a  background  of  mushroom  clouds. 
We  had  the '  decision  to  make  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  were  going  into  a 
military  escalation,  a  military  involve- 
ment overseas,  taking  the  young  people 
of  America,  taking  the  dollars  of  Amer- 
ica, taking  the  treasure  of  America. 
Were  we  going  to  follow  the  designs  of 
what  we  and  the  Democratic  Party  char- 
acterized as  a  trigger-happy  candidate, 
or  were  we  going  to  follow  peaceful  pur- 
suits, a  doctrine  of  the  affirmation  of  life, 
and  not  of  death,  an  affirmation  of  peace, 
and  not  of  war,  an  affirmation  of  hope, 
and  not  of  despair?  And  these  were  ques- 
tions for  the  old  people,  too.  And  the 
people  of  America  overwhelmingly  said 
that  the  issue  was  clearly  drawn,  and 
they  voted  the  greatest  mandate  for 
peace  that  this  Nation  has  ever  shown. 
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President  Johnson  was  given  a  mandate 
for  peaceful  pursuits  and  for  the  Great 
Society  programs. 

Now  we  are  seeing  daily  the  necessity 
for  cutting  back  on  Great  Society  pro- 
grams. Thank  goodness,  we  did  not  cut 
this  social  security  program,  back.  I  was 
the  one  who  advocated  the  administra- 
tion policy.  I  advocated  the  policy  sent 
here  by  President  Johnson.  I  was  the 
one  who  introduced  the  amendments  in 
committee  for  that  policy.  I  introduced 
those  amendments  for  the  President.  I 
am  not  ashamed  of  what  he  had  to  say. 
I  just  wish  he  had  followed  through  on 
the  full  mandate.  I  want  him  to  continue 
policies  and  programs  for  his  announced 
Great  Society.  I  encourage  him  in  this, 

I  find  it  very  regrettable  when  we  see 
posters  throughout  the  Nation  asking  the 
people  of  the  Nation  to  turn  over  pennies 
and  dimes  for  retarded  children,  when 
this  Congress  authorized  what  it  did  for 
the  benefit  of  retarded  children.  But  we 
say  now  we  cannot  provide  the  money 
for  that  purpose,  because  of  the  Vietnam 
war.  Fifteen  million  dollars  is  what  we 
spent  last  year.  We  should  have  spent 
S30  million  by  the  mandate  that  was 
given.  That  is  not  very  much.  That  is 
about  what  8  hours  of  the  war  in  Viet- 
nam costs  us.  But  that  is  judged  to  be 
too  expensive,  and  we  cut  back  for  the 
mental  retardation  facilities  to  about  a 
half  day's  cost  of  the  war. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  for  the 
people  of  the  United  States  to  under- 
stand what  the  Senate  has  done  today. 
It  has  reaffirmed  the  mandate  for  peace 
made  in  1964.  Let  us  show  that  we  want 
to  turn  this  Christmastlde  into  a  pageant 
for  peace,  not  a  theater  of  war.  I  would 
like  to  have  us  return  to  the  doctrines  of 
peace. 

With  due  respect  for  General  West- 
moreland, more  people  have  been  killed 
in  Vietnam  while  he  has  been  telling  us 
about  the  great  victories  in  that  war.  The 
most  serious  battle  of  that  war  has  been 
going  on  over  there  in  the  meantime.  We 
have  given  him  every  dollar  he  has  asked 
for.  We  have  put  no  strings  on  the  ap- 
propriations. This  Congress  has  not  told 
him  in  what  direction  he  shall  fight  the 
war.  He  has  a  right  to  bomb  as  he  wants. 
This  Congress  has  not  put  any  strings 
on  its  appropriations. 

I  think  this  is  a  time  when  we  should 
see  the  true  picture.  This  is  a  time  when 
a  great  deal  of  soul  searching  must  go  on. 
Thank  goodness  that  the  Senate  did  not 
turn  its  back  on  the  old  people  of  Amer- 
ica. 

I  hope  we  will  get  on  with  the  business 
of  America.  We  have  forgotten  Ameri- 
cans. We  have  forgotten  them  because 
of  something  called  Vietnam,  because  of 
a  man  called  Ho  Chi  Minn,  as  if  Ho  Chi 
Minh  is  going  to  come  to  the  doors  of 
San  Francisco  tomorrow  morning.  They 
say  we  have  a  war  with  China.  Tnere  is 
no  war  with  China  that  I  know  of.  For 
26  years  they  have  been  fighting  there. 
Probably  there  are  some  Chinese  help- 
ing them,  but  we  have  half  a  million  of 
our  own  people  there.  The  populations 
of  North  and  South  Vietnam  are  about 
even.  We  have  a  half  million  of  the  best 
trained  American  troops  there,  all  of 
our  technology,  all  of  our  planes,  all  of 
the  money  of  the  greatest,  most  powerful 


nation  in  the  world.  Yet,  some  way,  we 
do  not  seem  to  be  able  to  win,  because  it 
is  not  that  kind  of  war. 

Month  after  month  after  month  we 
see  the  American  casualty  lists  from 
South  Vietnam  amounting  to  more  than 
the  casualty  lists  of  the  South  Viet- 
namese themselves. 

These  are  questions  on  which  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  should  come  and  discuss 
before  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 
I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  ex- 
cuse the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
for  not  demanding  that  he  come  and 
testify  publicly  before  the  people  who 
have  a  vital  interest  in  the  security  of 
this  country.  What  excuse  is  there  for 
him  to  say,  "I  cannot  tell  the  Senators 
of  the  United  States  in  public  session 
what  this  war  is  all  about"? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  wall  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  asked 
the  Senator  to  yield  first. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  will  steld  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida.  I  yield  first  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee. I  made  reference  to  him,  and  he 
may  want  to  answer  that  comment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  reply  to  the  Senator's  statement 
with  regard  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations.  Since  he  made  a  similar  re- 
quest or  statement  some  time  ago,  the 
committee  itself  met  in  executive  session 
with  the  Secretary  of  State  and  we  dis- 
cussed for  nearly  3  hours  his  coming  be- 
fore the  committee  in  public  session.  He 
took  it  under  advisement.  He  did  not 
want  to  make  a  decision  at  that  time. 
This  was  about  2  weeks  ago.  He  said 
he  would  notify  the  committee  very 
promptly  thereafter  as  to  his  decision  as 
to  whether  he  could  come  or  not. 

Then  he  called  me  again  on  Sunday 
night  and  said  he  regretted  not  being  able 
to  make  a  decision  as  to  whether  he 
should  come  in  public  session.  He  said  he 
would  need  more  time  to  make  up  his 
mind  and  make  his  decision.  He  did  not 
make  an  absolute  promise,  but  he  inti- 
mated that  at  the  beginning  of  the  next 
week  he  would  let  the  committee  know 
if  he  would  come  in  public  session. 

I  want  to  state  to  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  that,  as  a  constitutional  matter, 
I  do  not  believe  my  committee  can  force 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  come  in  public 
session.  He  is  an  official  appointed  by 
the  President,  and  I  think  under  the 
constitutional  principle  of  the  division  of 
powers  he  is  immune  to  subpena  to  come 
before  the  committee. 

I  have  done  eveiything  I  can.  This  is 
the  third  or  fourth  time  we  have  asked 
him  to  come.  At  the  last  meeting,  al- 
though there  are  some  members  of  the 
committee  who  do  not  believe  he  should 
come,  but  I  believe  the  majority  does; 
I  am  confident  the  majority  believes  he 
should  come  to  a  public  session,  as  I  be- 
lieve he  should,  to  explain  this  policy. 
I  believe  it  would  be  to  his  own  interest, 
to  the  country's  interest,  and  certainly 
to  the  committee's  interest,  if  he  would 
come.  So  I  do  not  think  the  committee 
has  been  delinquent  in  its  efforts  to  get 


the  Secretary  to  come  before  it  in  public 
session. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  about  all  I 
have  to  say  about  that. 

Let  me  add  this  word.  I  want  to  asso- 
ciate myself  with  one  idea  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana,  with  particular  reference 
to  some  of  the  comments  that  have  been 
made  with  regard  to  this  bill  as  if  this 
bill  was  the  reason  for  the  deficit,  or  a 
primary  reason  for  a  deficit,  a  disarray, 
a  dislocation  of  not  only  our  economy 
but  that  of  Great  Britain. 

Yesterday  afternoon  someone  made  a 
powerful  speech  about  calling  our  atten- 
tion to  the  collapse,  practically,  of  the 
economy  of  Great  Britain  and  intimating 
the  social  security  bill  is  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal reasons. 

I  only  wish  to  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  that  this  is  not  a  very  ac- 
curate sense  of  perspective.  I  think  the 
war  in  Vietnam  is  the  primary  cause  of 
the  difficulties  we  are  confronting,  both 
social  and  economic,  in  this  country,  and 
also  contributes  to  the  dislocation  of  the 
economies  of  other  countries. 

This  prognostication  about  Great  Brit- 
ain is  very  ominous  to  me,  because  if  we 
follow  the  imperial  example  of  Great 
Britain,  it  will  not  be  too  long  before  we 
will  be  in  exactly  the  same  position.  It 
will  not  be  because  of  social  security; 
it  will  be  because  of  our  stupid  policy  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  in  just 
one  moment.  Before  I  yield,  I  say  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  I  understand  the  persistence 
with  which  he  has  insisted  upon  the  at- 
tention of  the  Nation  being  focused  on 
the  fact  that  the  Secretary  of  State  has 
not  appeared  publicly  and  explained  that 
high  and  noble  purpose,  which  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  a  right  to  hear  ex- 
plained before  they  send  their  young 
men  to  die. 

I  am  not  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations,  but  I  do  think  it 
is  necessary  for  the  Secretary  of  State 
to  explain,  and  publicly  explain,  to  this 
Nation  what  the  war  is  all  about. 

We  have  seen  their  staged  public  dis- 
plays throughout  the  country,  in  front  of 
their  own  klieg  lights,  on  their  own  plat- 
forms. In  some  cases  there  are  patsy 
questions,  served  like  a  softball  so  that 
they  can  hit  it  straight  out  in  left  field. 

I  do  not  care  how  many  appearances 
like  that  they  make,  even  at  Indiana 
University;  if  the  Secretary  of  State 
wants  to  come  to  my  State  and  make 
statements,  he  may  do  so.  Whether  he 
wants  to  answer  the  questions  of  stu- 
dents is  his  own  business. 

But  it  is  my  opinion  that  good  faith  re- 
quires, if  he  does  that,  if  he  goes  out  to 
the  highways  and  byways  and  speaks  to 
the  public,  he  ought  also  to  appear  pub- 
licly before  that  responsible  group  who 
have  been  elected  to  public  office,  who 
want  to  be  able  to  tell  their  constituents 
exactly  what  the  Secretary  of  State 
means  when  he  says  thus  and  so.  He  will 
testify  in  public  in  the  presence  of  every- 
body else;  I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  Amer- 
ican mothers,  wives,  and  sweethearts, 
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only  fair  to  the  people  of  this  Nation,  that 
he  appear  to  shed  some  light  on  this  defi- 
nite area  of  anxiety.  They  may  say  as 
often  as  they  wish  that  it  should  be  ob- 
vious to  the  country  what  we  are  doing 
there;  but  I  say  that  all  America  is 
asking  why,  and  asking  why  in  increas- 
ing numbers. 

I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

Adverting,  if  I  may,  to  the  social  se- 
curity bill — because  that  is  the  subject 
on  which  the  able  Senator  from  Indiana 
began  his  remarks — I  ask  him  whether 
he  is  of  the  impression  that  the  financ- 
ing portion  of  the  bill  is  anything  like 
adequate  to  cover  the  commitments  made 
by  the  portions  of  the  bill  that  create 
benefits  with  a  very  lavish  hand. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  certainly  do.  If  the 
distinguished  Senator  will  look  on  page 
9  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967,  if  he  has  any  faith  in  the  actuary — 
who  has  been  here  for  years,  even 
through  the  Republican  administra- 
tion— as  I  pointed  out  in  my  remarks 
earlier,  before  the  passage  of  the  bill,  not 
alone  Is  the  financing  adequate,  but  by 
1972,  will  exceed  the  needed  amount  by 
$8.6  billion,  with  a  whole  year's  pay- 
ments in  reserve. 

The  prosperity  of  America  has  made 
such  an  increase  possible.  All  one  has  to 
do  is  look  at  it.  This  year  alone,  as  pro- 
vided by  the  Finance  Committee,  we  will 
have  contributions  of  $31.2  billion.  How 
much  of  that  money  will  be  put  into  peo- 
ple's pockets?  We  are  going  to  put  in 
their  pockets  $29  billion.  The  arithmetic 
is  very  simple — a  difference  of  $2.2  bil- 
lion. 

I  argued  in  the  committee  that  it  was 
too  much.  This  bill  is  overfinanced.  There 
is  no  question  about  it.  No  insurance 
company  could  competitively  stay  in 
business,  if  it  were  managed  in  the  same 
way  this  bill  is  being  run,  because  it 
would  have  priced  itself  out  of  the  mar- 
ket. We  are  collecting  too  much  in  ex- 
cess of  what  we  need. 

There  is  no  reason  why  a  man  work- 
ing on  a  factory  assembly  line,  or  his  em- 
ployer, should  be  required  to  pay  money 
into  the  fund  beyond  what  is  necessary 
to  pay  for  the  benefits  to  be  received. 
That  was  the  original  concept  of  social 
security,  and  that  is  the  concept  under 
which  it  should  be  operated  now.  But 
here,  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of 
the  social  security  law,  there  is  an  at- 
tempt to  make  it  an  instrument  of  fiscal 
policy,  so  that  the  Treasury  could  bor- 
row money  from  the  social  security 
fund — which  is  legal — at  a  lower  interest 
rate  than  available  in  the  marketplace, 
to  finance  the  war  in  Vietnam. 

Whether  you  approve  or  disapprove  of 
the  war  is  immaterial;  it  has  to  be  paid 
for,  and  this  is  one  way  they  seek  to  do  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  May  I  say  that  I  ap- 
preciate the  Senator's  brief  answer,  and 
I  must  say  that  so  far  as  I  am  informed, 
the  machinery  to  finance  social  security 
is  inadequate  to  finance,  not  the  original 
bill  

Mr.  HARTKE.  In  what  year? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  talking  about 
the  swollen  bill  which  we  have  just 
passed,  and  which  has  been  inflated  by 
dozens  of  amendments. 


Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  is  one  more 
question  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator,  if  I 
may,  and  I  hope  he  will  be  at  least  equal- 
ly brief  in  answering  that  one. 

I  understand  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  supported  ardently  the  Presi- 
dent's bill  for  the  social  security  im- 
provements. Do  I  understand  the  Sena- 
tor feels  that  this  bill  which  we  have 
just  passed  has  even  the  remotest  re- 
semblance to  the  President's  request? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  certainly  does.  If  the 
Senator  wishes  to  go  through  the  whole 
measure,  I  can  go  through  the  entire  bill. 
I  sat  there  through  most  of  it ;  I  think  my 
attendance  before  that  committee  was 
as  good  as  anybody  else's. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  seems  to  me  that 
anyone  who  wants  to  read  this  bill,  and 
reads  the  President's  request,  is  bound 
to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  bill 
is  no  more  like  the  President's  bill  than 
day  is  like  night;  and  that,  to  the  con- 
trary, this  is  an  extremely  swollen  bill, 
with  numerous  provisions  in  it  which 
cannot  be  financed,  and  which  I  hope 
will  be  cut  out  in  conference,  so  we 
will  have  a  reasonable  approach  to  this 
program,  because  I  do  not  want  to  see 
our  old  people  persuaded  that  they  have 
something  they  have  not  got,  or  that 
Congress  has  done  something  for  them 
which  it  has  not  done,  because  here  is 
a  bill  which  is  not  properly  financed, 
which  could  not  stand  under  its  own 
weight,  and  which  I  hope  will  come  back, 
under  the  able  leadership  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  out  of  conference  in  a 
much  better  form,  so  that  we  may  sup- 
port it  and  say  to  our  elderly  friends, 
"We  have  given  you  something  that  is 
meaningful,  because  we  have  provided 
for  the  payment  of  the  additional  bene- 
fits which  we  are  voting." 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
want  to  say  that  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
from  Florida  is  persuaded  by  somebody, 
some  place,  that  there  is  a  great  dis- 
crepancy between  this  bill  and  the  Pres- 
ident's message.  I  know  that  the  Presi- 
dent himself  would  say  that  this  bill,  in 
its  main  propositions,  is  identical  to  the 
message  which  he  sent. 

It  calls  for  a  15-percent  increase, 
across  the  board,  and  calls  for  a  mini- 
mum benefit  of  $70  a  month,  as  recom- 
mended by  the  President. 

It  calls  for  an  increase  in  benefits  for 
those  over  the  age  of  72,  as  recommended 
by  the  President. 

It  calls  for  fairness  in  treatment  of  re- 
tirees for  disability,  the  same  over  the 
age  of  52  as  over  the  age  of  67,  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  President. 

The  basic  provisions  of  the  Presi- 
dent's message  are  incorporated  in  the 
Finance  Committee  bill.  The  House  of 
Representatives  cut  it  back  to  12  per- 
cent, and  cut  the  minimum  payment  to 
$50. 

The  House  bill  was  short  of  what  the 
President  had  recommended.  This,  in  all 
substantial  respects,  is  exactly  the  same 
as  vqjhat  the  President  recommended. 

Asto  the  financing,  the  financing  pro- 
vided in  this  bill,  not  taking  into  con- 
sideration last  night,  which  is  not  ma- 


terial in  the  long  run — even  though  the 
Senator  may  think  so,  it  is  not  

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  that  the  amendments  we  passed 
last  night  can  be  brushed  off  without  any 
consideration? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  In  most  cases  that  is 
right. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  financing,  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  President,  called  for 
a  surplus  of  collections  over  expenditures 
of  $300  million.  The  financing  of  this 
bill,  even  though  I  did  not  approve  of 
it,  calls  for  a  surplus  of  collections  over 
expenditures  of  $2,100  million — some 
$1,800  million  more  in  excess  than  the 
President  recommended. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  So  if  Senators  think 
that  is  fiscally  responsible — which  I 
think  is  fiscally  irresponsible,  to  collect 
more  than  you  need  in  a  social  security 
fund — but  if  that  is  the  Senators'  defini- 
tion of  fiscal  responsibility,  this  Finance 
Committee  bill,  according  to  that  defini- 
tion, is  $1,800  million  more  fiscally  re- 
sponsible than  the  message  the  Presi- 
dent sent  down  here. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  what 
did  the  Senator  mean  in  his  earlier 
statement  when  he  said:  "This  bill  was 
too  much."  Those  were  the  words  he 
used. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  said  there  is  too  much 
money  in  the  bill.  There  is  too  much 
collection  of  money.  We  are  taking  from 
the  employers  and  employees  more  than 
we  should  take.  We  are  telling  the  em- 
ployers and  employees  they  should  put 
in  more  money.  In  the  financing  of  this 
bill  we  are  to  go  back  to  every  employer 
and  employee  in  America  and  say,  "We 
want  to  tax  you  more  than  is  necessary." 

That  is  what  this  bill  has  done.  How- 
ever, I  could  not  persuade  the  Finance 
Committee  or  some  of  the  Senators  to 
whom  I  spoke.  However,  this  is  a  fact. 

By  the  year  1972  we  will  have  $8.6  bil- 
lion more  in  the  trust  fund  than  we  will 
be  paying  out  in  benefits  in  that  year 
alone,  plus  1  year  in  reserve. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  did  do  a  good  deal  about  this 
particular  matter.  Did  not  the  bill  from 
the  Finance  Committee  provide  for  a 
surplus  of  over  $4  billion? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  This  was  the  original 
adoption. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  And  the  Senator 
did  succeed  in  cutting  that. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  was  more  than  $5 
billion  in  excess. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  did 
succeed  in  cutting  down  the  surplus 
above  the  payments  of  about  $2.1  billion. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  He  did  cut  that  in 
about  half. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  purpose  of  the 
Finance  Committee  was  that  they  were 
going  to  put  a  slush  fund  in  there  of  $5 
billion  so  that  the  Treasury  could  go  over 
and  borrow  that  money.  That  was  the 
argument.  There  is  no  dispute  about  it. 
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There  is  no  dispute  about  the  fact  that 
we  need  money  to  finance  the  bill. 

They  said  that  we  needed  to  take  the 
money  out  of  the  economy  and  that  this 
would  be  the  way  to  take  the  money  out 
of  the  economy. 

This  was  the  argument  of  the  ranking 
minority  member,  and  it  was  the  argu- 
ment, for  a  while,  even  of  the  adminis- 
tration. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Will  the  Senator 
state  the  present  accumulated  surplus  in 
the  social  security  fund? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  accumulated  sur- 
plus was  $29  billion  for  last  year  after 
payments  of  S25  billion,  which  means 
that  there  was  a  surplus  of  S4  billion. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Accumulated  sur- 
plus. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT,  That  means  that 
over  a  period  that  much  more  has  been 
collected  in  its  accounts  than  has  been 
paid  out. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  want  the  Senator 
from  Florida  to  be  convinced.  He  seems 
to  intimate  that  this  whole  program  is 
spending  more  in  benefits  than  has  been 
collected  either  in  the  past  or  at  the 
present. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
right. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  However,  if  I  un- 
derstood the  experts  and  the  staff  and 
others  correctly,  that  just  is  not  so. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  underestimates  his  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  knows  the 
entire  situation  in  that  pool. 

I  know  that  the  past  and  present  pur- 
pose is  to  keep  in  that  fund  enough  to 
cover  a  year's  payments. 

I  know  that  does  not  approach  the  de- 
gree of  safety  actuarially  that  is  required 
of  insurance  companies  and  ethers.  This 
is  an  insurance  program. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  I  am  well  advised 
about  the  program.  I  know  that  with 
all  of  the  amendments  stuck  on  the  bill, 
which  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Indiana  says  can  be  brushed  off, 
these  are  amendments  that  cannot  be 
financed  by  the  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  not  willing 
to  vote  for  a  bill  that  has  an  accumu- 
lation of  all  those  amendments.  And  he 
cannot  see  how  any  other  Senator  would 
vote  for  it. 

These  were  amendments  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  has  admitted  have  to 
be  brushed  off.  Well,  we  cannot  brush 
off  the  action  of  a  great  body  like  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  in  solemnly 
voting  funds  which  they  know  cannot  be 
paid  and  which  they  know  are  not  going 
to  be  paid. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  not  going 
to  vote  for  such  a  bill.  When  the  bill 
goes  to  the  House,  I  hope  it  will  brush 
off — and  those  were  the  words  of  the 
Senator  from  Indiana,  and  they  are  very 


accurate  words — a  lot  of  the  amend- 
ments in  conference.  I  will  then  be  glad 
to  vote  for  that  bill.  However,  I  will  not 
be  on  record  as  promising  the  old  people 
something  which  cannot  be  done. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  knows 
that  it  cannot  be  done.  And  the  Sena- 
tor from  Indiana  knows  that  it  cannot 
be  done. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  speaks  of 
these  amendments  as  amendments  that 
will  have  to  be  brushed  off.  Let  us  brush 
them  off,  but  we  ought  to  have  brushed 
them  off  and  defeated  them  before  we 
put  them  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
able  Senator  for  yielding. 

I  compliment  and  congratulate  the 
able  senior  Senator  from  Indiana  for  the 
contribution  he  has  made  to  the  consid- 
eration and  to  the  writing  of  the  social 
security  bill  which  has  just  passed. 

I  concur  in  large  part  with  the  state- 
ments the  able  Senator  has  made  with 
respect  to  the  financing.  I  believe  that 
the  actuarial  experts  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration  will  confirm  the 
statements  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

It  is  a  matter  of  judgment  as  to 
whether  it  is  wise  to  levy  a  tax  to  provide 
revenue  somewhat  in  excess  of  antici- 
pated benefit  payments. 

I  leaned  toward  a  resolution  of  that 
doubt  in  favor  of  a  surplus  in  the  social 
security  trust  fund. 

I  wish  to  add  that  it  is  now  my  feel- 
ing that  we  have  levied  taxes  upon  pay- 
rolls to  the  maximum  feasible  extent. 
Benefits  added  hereafter,  in  my  present 
view,  to  the  extent  they  cannot  be  funded 
by  taxes  provided  in  the  pending  bill, 
should  be  financed  from  the  general 
revenue. 

#      *     *      *  -5f 
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THE    SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMEND- 
MENTS OP  1967 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  consider  the  Bayh 
amendment,  which  was  agreed  to  by  a 
vote  of  50  to  23,  to  raise  the  limits  of 
what  a  retiree  on  social  security  can  earn 
from  $1,500  to  a  total  of  $2,400  a  year,  as 
being  one  of  the  most  important  steps 
we  have  taken  in  social  security  matters. 
I  have  urged  the  adoption  of  this  prin- 
ciple over  a  period  of  a  great  many 
years,  as  a  member  of  both  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Senate. 

This,  I  believe,  is  a  great  forward  step 
in  assuring  the  dignity  of  our  elderly 
citizens,  insuring  that  they  shall  not  be 
penalized  because  they  are  industrious 
enough,  their  work  habits  are  strong 
enough,  their  health  good  enough,  and 
their  desire  to  be  useful  great  enough  to 
seek  employment. 

It  has  always  seemed  to  me  a  tragedy 
for  a  system  which  has  held  itself  out  to 
the  world  to  be  a  model  for  the  world  to 
follow  to  say  to  a  beneficiary  of  our  old 
age  assistance  system,  "If  you  earn  more 
than  $1,500  a  year,  you  are  going  to  be 
penalized  progressively  for  the  extra 
work  that  you  do." 

We  can  utilize  without  hindrance  by 
this  amendment  a  great  reservoir  of 
wonderful  people.  They  will  pay  social 
security  taxes  and  income  taxes  on  their 
earnings,  and  the  only  way  that  I  can 
rationalize  the  costs  that  are  attributed 
to  this  amendment  by  the  committee  is 
to  say  that  they  will  result  from  reducing 
the  amount  of  money  that  would  other- 
wise be  taken  from  those  retirees  who 
choose  to  work. 

As  the  law  now  stands,  if  they  work 


hard  enough,  if  they  are  successful 
enough  to  obtain  employment  despite 
their  age,  then  the  Government  will 
exact  a  tax  that  runs  up  to  50  percent  of 
everything  they  make,  in  order  to  comply 
with  a  completely  obsolete  social  se- 
curity rule.  That  rule  was  put  into  the 
first  social  security  law,  when  we  were 
frightened  at  the  number  of  people  in 
our  labor  supply. 

We  know  now,  from  experience,  that 
our  labor  supply  can  run  short,  particu- 
larly in  many  of  our  highly  industrialized 
areas,  and  we  should  seek  to  use  this 
pool  of  skills  we  have.  We  should  not  let 
it  deteriorate,  and  these  people  become 
the  victims  of  depressive  feelings  be- 
cause they  are  not  allowed  to  work,  or, 
if  they  do  work,  will  be  forced  to  forfeit 
so  much  of  their  earnings  that  they  will 
feel  they  have  been  put  on  the  shelf, 
that  the  country  has  passed  them  by, 
that  their  day  of  usefulness  has  ended. 
If  they  choose  to  do  so,  I  think  they 
should  be  permitted  to  work,  and  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Bayh]  for  his  foresight  and  his  able 
advocacy  of  this  amendment. 

I  plead  with  the  members  of  the  con- 
ference committee,  when  they  go  to  con- 
ference, to  insist,  as  the  No.  1  condition 
of  bringing  the  bill  back,  upon  this  long- 
postponed  right  which  our  elderly  citizens 
should  have  to  make  themselves  useful, 
when  they  are  healthy  enough  and  when 
they  desire  to  do  so,  and  can  go  out  and 
find  a  job.  It  has  always  seemed  to  me 
that  being  over  65  is  hard  enough  with- 
out, in  addition,  having  to  pay  such  a 
penalty.  Having  to  pay  back  what  you 
earn  over  $150  is  contrary  to  American 
traditions,  and  contrary  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  who  have  retired.  I  com- 
mend Senator  Bayh  for  his  great  insight 
in  conceiving  this  amendment,  and  his 
generalship  in  having  added  to  the  bill 
something  that  will  long  be  remembered 
as  a  giant  stride  forward  in  social  secur- 
ity, in  fair  treatment  of  the  retired,  and 
in  preserving  the  human  dignity  of  our 
people  over  65,  who  have  not  grown  old — 
because  65  is  no  longer  old — but  who,  by 
the  standards  of  our  giant  industrial 
corporations,  must  be  pushed  aside  on  the 
day  they  attain  that  age,  and  who,  under 
our  American  system,  are  apt  otherwise 
to  have  to  spend  the  rest  of  their  lives  in 
idleness  and  indignity. 

I  point  to  the  examples  of  two  leading 
citizens  of  Oklahoma  to  illustrate  my 
point. 

The  chairman  of  one  of  the  leading 
banks  in  Oklahoma,  the  Honorable  Dan 
Hogan,  passed  his  100th  birthday  last 
week.  The  President  of  the  United  States 
sent  him  a  wire  of  congratulations.  He 
is  still  active  in  the  bank,  and  only  2 
years  ago  gave  up  quail  hunting  because 
he  had  passed  the  age  of  98. 

The  publisher  of  two  of  Oklahoma's 
outstanding  newspapers,  also  a  man  who 
manages  not  only  those,  but  the  Farm- 
ers' and  Stockmen's  Magazine  and 
radio  and  television  stations  all  over  the 
country,  is  working  actively  at  the  age 
of  94,  and  he  walks  more  erectly,  more 
rapidly,  and  with  greater  vigor  than  do 
I  and  many  of  my  younger  friends  in  the 
Senate. 

So,  I  say  that  there  is  the  value  of 
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gold  in  this  change  in  the  social  security 
law.  These  people  must  not  be  wasted  by 
America.  America  must  not  allow  them 
to  feel  cast  off  and  out  of  society  in  a 
Nation  that  prides  itself  on  work  and 
work  habits. 

I  appreciate  again  the  authorship  of 
the  amendment  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bays]  and  I 
thank  him  for  his  gTeat  ability. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  for  his  able  sup- 
port of  this  very  fine  amendment  that 
was  agreed  to  by  a  majority  of  50  to  23. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  senior  Sena- 
tor from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]  who  has 
worked  in  this  field,  and  I  believe  he 
would  have  offered  an  even  greater  op- 
portunity for  income  had  the  Senate  seen 
fit  to  go  along  with  his  proposal. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  his 
kind  remarks  and  for  his  support  in 
securing  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 
The  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee,  long  has  cham- 
pioned the  cause  of  the  elderly.  He  has 
urged,  on  numerous  occasions,  that  our 
civil  service  laws  be  revised  so  that  capa- 
ble senior  citizens  may  continue  to  con- 
tribute to  society. 

I  join  with  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa in  urging  the  distinguished  Chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee  [Mr. 
Long]  to  press  the  conferees  to  accept 
this  needed  change  in  the  earnings  test. 
The  emphatic  endorsement  of  this 
amendment,  by  a  vote  of  50  to  23,  late 
last  evening  should  indicate  to  the  con- 
ference committee  that  we  feel  very 
strongly  that  the  new  $2,400  limitation 
should  be  retained. 

Again,  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend also  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Indiana  for  the  legislative  record 
he  has  been  making  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  today  in  support  of  the  social 
security  bill  that  we  passed  earlier  this 
morning. 

It  is  a  record  that  needs  to  be  made  in 
view  of  the  gross  misstatements  that 
have  appeared  in  the  American  press  and 
American  periodicals  of  recent  date  con- 
cerning the  soundness  of  the  social  secu- 
rity fund. 

I  think  it  is  most  regrettable  that  as  a 
result  of  this  type  of  journalism  many 
old  people  in  this  country  have  been  in- 
stilled with  fear  and  uncertainty  con- 
cerning the  stability  of  the  social  secu- 
rity fund,  its  financial  soundness,  and  its 
actuarial  soundness. 

I  have  two  reservations  about  the  bill 
we  passed  that  I  think  give  us  a  chal- 
lenge for  correction  in  the  immediate 
future. 

The  minimum  monthly  benefit  is 
raised  to  $70  a  month  in  the  Senate  bill 
compared  to  $50  a  month  in  the  House 
bill.  However,  $70  a  month,  in  my  judg- 
ment, is  far  short  of  the  monthly  sup- 
port that  anyone  on  social  security 
should  receive  if  we  are  to  carry  out  our 
moral  and  humanitarian  obligations  to 
the  old  people  of  this  country. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  it  is  the  popula- 
tion of  America  that  makes  our  economic 
system,  not  our  financiers,  except  only  to 


the  extent  that  they  are  part  of  the 
population. 

I  am  often  amused  as  I  listen  to  a  lot  of 
stuffed  shirts  In  this  country  tell  about 
what  great  self-made  men  they  are. 
However,  I  have  yet  to  meet  the  first 
self-made  man,  for  all  of  us  are  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  environment  through 
which  we  have  lived  our  lives. 

Some  have  greater  opportunities  and 
some  have  advantages  thrust  upon  them. 
I,  of  course,  would  be  the  last  to  depre- 
cate incentive  and  ambition  and  hard 
work  and  insight.  But,  there  is  little  sup- 
port ever  received  from  me  'on  the  part 
of  the  wealthy  who  seem  to  think  that 
what  they  have  they  are  entitled  to  keep 
without  any  relationship  to  carrying  out 
their  moral  obligations  to  the  less  for- 
tunate. For  what  they  have  is  the  prod- 
uct not  so  much  of  their  own  efforts, 
but  rather  they  are  the  beneficiaries  of  a 
great  economic  system. 

So  I  joined  with  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  in  S.  1009,  through 
which  we  sought  to  raise  the  minimum 
social  security  benefit  to  $100.  And  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  will  never 
lag  in  that  drive  to  accomplish  that  legis- 
lative goal. 

All  the  people  owe  it  to  the  elderly. 
We  need  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  be- 
cause of  our  system  of  economic  freedom 
that  the  entire  population  produces  the 
goods  by  varying  degrees  of  efforts  and 
there  are  contributions  on  the  part  of 
each  person  to  build  up  this  great  na- 
tional economic  productive  effort. 

But  I  have  another  reservation  with 
regard  to  this  bill.  That  relates  to  the 
tax  provision  which  calls  for  a  payroll 
tax  of  5.2  percent  on  employer  and  em- 
ployee starting  in  1971.  It  rises  to  5.8 
percent  by  1980. 

It  is  my  personal  feeling  that  that 
payroll  tax  is  scheduled  to  go  entirely  too 
high.  It  is  my  personal  feeling  that  it 
should  be  leveled  off  to  not  more  than 
5  percent,  and  then  whenever  additional 
revenues  are  necessary  to  keep  the  trust 
fund  sound — and  it  is  sound  today — it 
should  not  be  by  way  of  increased  social 
security  taxes  on  either  the  worker  or 
the  employer.  The  necessary  additional 
funds  should  come  out  of  the  General 
Treasury,  on  the  basis  of  a  recognition 
of  a  national  obligation,  through  the 
Federal  Treasury,  to  see  that  the  social 
security  trust  fund  is  kept  in  an  actuari- 
ally sound  position,  so  that  an  adequate 
amount  of  monthly  benefits  can  be  paid 
the  aged  of  this  country  so  they  can  live 
out  their  lives  in  health  and  decency 
and  happiness. 

I  hope  that  this  change  can  be  made 
before  the  payroll  taxes  go  above  5  per- 
cent. That  is  why  I  hope  another  drive 
will  be  made  next  year  to  see  that  the 
tax  is  brought  back  to  not  more  than 
5  percent. 

Now  I  wish  to  direct  a  question  or 
two  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

The  tax  provisions  contained  in  the 
Senate  bill  will  mean  that  the  social 
security  trust  fund  will  remain  sound 
financially.  Am  I  correct  in  that  con- 
clusion? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Not  alone  sound,  but 
also,  a  surplus  is  created  each  year. 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  the  Senator  pointed 
out  earlier  this  morning,  an  attack  was 


made  upon  the  amendments  that  were 
adopted  in  the  Senate  to  this  bill,  amend- 
ments which  are  long  overdue.  The  at- 
tack made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
sought  to  leave  the  impression  with  the 
American  people  that  those  amendments 
would  leave  this  fund  financially  un- 
sound. I  ask  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
is  it  not  true  that  even  the  cost  of  the 
amendments  we  have  adopted  will  not 
leave  this  trust  fund  unsound? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  It  will  leave  the  fund 
absolutely  sound.  The  Senator  is  100  per- 
cent correct  in  his  assessment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Well,  scare  articles  have 
appeared  in  magazines  and  newspapers. 
Every  Senator  has  received  a  quantity 
of  mail  from  frightened  old  people  who 
have  read  a  deceptive  article  in  a  recent 
issue  of  Reader's  Digest,  giving  the 
American  people  the  impression  that  the 
social  security  trust  fund  is  unsound. 

It  is  most  unfortunate  that  such  mis- 
leading writings  are  perpetrated  upon 
the  old  people  of  this  country,  to  stir  up 
the  fright  that  that  article  and  others 
have  stirred  up. 

The  money  collected  from  the  payroll 
tax  goes  into  the  trust  fund  and  can- 
not be  used  for  any  purpose  other  than 
claims  for  social  security  benefits.  In 
making  our  legislative  history  at  this 
time,  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Indiana,  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  who  offered  some  of  the 
amendments  that  have  been  adopted 
and  who  took  a  leading  role  in  writing 
this  bill  within  the  Finance  Committee, 
if  it  is  not  true  that  the  payroll  tax  goes 
into  the  trust  fund  and  cannot  be  used 
for  any  purpose  other  than  claims  for 
social  security  benefits. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  This  is  the  law,  and 
anyone  who  violates  that  provision 
would  be  violating  the  law.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yet,  if  you  read  the 
Reader's  Digest  article,  with  the  shock- 
ing journalism  that  characterizes  this 
article,  you  get  the  impression  that  this 
money  is  siphoned  away,  to  be  used  for 
other  purposes,  that  it  even  can  be  used 
for  some  of  our  foreign  aid  programs. 
But  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  given 
the  answer,  and  the  answer  is  that  this 
money  can  be  used  only  to  pay  social 
security  claims. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  all  this  cash 
is  kept  in  the  trust  fund.  Whatever  is 
not  needed  to  pay  current  claims  is  in- 
vested in  Government  bonds.  I  suppose 
that  is  where  the  charge  originates  that 
it  is  used  for  other  purposes. 

But  the  Government  bond  is  as  sound 
as  the  Government  currency.  The  work- 
ingman  who  buys  a  U.S.  savings  bond 
has  not  spent  his  money;  he  has  saved 
it  in  the  soundest  form  of  investment 
there  is. 

The  same  is  true  of  his  payroll  tax 
that  goes  into  the  social  security  trust 
fund. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  This  is  correct. 

I  believe  it  should  be  clarified  that 
there  is  authority  in  the  law  for  the 
Treasury  to  borrow  money.  But  if  they 
borrow  money  from  the  trust  fund,  just 
as  they  would  from  any  private  bank, 
they  have  to  pay  interest  to  the  trust 
fund  for  all  the  money  they  borrow. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  my  next  point, 
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but  one  does  not  get  this  from  reading 
the  yellow  articles  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred. The  trust  fund  earns  money  from 
the  interest. 

Of  course,  the  trust  fund  is  subject  to 
borrowing  by  the  Government.  But  what 
is  behind  the  borrowing?  The  Treasury 
of  the  United  States,  the  wealth  of  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  No  stronger  security  is 
available  in  the  world. 

When  these  writers  give  the  impres- 
sion that  something  tricky,  that  some- 
thing unethical,  that  something  shady  is 
being  done  by  their  Government  in  con- 
nection with  borrowing  money  from  this 
trust  fund,  or  other  trust  funds,  I  believe 
that  the  comments  I  am  making  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon  are 
called  for,  because  I  believe  in  correcting 
falsehoods. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  too  bad  that  such 
falsehoods  have  been  spread  and  per- 
petrated upon  innocent  old  people,  to 
frighten  them  and  cause  them  to  be- 
lieve that  something  is  being  done  by 
their  Government  that  jeopardizes  their 
hope  for  economic  security,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  social  security  gives  them  ec- 
onomic security,  in  their  old  age. 

Is  it  not  true  that  funds  not  needed 
to  pay  immediate  claims  are  invested  in 
Government  bonds? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  being  the 
financial  expert  he  is,  will  he  agree  with 
me  that  there  is  not  a  sounder  invest- 
ment in  our  country  than  investment  in 
Federal  Government  bonds? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  That  is  absolutely  the 
most  sound  investment,  backed  up  by 
the  wealth  of  the  United  States,  the  full 
faith  and  credit  of  the  United  States; 
and  therefore  it  receives  a  lower  rate 
of  interest  than  any  other  instruments 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  it  not  also  follow 
that  when  an  individual  worker  puts 
his  savings  into  Government  bonds,  he 
really  has  not  spent  his  money,  but  he 
has  saved  his  money  and  draws  interest 
on  this  money  and  helps  his  Government 
to  make  funds  available  so  that  it,  in 
turn,  can  meet  the  budgetary  costs  of 
Government  expenses,  and  that  the  face 
amount  of  the  bond  is  paid  back  at  ma- 
turity to  the  owner  of  the  bond? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  appreciate  the  Senator's 
assistance  in  making  this  legislative  his- 
tory; because,  as  we  all  know,  what  is 
said  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  at  the 
time  a  bill  is  passed  has  much  bearing  on 
future  interpretations  of  the  bill  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  intent  of  Congress. 

I  hope  we  will  hear  no  more  about  the 
social  security  fund  being  insecure,  and 
I  also  hope  that  future  Congresses  will 
alleviate  what  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana rightly  calls  the  highly  regressive 
nature  of  the  payroll  tax,  by  leveling  it 
off  to  5  percent,  and  making  further  con- 
tributions to  the  trust  fund  out  of  gen- 
eral revenue. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Finance 
had  hoped  to  remain  in  the  Chamber  in 
order  to  participate  in  this  colloquy  with 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Oregon.  As  always,  I  tried  to 


accommodate  other  Senators  who  had  to 
leave,  by  waiting  to  present  material  of 
my  own  until  they  had  been  accommo- 
dated. The  Senator  from  Louisiana  re- 
mained in  the  Chamber  as  long  as  he 
could,  but  I  am  privileged  to  say  that 
he  agrees  with  the  observations  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  have  made  concerning  the 
soundness  of  the  social  security  trust 
fund.  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
very  much. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  COVERAGE  OF 
EMPLOYEES  OP  MASSACHUSETTS 
TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  section  124a  of  the  Senate 
committee  bill  would  permit  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  terminate  the  social  security  coverage 
of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority  at  the  end  of  any 
calendar  quarter-  following  the  filing  of 
notice,  as  required  by  section  218(g)  (i) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

This  amendment  to  existing  law  is  the 
product  of  amendment  number  423, 
which  I  submitted  on  October  25,  1967, 
and  certain  changes  suggested  during 
consultations  among  representatives  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  the  Finance  Committee 
staff,  and  myself.  It  is  very  important  to 
the  950  employees  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority,  and  for  that  reason 
I  was  glad  to  submit  it,  when  it  became 
apparent  that  only  legislation  could  bring 
the  benefits  of  the  new  State  retirement 
system  to  these  employees  without  im- 
posing a  harsh  double  payroll  tax  on 
them  for  two  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  a  series  of  let- 


ters to  and  from  various  individuals,  in- 
cluding the  Governor  of  the  Common- 
wealth, which  make  clear  the  need  for 
this  provision  in  the  committee  bill.  Since 
they  speak  for  themselves,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  they  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority, 

Boston,  Mass.,  September  21, 1967. 
Hon.  John  W.  Gardner, 

Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  This  is  to  bring  to 
your  official  attention  the  desire  of  950  em- 
ployees of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Au- 
thority, and  the  Authority  as  well,  for  termi- 
nation within  a  reasonable  time  of  an  agree- 
ment under  section  418  of  title  42,  U.S.C.A., 
whereby  social  security  benefits  are  extended 
to  such  employees.  Adherence  to  the  require- 
ment of  a  two  year  notice  for  such  termina- 
tion, as  provided  in  section  418(g)  (lb) ,  would 
work  such  a  hardship  upon  these  employees 
that  it  would  appear  to  be  entirely  incon- 
sistent with  the  manifest  purpose  of  the 
social  security  legislation. 

It  was  at  the  instigation  of  the  labor  union 
representing  operating  employees  that  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  appointed 
a  staff  committee  to  investigate  and  recom- 
mend a  suitable  pension  plan  for  its  em- 
ployees. The  committee  was  assisted  in  its 
work  by  Martin  E.  Segal  Company,  Inc.,  a 
nationally  recognized  consultant  on  welfare, 
health  and  pension  programs.  After  a  com- 
prehensive review  of  numerous  public  and 
private  pension  plans,  many  of  which  were 
combined  with  social  security  benefits,  the 
committee  recommended  adoption  of  a  pen- 
sion system  under  Chapter  32  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts General  Laws  which  governs  con- 
tributory retirement  systems  for  pubilc  em- 
ployees in  the  Commonwealth;  and  termina- 
tion of  the  existing  social  security  partici- 
pation. This  recommendation  was  approved 
by  the  Authority  and  accepted  by  the  vast 
majority  of  union  members  voting  by  secret 
ballot. 

Necessary  legislation  to  enable  the  Au- 
thority to  establish  a  pension  system  within 
the  framework  of  the  State's  retirement  plan 
was  recently  enacted  by  the  Massachusetts 
legislature  and  approved  by  His  Excellency, 
Governor  John  A.  Volpe.  It  was  only  then 
that  it  was  discovered  that  a  two  year  notice 
would  be  required  before  the  social  security 
plan  for  Authority  employees  could  be  termi- 
nated. Since  the  cost  of  the  State  pension 
system  in  addition  to  social  security  pay- 
ments would  impose  an  intolerable  burden 
upon  both  employees  and  the  Authority,  the 
only  alternative  would  be  to  defer  operation 
of  the  State  system  for  two  years. 

Delay  for  such  a  long  period  would  work 
a  serious  hardship  upon  employees  of  the 
Authority  who  would  thereby  be  deprived 
of  the  liberal  retirement,  disability  and  death 
benefits  of  the  State  system. 

Because  a  two  year  notice  requirement  for 
termination  of  social  security  participation 
seems  to  be  grossly  in  excess  of  any  apparent 
necessity  and  because  such  notice  will  un- 
necessarily delay,  and  may  even  deprive, 
many  employees  of  the  Authority  of  the  sub- 
stantial benefits  to  which  they  would  be 
entitled  under  the  new  pension  system,  I 
urge  you  to  exercise  whatever  power  or  dis- 
cretion you  may  have  to  relieve  this  un- 
conscionable situation. 

-  Your  sympathetic   consideration   of  the 
problem  is  sincerely  apreciated. 
Very  truly  yours, 

John  T.  Driscoll, 

Chairman. 


The  Commonwealth 

of  Massachusetts, 
Boston,  September  25,  1967. 
John  W.  Gardner, 

Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  As  Treasurer  and  Re- 
ceiver-General for  Massachusetts,  I  am  Chair- 
man of  the  State  Board  of  Retirement  which 
is  the  agency  of  this  Commonwealth  through 
which  the  insurance  system  established  by 
Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  extended 
to  services  performed  by  employees  of  cer- 
tain instrumentalities  of  the  State,  includ- 
ing the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority. 

Recently  the  Legislature  enacted  Chapter 
597  of  the  Acts  of  1967  which  provides  for 
establishment  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  Employees'  Retirement  System. 
This  system  would  operate  under  the  same 
statutory  provisions  as  the  99  State,  County 
and  Municipal  pension  systems  throughout 
the  Commonwealth  and  would  give  em- 
ployees of  the  Authority  the  same  contribu- 
tory retirement  rights  that  are  now  enjoyed 
by  other  public  employees. 

But,  because  of  the  substantial  expense 
involved,  the  Authority  must  terminate  the 
participation  of  its  employees  under  Social 
Security  before  the  State  pension  system  can 
be  made  applicable  to  them.  A  federal  re- 
quirement of  two  years'  notice  for  such  ter- 
mination would  deprive  Authority  employees 
of  the  substantial  benefits  under  the  state 
retirement  law  until  1970. 

It  may  be  helpful  to  you,  in  determining 
what  action  is  appropriate  to  assist  the  Au- 
thority's personnel,  to  know  something  of 
the  benefits  provided  under  Chapter  32  of 
the  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  the  State's 
contributory  retirement  statute. 

The  basic  benefit  under  this  law  for  an 
employee  retiring  at  or  after  age  65  is  com- 
puted as  2y2  per  cent  of  average  salary  over 
the  three  highest,  consecutive  years  times 
the  number  of  years  of  employment.  Thus, 
a  thirty  years  employee  retires  at  75  per 
cent  at  his  highest  three-year  average  sal- 
ary; a  twenty-year  man  retires  at  50  per 
cent;  and  the  twenty-five  year  man  at  62y2 
per  cent. 

In  addition,  the  law  provides  significant 
benefits  for  retirement  on  account  of  ordi- 
nary disability  and  on  account  of  occupa- 
tional disability;  as  well  as  for  ordinary  or 
accidental  death  before  retirement.  To  illus- 
trate— if  an  employee  becomes  permanently 
disabled  as  a  result  of  an  injury,  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  he  receives  an 
annual  pension  of 

1.  Two- thirds  of  his  final  salary;  plus 

2.  $312.  for  each  child  under  eighteen; 
plus 

3.  A  supplemental  pension  that  is  equal  to 
the  actuarial  value  of  his  accumulated  con- 
tributions; 

4.  To  a  maximum  of  100%  of  his  final 
salary. 

As  you  would  expect,  this  comprehensive, 
liberal  retirement  program  is  expensive.  After 
allowing  for  the  employee  contributions, 
which  are  5  per  cent  of  salary,  the  estimated 
cost  to  the  employer-Authority  will  average 
14  per  cent  of  payroll  over  the  next  thirty- 
five  years. 

The  State  Board  of  Retirement,  as  con- 
tracting agency  for  the  Commonwealth  is 
prepared  to  take  whatever  action  is  required 
on  its  part  to  terminate  the  "Plan"  sub- 
mitted by  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Au- 
thority for  extending  the  benefits  of  Title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  Authority  per- 
sonnel. It  is  my  earnest  hope  that  you  can 
find  the  means  to  terminate  the  "Plan"  on 
the  part  of  the  federal  government  within 
a  reasonably  short  time. 
Very  truly  yours, 

Robert  Q.  Crane. 
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Massachusetts  General  Court, 

Boston,  September  26,  1967. 
John  W.  Gardner, 

Secretary,  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  During  the  past  sev- 
eral sessions  of  the  Massachusetts  General 
Court,  the  Committee  on  Pensions  and  Old 
Age  assistance,  of  which  I  am  Chairman,  has 
considered  petitions  for  legislation  to  extend 
the  benefits  of  the  State's  retirement  law  to 
employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority. 

Each  time  the  matter  was  considered,  the 
Committee  was  sympathetic  with  the  desires 
of  employees  of  the  Authority  to  have  the 
same  liberal  retirement  allowances  that  other 
public  employees  enjoy,  but  the  bill  had  to 
be  rejected  because  the  means  for  paying 
the  substantial  cost  could  not  be  provided. 

This  year,  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Au- 
thority expressed  its  willingness  to  bear  the 
expense  of  the  retirement  law  for  its  em- 
ployees and  legislation  was  readily  enacted 
to  enable  the  Authority  to  establish  a  sys- 
tem providing  contributory  retirement  bene- 
fits for  Authority  personnel  according  to  the 
State  Retirement  Plan.  An  emergency  pre- 
amble was  affixed  to  the  Act  so  that  it  would 
be  put  into  effect  without  any  delay. 

Quite  frankly,  I  was  shocked  and  disap- 
pointed to  learn  that  the  new  retirement 
system  may  have  to  be  postponed  until  1970 
because  the  federal  government  requires  a 
two-year  notice  of  termination  of  the  Social 
Security  Plan  for  Turnpike  employees. 

You  would  be  performing  a  real  service  to 
the  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike Authority,  their  families  and  depend- 
ents if  you  can  devise  some  means  whereby 
the  two-year  notice  can  be  waived. 
Very  truly  yours, 

Harry  Della  Russo, 

State  Senator. 

The  Commonwealth 

of  Massachusetts, 
Boston,  September  28,  1967. 
Hon.  John  W.  Gardner, 

Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  Massachusetts  is 
proud  of  the  liberal  retirement,  disability  and 
death  benefits  that  have  been  provided  for 
the  public  employees  of  this  Commonwealth 
and  its  counties,  cities  and  towns.  These  ben- 
efits are  the  equal,  and  in  many  cases  are  far 
superior,  to  those  of  any  state  in  the  union. 
As  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth,  I  was 
pleased  to  sign  into  law  recently  a  bill  pro- 
viding for  the  establishment  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Turnpike  Authority  employees'  re- 
tirement system  which  would  give  more  than 
900  employees  of  this  quasi  public  agency 
the  same  pension  rights  that  are  enjoyed  by 
thousands  of  other  public  workers.  A  copy 
of  this  bill  is  enclosed  for  your  convenience. 

In  this  matter  where  both  labor  and  man- 
agement are  completely  satisfied,  I  am  dis- 
turbed to  learn  that  their  agreement  cannot 
be  brought  to  fruition  because  of  a  require- 
ment for  two  years'  notice  to  terminate  an 
existing  agreement  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment under  which  social  security  protection 
has  been  afforded  to  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  personnel. 

My  purpose,  therefore,  is  to  enlist  your 
good  offices  to  relieve  the  impasse  that  has 
developed  so  that  employees  of  the  Author- 
ity may  enjoy,  without  an  extended  delay, 
the  benefits  and  protection  that  were  pro- 
vided for  them  in  the  recently  enacted  law. 
Some  indication  of  the  urgency  of  this  mat- 
ter is  evident  from  the  emergency  preamble 
adopted  by  the  Legislature  so  that  the  new 
pension  system  could  be  made  immediately 
available  by  the  Authority. 

I  would  be  sincerely  grateful  for  whatever 
you  can  accomplish  in  behalf  of  the  public 


employees  of  the  Commonwealth  who  are 
affected  by  the  recent  act. 
Sincerely, 

John  A.  Volpe, 

Governor. 

Department  op  Health,   Educa-  - 
tion,     and     Welfare,  Social 
Security  Administration, 

Baltimore,  Md.,  October  2,  1967. 
Mr.  Robert  Q.  Crane, 

State  Social  Security  Administrator,  State 
Board  of  Retirement,  State  House, 
Boston,  Mass. 

Dear  Mr.  Crane:  Commissioner  Ball  has 
asked  me  to  reply  to  your  letter  of  Septem- 
ber 6,  1967,  concerning  the  termination  of  the 
State's  social  security  coverage  agreement 
with  respect  to  the  services  of  employees  of 
the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority.  You 
requested  information  as  to  whether  termina- 
tion is  necessary  because  of  recent  legisla- 
tion providing  for  the  establishment  of  a 
retirement  system  for  the  Authority's  em- 
ployees and  the  earliest  date  the  termination 
may  be  made  effective. 

Subsection  218(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (section  418(d)(1),  United  States  Code, 
Annotated)  provides  that  no  agreement  with 
any  State  may  be  made  applicable,  either  in 
the  original  agreement  or  by  any  modifica- 
tion thereof,  to  services  performed  by  em- 
ployees as  members  of  any  coverage  group 
in  positions  covered  by  a  retirement  system 
either  (A)  on  the  date  such  agreement  is 
made  applicable  to  such  coverage  group,  or 
(B)  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  paragraph 
(2)  of  subsection  218(d).  The  agreement  be- 
tween the  State  of  Massachusetts  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
was  made  applicable  to  the  coverage  group 
composed  of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority  by  a  modification  ex- 
cuted  on  April  19,  1954.  Paragraph  (2)  of 
Subsection  218(d)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  was  enacted  on  September  1,  1954.  Be- 
cause the  employees  of  the  Authority  were 
not  in  positions  under  a  retirement  system 
on  either  date  the  provision  of  subsection 
218(d)  (1)  of  the  act  did  not  constitute  a  bar 
to  the  coverage  of  their  services  under  the 
Massachusetts  social  security  coverage  agree- 
ment. 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  act  prohibit- 
ing the  continuation  of  social  security 
coverage  with  respect  to  the  services  of  em- 
ployees whose  positions  become  impressed 
with  a  retirement  system  after  the  State's 
agreement  has  been  made  applicable  to  them. 
Consequently,  even  though  the  positions  of 
the  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike Authority  may  become  impressed  with 
a  retirement  system  at  a  future  date,  their 
services  will  continue  to  be  covered  under  the 
Massachusetts  social  security  coverage  agree- 
ment until  such  time  as  the  coverage  is 
terminated.  A  State's  coverage  agreement 
may  be  terminated  in  its  entirety  or  with 
respect  to  any  coverage  group  only  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  218(g)  of  the  act. 

Under  subsection  218(g)(1)  of  the  act, 
upon  giving  at  least  two  years  advance  writ- 
ten notice  to  the  Secretary,  the  State  may 
terminate  its  agreement  in  its  entirely  or 
with  respect  to  any  coverage  group  effective 
at  the  end  of  a  calendar  quarter  specified 
in  the  notice,  provided  the  coverage  to  be 
terminated  has  been  in  effect  for  5  years  prior 
to  the  receipt  of  the  notice.  Therefore,  since 
the  coverage  for  the  group  composed  of  the 
employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  has  been  in  effect  since  January 
1,  1954  (the  effective  date  of  Modification  No. 
1  to  the  State's  agreement)  we  could,  if  the 
State  wishes,  consider  your  letter  a  notice  of 
intention  to  terminate  that  group's  cover- 
age effective  at  the  earliest  possible  date; 
i.e.,  at  the  end  of  the  calendar  quarter  end- 
ing September  30,  1969. 


Under  subsection  218(g)  (2)  of  the  act,  the 
Secretary  may  terminate  the  agreement  in 
its  entirety  or  with  respect  to  any  coverage 
group  designated  by  him  if  he  finds  that  the 
State  has  failed  or  is  no  longer  legally  able 
to  comply  substantially  with  any  provision 
of  its  agreement  or  of  section  218  of  the  act. 
Before  the  Secretary  may  terminate,  he  must 
give  the  State  notice  and  an  opportunity  for 
a  hearing.  The  termination  would  become  ef- 
fective at  any  time  deemed  appropriate  by 
the  Secretary  within  2  years  from  the  date 
of  his  notice,  unless  prior  to  that  time  he 
finds  that  there  no  longer  is  any  such  failure 
or  that  the  cause  for  such  legal  inability  has 
been  removed.  When  a  political  subdivision 
has  been  legally  dissolved,  or  otherwise 
ceases  to  exist  as  an  employer,  the  Secretary 
may  make  a  finding  of  inability  to  comply 
and  terminate  upon  request  of  the  State, 
and  a  waiver  by  the  State  of  the  notice  of 
hearing.  In  such  cases  the  termination  is  ef- 
fective as  of  the  date  the  entity  ceased  to 
exist. 

Once  an  agreement  is  terminated  in  its  en- 
tirety, the  State  and  the  Secretary  may  not 
again  enter  into  a  social  security  coverage 
agreement.  If  the  agreement  is  terminated 
with  respect  to  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority,  the  Secretary  and  the  State  may 
not  thereafter  modify  the  agreement  to  again 
make  it  applicable  with  respect  to  the  cov- 
erage group  composed  of  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority  employees.  If  the  State 
wishes  that  we  consider  your  letter  as  con- 
stituting the  required  written  notice  to  the 
Secretary  by  the  State,  we  would  appreciate 
a  letter  to  this  effect  over  the  signature  of 
the  appropriate  State  official.  As  indicated 
above,  this  would  enable  the  State  to  termi- 
nate coverage  of  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike Authority,  effective  as  of  the  end  of  the 
calendar  quarter  ending  September  30,  1969. 
Sincerely, 

Hugh  F.  McKenna, 
Director,    Bureau    of    Retirement  and 
Survivors  Insurance. 

Employees  of  Toll  Roads,  Bridges 
and  Tunnels,  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts, 

Boston,  Mass..  October  26,  1967. 
Hon.  Edward  M.  Kennedy, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  As  already  you  are  aware, 
our  Union  vigorously  supports  and  is  grate- 
ful for  your  efforts  to  expedite  transfer  of 
employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  from  the  Federal  Social  Security 
System  to  the  Massachusetts  Contributory' 
Retirement  System. 

We  are  the  duly  certified  exclusive  collec- 
tive bargaining  representative  of  those  em- 
ployees. The  pending  transfer  was  initiated 
by  us,  and  agreed  to  in  collective  bargaining 
with  the  Authority,  after  long  and  careful 
consideration  of  an  exhaustive  anaylsis  of 
the  respective  benefits  of  the  Federal  and 
Massachusetts  Systems  made  at  the  joint 
behest  of  the  Authority  and  ourselves  by 
Martin  E.  Segal  Company,  Incorporated,  of 
New  York  and  Boston,  nationally  known  con- 
sultants on  health,  welfare,  and  pension 
programs. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  State's  "fringe 
benefit  package" — including  pension  and  dis- 
ability benefits  and  life,  medical,  and  hos- 
pitalization insurance — is  in  the  aggregate 
more  generous  than  that  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act.  Furthermore,  many  of  the  Au- 
thority's employees  have  already  established 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  retirement 
benefits  which  will  supplement  the  State 
benefits  available  to  them  upon  their  transfer 
from  the  Federal  to  the  State  System. 

Chapter  597  of  the  Acts  of  1967  was  enacted 
by  the  General  Court  and  signed  by  Governor 
Volpe  expressly  to  make  it  possible  for 
employees  of  the  Turnpike  Authoricy  to  join 
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the  State  Retirement  System.  If  I  may  say 
so,  our  Union  takes  equal  credit  with  the 
Authorty  for  passage  of  that  legislation; 
it  was  a  common  effort  to  which  the  Legis- 
lature and  Governor  responded  quickly  and 
willingly. 

We — and  the  employees  we  represent — will 
be  adversely  affected  if  the  two-year  wait- 
ing period  provision  in  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  not  amended  so  that  the  Turnpike 
Authority  may  be  allowed  to  withdraw 
promptly  from  the  Federal  System  and 
achieve  the  purpose  of  Chapter  597  by  plac- 
ing its  employees  under  the  State  System. 
Yours  sincerely, 

John  A.  McGrath, 
Secretary-Treasurer, 
Teamsters  Union  Local  127. 


In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 

November  22  (legislative  day,  November  21),  1967. 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
(H.R,  12080)  entitled  "An  Act  to  amend  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  provide  an  increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to  provide  benefits  for 
additional  categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and  health 
of  children,  and  for  other  purposes",  do  pass  with  the  following 

AMENDMENTS: 


(l)Strike  out  all  of  the  table  of  contents  beginning  on  page 

2  and  ending  at  the  bottom  of  page  4  and  insert: 

TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

TITLE  I—OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY.  AND  HEALTH 

INSURANCE 

Part  1 — Benefits  Under  The  Old-Aoe,  Survivors,  and  Disabil- 
ity Insurance  Program 

Sec.  101.    Increase  in  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  benefits. 

Sec.  102.    Increase  in  benefits  for  certain  individuals  age  72  and  over. 

Sec.  103.    Maximum  amount  of  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit. 

Sec.  104-    Benefits  for  disabled  widows  and  widower*. 

Sec.  105.    Reduced  benefits  at  age  60. 

Sec.  106.    Insured  status  for  younger  disabled  workers. 

Sec.  107.    Benefits  in  case  of  members  of  the  uniformed  services. 

Sec.  108.    Liberalization  of  earnings  test. 

Sec.  109.    Increase  of  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and  tax  purposes. 
Sec.  110.    Changes  in  tax  schedules. 

Sec.  111.    Allocation  to  disability  insurance  trust  fund. 

Sec.  112.  Extension  of  time  for  filing  application  for  disability  freeze 
where  failure  to  make  timely  application  is  due  to  incompe- 
tency. 

Sec.  113.    Marriage  not  to  terminate  child's  benefits  of  certain  children 

who  are  full-time  students. 
Sec.  114.    Benefits  for  certain  adopted  children. 

Sec.  11 4a.  Child  over  age  18  considered  to  be  in  care  of  mother  if  child  is 

full-time  student  in  elementary  or  secondary  school. 
Sec.  114b.  Study  of  old-age  insurance  benefits. 
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Sec.  139.    Transitional  provision  on  eligibility  of  presently  uninsured 

individttals  for  hospital  insurance  benefits. 
Sec.  140.    Advisory  Council  to  study  coverage  of  the  disabled  under  title 

XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Sec.  141-   Study  to  determine  feasibility  of  inclusion  of  certain  additional 
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7S3 

735 

244.00 

474.00 

736 

739 

245.00 

476. 60 

740 

743 

246.00 

477. 10 

744 

747 

247.OO 

478.80 

748 

760 

248.00 

480.00 

761 

764 

249.OO 

481.60 

755 

758 

250.  00 

483.20 

769 

762 

251.00 

484-80 

763 

766 

252.  00 

486.40 

767 

769 

253. 00 

487.60 

770 

773 

254.  00 

m  ?o 

774 

777 

255.  00 

490.80 

778 

781 

256. 00 

492. 40 

78S 

785 

257.00 

494-00 

786 

788 

258.00 

495.20 

789 

792 

259.00 

496.80 

793 

796 

260.00 

498.40 

797 

800 

261.00 

500.00 

801 

804 

262.00 

501.60 

805 

807 

263.00 

502.80 

808 

811 

264-00 

604- 40 

81S 

816 

265.00 

506.00 

816 

819 

266.00 

507.60 

8S0 

823 

267.00 

609.20 

8S4 

826 

268.00 

510.40 

827 

830 

269.00 

612.00 

831 

834 

270.00 

513. 60 

10 


"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 


•'I 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 
fied) 

// 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under  1965 
Act) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary  insur- 
ance amount) 

V 

(Maximum  family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined  under  subsec. 
(<D)  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 
(as    determined  under 
subsec.  (b))  is— 

The  amount 
referred  to  in  the 
preceding  para- 
graphs of  this 
subsection  shall 
be— 

And  the  maximum 
amount  of  bene- 
fits payable  (as 
provided  in  sec. 
203(a))  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages 
and  self-employ- 
ment income 
shall  be — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more  than— 

tm 

$838 

$271.00 

$515.20 

889 

842 

272.00 

616.80 

843 

846 

273.00 

618.00 

846 

849 

274.00 

619.60 

860 

863 

275.00 

621.20 

864 

857 

278.00 

622.80 

868 

861 

277.00 

524.40 

862 

864 

278.00 

625.60 

866 

868 

279.00 

627.20 

889 

87t 

280.00 

628.80 

873 

876 

281.00 

630.40 

877 

880 

282.00 

632.00 

881 

883 

283.00 

633. 20 

884 

887 

284.00 

634.80 

888 

891 

286.00 

636.40 

892 

896 

286.00 

638.00 

896 

899 

287.00 

639.60 

900 

900 

288.00 

540. 00". 

(3)  Page  7,  lines  7  and  8,  strike  out  [the  second  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967  are  enacted]  and  insert:  the  month  of  March 
1968 

(4)  Page  8,  line  1,  strike  out  [second J 

(5)  Page  8,  lines  10  and  11,  strike  out  [such  second  month, 
for  each  such  person  for  such  second  month, J  and  insert: 

March  1968,  for  each  such  person  for  March  1968, 

(6)Page  8,  line  12,  strike  out  [112.5]  and  insert:  115 

(7)Page  8,  line  19,  strike  out  [such  second  month,]  and 
insert:  the  month  of  March  1968, 
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(8)  Page  8,  line  24,  strike  out  [such  second  month,]  and 
insert:  March  1968, 

(9)  Page  9,  line  5,  strike  out  all  after  "becomes"  down  to 
and  including  "enacted,"  in  line  7  and  insert:  entitled,  after 
February  1968, 

(10)  Page  9,  line  9,  strike  out  [in  or  after  such  second 
month]  and  insert:  after  February  1968 

(11)  Page  10.  line  2,  strike  out  all  after  "the"  where  it  ap- 
pears the  first  tune  down  to  and  including  "month"  in  line 
4  and  insert:  month  of  March  1968,  or  who  died  before 
such  month 

(12)  Page  10,  lines  7  and  8.  strike  out  [and  after  the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted]  and 
insert  :  months  after  February  1968 

(13)  Page  10.  line  10.  strike  out  [in  or  after  such  second 
month]  and  insert:  after  February  1968 

(14)  Page  10.  lines  13  and  14.  strike  out  [following  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted]  and  insert:  of  Feb- 
ruary 1968 

(15)  Page  10.  line  15.  strike  out  all  after  "the"  down  to  and 
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including  "month,"  in  line  17  and  insert:  month  of  March 
1968,  or  who  died  in  such  month, 


€\  RiPatrp 

11    linp  ^   strikp  nut  T"&4.0,,1  and  insprt  • 
xx,  line  o,  »nii\.e  uui  ■     (jptvy    ■  ctiiu.  iiiscii/. 

€\  7YPao-p 

11    linp       strikp  nut  r",<!fv9f)"l  anrl  insprt* 

(\  tiXPn  d-p 

i  io  wi~  ti'ii e 

1  1    linp  °/   strikp  rmt  ■""iflviO"!  and  insprt* 

XX,    11J.1C   t/,    SU 1AC   UUL    ■      (JJriV/    J   CtllU.  lll&t/l  v  . 

f\  QYPap-p 
^i^/jrage 

1  1    linp  1  1    strikp  out  r".<l40"l  and  insprt* 

XX,  1111 C   XX,   oLlllVc  UUl  ■      fJprtV/      ■  d/liU  llloCl  V  . 

"$50" 

f90YPap-p 

1  1   line  13  strike  out  r"$40"l  and  insert* 

X  X  j   llllCi    JL      ^    OH  llYVy   1/ LI U    ■       C|pTtV7       ■   CuXlvL  1.11  Ov/X  V  • 

f2lYPaffe 

1 1  line  14  strike  out  r"$20" 1  and  insert* 

(22)Page 

11,  line  16,  strike  out  ["$20"]  and  insert: 

"$25" 

(23)Page 

11,  line  18,  strike  out  ["$40"]  and  insert: 

"$50" 

(24)Page 

11,  line  20,  strike  out  ["$20"]  and  insert: 

"$25" 

(25)Page  11,  lines  23  and  24,  strike  out  [and  after  the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

enacted]  and  insert:  months  after  February  1968 

(26)  Page  13,  line  10,  strike  out  all  after  "for"  down  to  and 
including  "enacted"  in  line  12  and  insert:  months  after 
February  1968 

(27)  Page  13,  strike  out  all  after  line  12  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  11  on  page  26  and  insert: 


BENEFITS  FOR  DISABLED   WIDOWS   AND  WIDOWERS 

Sec.  104.  (a)(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  202 
(e)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
foUows  : 

"(B)  (i)  has  attained  age  60,  or  (ii)  is  under  a 
disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(d))  which  began 
before  the  end  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  (5)". 
(2)  So  much  of  section  202(e)(1)  of  such  Act  as 
foUows  subparagraph  (E)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"shall  be  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each 
month,  beginning  with — 

"(F)  if  she  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  solely  by 
reason  of  clause  (i)  thereof,  the  first  month  in  which 
she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

"(G)  if  she  satisfied  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason 
of  clause  (ii)  thereof — 

11  (i)  the  first  month  after  her  waiting  period 
( as  defined  in  paragraph  (6)  )  in  which  she  becomes 
so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

"(ii)  the  first  month  during  all  of  which  she  is 
under  a  disability  and  in  which  she  becomes  so  en- 
titled to  such  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  she  was 
previously  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under  this 
subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 
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and  such  first  month  occurs  (I)  in  the  period  speci- 
fied in  paragraph  (5)  and  (II)  after  the  month  in 
which  her  previous  entitlement  to  such  benefits  on 
such  basis  terminated, 
and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which 
any  of  the  following  occurs:  she  remarries,  dies,  or  becomes 
entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or  exceeding 
82%  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased 
individual,  or  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  ivhich  her 
disability  ceases  (unless  she  attains  age  62  on  or  before  the 
last  day  of  such  third  month)." 

(3)  Section  202(e)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following  new  paragraphs: 
"(5)  The  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  (B )  (ii) , 
in  the  case  of  any  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife,  is  the 
period  beginning  with  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  latest: 
"(A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  of  the 
fully  insured  individual  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  her  benefits 
are  or  would  be  based,  or 

"(B)  the  last  month  for  which  she  was  entitled  to 
mother's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and 
self-employment  income  of  such  individual,  or 

"(C)  the  month  in  ivhich  a  previous  entitlement  to 
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widow's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and 
self -employment  income  terminated  because  her  disability 
had  ceased, 

and  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  she 
attains  age  62,  or,  if  earlier,  with  the  close  of  the  eighty- 
fourth  month  following  the  month  with  which  such  period 
began. 

11  (6)    The  waiting  period  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1)(G),  in  the  case  of  any  widow  or  surviving  divorced 
wife,  is  the  earliest  period  of  six  consecutive  calendar  months — 
"(A)  throughout  which  she  has  been  under  a  dis- 
ability, and 

"(B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever 
of  the  following  is  the  later:  (i)  the  first  day  of  the 
eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  her  applica- 
tion is  filed,  or  (ii)  the  first  day  of  the  sixth  month 
before  the  month  in  which  the  period  specified  in  para- 
graph (5)  begins. 

"(7)  A  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  entitled  to 
benefits  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  entitled 
on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability  for  any  month  in 
which  she — 

"(A)  has  not  attained  age  62,  and 

"(B)  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section 
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223(d) )  which  began  before  the  expiration  of  the  period 

in  paragraph  (5) , 
but  only  if — 

"(C)  in  the  6  calendar  months  preceding  such 
month  she  was  also  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined), 
or 

"(D)  such  period,  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 
(B)  of  this  paragraph,  begins  as  of  the  month  specified 
in  subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph  (5)." 
(4)  Section  202  (q)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(E)  A  widow's  insurance  benefit  which  has  been 
reduced  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1),  for  a  month  for 
which  she  is  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under 
a  disability  and  which  occurs  before  the  month  in  which 
she  attains  age  62,  shall  be  reduced  for  such  month  and 
subsequent  months  by  the  amount  (if  any)  such  widow's 
insurance  benefit  would  be  reduced  under  such  para- 
graph had  such  individual  attained  age  62  in  the  first 
month  for  which  she  was  entitled  to  such  benefits  on  the 
basis  of  being  under  such  disability." 
(b)(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  202(f)(1)  of 

such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)(i)  has  attained  age  62,  or  (ii)  is  under  a 
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disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(d))  which  began 
before  the  end  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  (6)". 
(2)  So  much  of  section  202(f)(1)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 
lows subparagraph  (E  )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "shall 
be  entitled  to  a  widower's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month, 
beginning  with — 

"(F)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  solely  by 
reason  of  clause  (i)  thereof,  the  first  month  in  which  he 
becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

"(G)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason  of 
clause  (ii)  thereof — 

"(i)  the  first  month  after  his  waiting  period  ( as 
defined  in  paragraph  (7) )  in  which  he  becomes  so 
entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

"(ii)  the  first  month  during  all  of  which  he  is 
under  a  disability  and  in  which  he  becomes  so 
entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  he 
was  previously  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under 
this  subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  dis- 
ability and  such  first  month  occurs  (I)  in  the  period 
specified  in  paragraph  (6)  and  (II)  after  the  month 
in  which  his  previous  entitlement  to  such  benefits  on 
such  basis  terminated, 
and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in 
H.E.  12080  Amdts.  2 
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which  any  of  the  following  occurs:  he  remarries,  dies,  or 
becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or 
exceeding  82^  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of 
his  deceased  wife,  or  the  third  month  following  the  month  in 
which  his  disability  ceases  (unless  he  attains  age  62  on  or 
before  the  last  day  of  such  third  month)." 

(3)  Section  202(f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  after  paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  paragraphs: 
11  (6)  The  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 
(it),  in  the  case  of  any  widower,  is  the  period  beginning 
with  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  latest: 

"(A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  of  the 
fully  insured  individual  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
on  whose  wages  and  self -employment  income  his  benefits 
are  or  would  be  based,  or 

"(B)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement  to 
widower  s  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  wages 
and  self-employment  income  terminated  because  his  dis- 
ability had  ceased, 
and  ending  ivith  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  age  62,  or,  if  earlier,  with  the  close  of  the  eighty-fourth 
month  following  the  month  with  which  such  period  began. 

"(7)  The  waiting  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1), 
in  the  case  of  any  widower,  is  the  earliest  period  of  six  con- 
secutive calendar  months — 
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"(A)  throughout  which  he  has  been  under  a  dis- 
ability, and 

"(B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever 
of  the  following  is  the  later;  (i)  the  first  day  of  the 
eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  his  applica- 
tion is  filed,  or  (ii)  the  first  day  of  the  sixth  month 
before  the  month  in  which  the  period  specified  in  para- 
graph (6)  begins. 

"(8)  A  widower  entitled  to  benefits  under  this  section 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  entitled  on  the  basis  of  being  under 
a  disability  for  any  month  in  which  he — 

"(A)  has  not  att-ained  age  62,  and 
"(B)  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section 
223(d) )  which  began  before  the  expiration  of  the  period 
in  paragraph  (6), 
but  only  if — 

"(C)  in  the  six  calendar  months  preceding  such 
month  he  was  also  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined), 
or 

"(D)  such  period  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 
(B)  of  this  paragraph  begins  as  of  the  month  specified 
in  subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (6).'' 
(c)  (1)  (A)  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(c)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  any  subsequent  month" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  any  subsequent  month;  nor 
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shall  any  deduction  be  made  under  this  subsection  from  any 
widow's  insurance  benefit  for  any  month  in  which  the  widow 
or  surviving  divorced  wife  is  entitled,  or  from  any  widower's 
insurance  benefit  for  any  month  in  which  the  widower  is 
entitled,  to  such  benefit  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 
disability". 

(B)  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(f)(1)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  (D)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(D)  for  which  such  individual  is 
entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  or  widower's  insurance 
benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability,  or  (E)". 

(C)  Section  203(f)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "and  (D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(D), 
and  (E)". 

(D)  Section  203(f)(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "(D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(E)". 

(2)  Section  216(i)(l)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "202(e),  202(f),"  after  "202(d)". 

(3)  (A)  Section  222(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "individuals  who  are  entitled  to  widow's  insurance 
benefits  or  widower's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being 
under  a  disability,"  after  "determination  of  disability," . 

(B)  Section  222(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "child's  insurance  benefits  or  if"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "child's  insurance  benefits,  a  widow  or  surviving 
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divorced  wife  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled 
to  widow's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 
disability,  a  widower  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is 
entitled  to  widower  s  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being 
under  a  disability,  or". 

(4)  (A)  Section  222(c)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  202(d)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  11 ,  202 
(d),  202(e),  or  202(f)". 

(B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  222  ( c)  (3)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "A  period  of  trial  work  for 
any  individual  shall  begin  (i)  in  the  case  of  an  individual 
who  is  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits,  with  the  month 
in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits,  (ii)  in  the  case 
of  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  who  has  not  attained 
age  62  and  is  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  on  the 
basis  of  being  under  a  disability,  with  the  month  in  which  she 
becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits,  (Hi)  in  the  case  of  a  widower 
who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  widower's 
insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability, 
with  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits, 
or  (iv)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  attained  age  18 
and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(d)  ( and  is  under 
a  disability),  with  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to 
such  benefits,  or  the  month  in  which  he  attains  age  18,  which- 
ever is  later" 
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(5)  (A)  Section  222  (d)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B),  and  by  in- 
serting after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new  subpara- 
graphs : 

"(C)  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  under 
section  202(e)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 
prior  to  attaining  age  62,  or 

"(D)  entitled  to  widower  s  insurance  benefits  under 
section  202(f)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 
prior  to  attaining  age  62," . 

(B)  Section  222(d)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  "who  have  attained  age  18  and  are  under  a 
disability,"  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  "who  have  attained  age  18  and  are  under  a 
disability,  the  benefits  under  section  202(e)  for  widows  and 
surviving  divorced  wives  who  have  not  attained  age  62  and 
are  under  a  disability,  the  benefits  under  section  202(f)  for 
widowers  who  have  not  attained  age  62  and  are  under  a 
disability ," . 

(6)  (A)  The  first  sentence  of  section  225  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "under  section  202(d),"  the 
following:  "or  that  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  who 
has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 
202(e)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability,  or  that  a 
widower  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  bene- 
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fits  under  section  202(f)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 
disability," . 

(B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  225  of  such  Act  is 
further  amended  by  striking  out  "223  or  202(d)"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "202(d),  202(e),  202(f),  or  223". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  February  1968, 
but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits  filed  in 
or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

(28)Page  26.  after  line  11.  insert: 

REDUCED  BENEFITS  AT  AGE  60 

Sec.  105.  (a)(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such  section 
202  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  icherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

(3)  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  ■subsection  (c)  of  such 
section  202  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  wherever 
it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

(A)  (A)  Paragraph  (1)(B)  (as  amended  by  section 
104(b)  of  this  Act)  mid  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (f) 
of  such  section  202  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "62" 


24 

wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"60". 

(B)  Paragraph  (1)(C)  of  subsection  (f)  of  such  sec- 
tion is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  was  entitled"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "or  was  entitled,  after  attainment  of  age 
62,". 

(C)  Paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  inserting  "subsection  (q)  and"  after  "Except 
as  provided  in". 

(D)  Paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (f)  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"60". 

(5)  (A)  Paragraph  (1)(A)  of  subsection  (h)  of  such 
section  202  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "60" . 

(B)  Paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  such  subsection  (h)  of 
such  section  is  amended  by  inserting  "subsection  (q)  and" 
after  "Except  as  provided  in" . 

(C)  Paragraph  (2)  (B)  of  such  subsection  (h)  of  such 
section  is  amended  by  inserting  "subsection  (q)  and"  after 
"except  as  provided  in" . 

(D)  Paragraph  (2)(C)  of  such  subsection  (h)  is 
amended  by— 

(i)  striking  out  "shall  be  equal"  and  inserting  in 
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lieu  thereof  "shall,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q). 
be  equal" ;  and 

(ii)  inserting  "and  section  202 (q)"  after  "section 
203(a)". 

(b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  202  (q)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
"reduction  of  benefit  amounts  for  certain 
beneficiaries" 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "or  widows"  each  time  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ",  widow's,  widower  s,  or  parent's" . 

(3)  (A)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  (i)  by  striking  out  (each  place  it  appears  therein) 
"or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  widow's, 
widower's  or  parent's"  and  (ii)  by  deleting  "62  (in  case 
of  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit)  or  age  60  (in 
the  case  of  a  widow's  insurance  benefit)"  and  inserting  hi  lieu 
thereof  "60". 

(B)  Paragraph  (3)(B)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  husband's"  ( each  place  it  appears 
therein)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  husband's,  widow's, 
widower's,  or  parent's" . 

(C)  Paragraph  (3)(C)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  ( each  place  it  appears 
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therein)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widower  s, 
or  parent's". 

(D)  Paragraph  (3)(D)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's" . 

(E)  Paragraph  (3)(E)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  (i)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 
(e)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to  which 
such  individual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  she" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 
(e)(1),  (f)(1),  or  (h)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's, 
widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such  indi- 
vidual was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  such  individual" , 
(ii)  by  striking  out  "the  amount  by  which  such  widow's 
insurance  benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  amount 
by  which  such  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance 
benefit",  and  (Hi)  by  striking  out  "over  such  widow's  insur- 
ance benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "over  such  widow's, 
widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit" . 

(F)  Paragraph  (3)(F)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  (i)  by  striking  out  "(or  ivould,  but  for  subsection 
(e)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to  which 
such  individual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  she" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 
(e)(1),  (f)(1),  or  (h)(1)  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's,  widow- 
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er's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such  individual 
was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  such  individual",  (ii) 
by  striking  out  "the  amount  by  which  such  widow's  insur- 
ance benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  amount  by 
which  such  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  bene- 
fit", and  (Hi)  by  striking  out  "over  such  widow's  insurance 
benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "over  such  widow's, 
widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit" . 

(G)  Paragraph  (3)(G)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  (i)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 
(e)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e) 
(1),  (f)(1),  or  (h)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's,  widow- 
er's, or  parent's  insurance  benefit" ,  and  (ii)  by  striking  out 
"the  amount  such  widow's  insurance  benefit"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "the  amount  such  widow's,  widower's,  or 
parent's  insurance  benefit" . 

(4)  Paragraph  (5)  (B)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"60". 

(5)  Paragraph  (6)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  (each  place  it  appears  therein) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widower's,  or 
parent's" ;  and 

(6)  Paragraph  (7)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended — 
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(A)  by  striking  out  "or  widows"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widower  s,  or  parent's";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out,  in  subparagraph  (E),  "wid- 
ow's" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widower's, 
or  parent's". 

(7)  Paragraph  (9)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "widow's  insurance  benefit"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance 
benefit" . 

(c)  Section  202  (r)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "or  husband's"  (each  place  it  appears  therein)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  husband's,  ividow's,  widower's, 
or  parent's". 

(d)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  214  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A),  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraphs (B)  and  (C)  as  subparagraphs  (C)  and  (D), 
respectively,  and  by  inserting  the  following  new  subpara- 
graphs (A)  and  (B ) : 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  died,  the  year 
in  which  she  died  or  (if  earlier)  the  year  in  which  she 
attained  age  62, 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  ivho  has  not  died,  the 
year  in  which  she  attained  (or  would  attain)  age  62,". 

(e)  (1)  Subsection  (b)(3)  of  section  215  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A),  by  redesignating 
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subparagraph  (B)  and  (C)  as  subparagraph  (C)  and  (D) 
respectively,  and  by  inserting  the  following  new  subpara- 
graphs (A)  and  (B )  : 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  died,  the  year 
in  which  she  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after  1960, 
the  year  in  which  she  attained  age  62, 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  not  died,  the 
year  occurring  after  1960  in  which  she  attained  (or 
would  attain)  age  62," . 

(2)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  215(f)  of  such  Act  (as 
added  by  section  155 ( a)  (6 )  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended 
by  (A)  inserting  after  "attained  age  65,"  the  following: 
"or  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  became  entitled  to  such  bene- 
fits and  died  before  the  month  in  which  she  attained  age 
62'' ;  (B )  striking  out  "his"  each  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "his  or  her" ;  and  (C)  striking 
out  "he"  each  place  after  the  first  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "he  or  she". 

(f)(1)  Subsection  (b)(3)(A)  of  section  216  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "60". 

(2)  Subsection  (c)(6)(A)  of  such  section  216  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"60". 

(3)  Subsection    (f)(3)(A)   of  such  section  216  is 
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amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"60". 

(4)  Subsection  (g)(6)(A)  of  such  section  216  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"60". 

(g)  (1)  Paragraph  (5)  (A)  of  subsection  (q)  of  section 
202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "No  wife's  insur- 
ance benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "No  wife's  insur- 
ance benefit  to  which  a  wife  is  entitled". 

(2)  Paragraph  (5)(C)  of  such  subsection  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "woman"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife". 

(3)  Paragraph  (6)  (A)  (ii)  of  such  subsection  is 
amended  (A)  by  striking  out  "wife's  insurance  benefit"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's  insurance  benefit  to  which 
a  wife  is  entitled",  and  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the 
end  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "or  in  the 
case  of  a  wife's  insurance  benefit  to  which  a  divorced  wife,  is 
entitled,  with  the  first  day  of  the  first  month  for  which  such 
individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefit,  and" . 

(4)  Paragraph  (7 )  (B)  of  such  subsection  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "wife's  insurance  benefits"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "wife's  insurance  benefits  to  ivhich  a  wife  is 
entitled" . 

(h)  Section  224(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60" . 
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(i)  Paragraph  (5)(E)  of  section  202  (q)  of  such  Act 
(as  added  thereto  by  section  104(a)(5)  of  this  Act)  is 
further  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "A  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  UA  widow's  or  widower 's" ; 

(2)  striking  out  "she"  (each  place  it  appears  there- 
in) and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "she  or  he" ;  and 

(3)  striking  out  " such  widow's"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "such  widow's  or  widower's" . 

(j)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  months  after  November  1968,  but  only  on 
the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits  filed  after  August 
31,1968. 

(29)  Page  26,  line  13,  strike  out  [105]  and  insert:  106 

(30)  Page  27,  lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  [and  after  the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,] 
and  insert:  months  after  February  1968, 

(31)  Page  27,  line  9,  strike  out  [106]  and  insert:  107 

(32)  Page  28,  line  23,  strike  out  [107]  and  insert:  108 

(33)  Page  29,  line  2,  strike  out  ["$140"]  and  insert: 
"$200" 
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(34)  Page  29,  line  5.  strike  out  ["$140"]  and  insert: 

(35)  Page  29,  strike  out  all  after  line  8  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  19  on  page  32. 

(36)  Page  32,  after  line  19,  insert: 

INCREASE  OF  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOR  BENEFIT  AND  TAX 

PURPOSES 

Sec.  109.  (a)(1)(A)  Section  209(a)(4)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  prior  to 
1968"  after  "1965". 

(B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(5)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remunera- 
tion (other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding 
subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $8,000  with  respect  to 
employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  during  the 
calendar  year  1968,  is  paid  to  such  individual  during  such 
calendar  year; 

"(6)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuner- 
ation ( other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding 
subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $8,800  with  respect  to 
employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  during  any  calen- 
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dar  year  after  1968  and  prior  to  1972,  is  paid  such  indi- 
vidual during  any  such  calendar  year; 

"(7)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remunera- 
tion ( other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding 
subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  810,800  with  respect  to 
employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  during  any 
calendar  year  after  1971,  is  paid  to  such  individual  during 
such  calendar  year;'' '. 

(2)  (A)  Section  211  (b)(1)(D)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  "and  prior  to  1968''  after  "1965" ,  by  striking 
out  ";  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and". 

(B)  Section  211(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 
graphs : 

"(E)  for  any  taxable  gear  ending  after  1967  and 
prior  to  1969,  (i)  88,000  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of 
wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 

"(F)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1968  and 
prior  to  1972,  (i)  $8,800  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of 
the  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable 
year;  and 

"(G)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1971,  (i) 
$10,800,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to 
such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or" . 
H.R,  12080  Amdts.  3 
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(3)  (A)  Section  213 (a)(2)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"after  1965  and  before  1968,  or  $8,000  in  the  case  of 
calendar  year  1968,  or  $8,800  in  the  case  of  a  calendar 
year  after  1968  and  before  1972,  or  $10,800  in  the  case 
of  a  calendar  year  after  197V . 

(B )  Section  213(a)  (2)  ( Hi)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after 
1965  and  prior  to  1968,  or  $8,000  in  the  case  of  a  taxable 
year  ending  after  1967  and  prior  to  1969,  or  $8,800  in 
the  case  of  a  taxable  year  ending  after  1968  and  prior  to 
1972,  or  $10,800  in  the  case  of  a  taxable  year  ending  after 
197V. 

(4)  Section  215(e)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "and  the  excess  over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calen- 
dar year  after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  excess 
over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1965  and 
before  1968,  the  excess  over  $8,000  in  the  case  of  calen- 
dar year  1968,  the  excess  over  $8,800  in  the  case  of  any 
calendar  year  after  1968  and  before  1972,  and  the  excess 
over  $10,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1971". 

(b)(1)(A)  Section  1402(b)(1)(D)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employ- 
ment income)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1968" 
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after  "1965",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ";  and" . 

(B)  Section  1402(b)  (1)  of  such  Code  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subparagraphs: 

"(E)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1967  and 

before  1969,  (i)  $8,000  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the 

wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 

and 

"(F)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1968  and 
before  1972,  (i)  $8,800  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the 
wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 
and 

"(G)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1971,  (i) 
$10,800  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to 
such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or". 
(2)  (A)  Section  3121(a)  (1)  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$6,600" , 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,000" . 

(B)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1968,  sec- 
tion 3121(a)  (1)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$8,000"  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$8,800". 

(C)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1971, 
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section  3121(a)  (1)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "$8,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$10,800". 

(3)  (A)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  Federal  service)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "$6,600"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,000". 

(B)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1968,  the 
second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "$8,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,800" . 

(C)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1971,  the 
second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code  is  amended 
by  st/riking  out  "$8,800"  and,  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$10,800". 

(4)  (A)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating  to  returns 
in  the  case  of  governmental  employees  in  Guam,  American 
Samoa,  and  the  District  of  Columbia)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "$6,600"  where  it  appears  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and 
(c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,000". 

(B)  Effective  ivith  remuneration  paid,  after  1968,  sec- 
tion 3125  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$8,000" 
each  place  it  appears  in  subsection  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,800". 

(C)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1971,  sec- 
tion 3125  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$8,800" 


37 

where  it  appears  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "$10,800". 

(5)  Section  6413(c)  (1)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  spe- 
cial refunds  of  employment  taxes)  is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "prior  to  the  calendar  year  1968" 
after  "the  calendar  year  19 65", 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "exceed  $6,600"  the  follow- 
ing: "or  (D)  during  the  calendar  year  1968,  the  wages 
received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $8,000,  or 
(E)  during  any  calendar  year  after  calendar  year  1968 
and  prior  to  the  calendar  year  1972,  the  wages  received 
by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $8,800,  or  (F )  during 
any  calendar  year  after  the  calendar  year  1971,  the 
wages  received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $10,- 
800,"  and 

(C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  "and  before  1968,  or  which  exceeds  the 
tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $8,000  of  such  wages  received 
in  the  calendar  year  1968,  or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with 
respect  to  the  first  $8,800  of  such  wages  received  in  such 
calendar  year  after  1968  and  before  1972,  or  which 
exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $10,800  after 
1971". 

(6)  Section  6413(c)  (2)  ( A)  of  such  Code  (relating 
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to  refunds  of  employment  taxes  in  the  case  of  Federal  em- 
ployees) is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  $6,600  for  any 
calendar  year  after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$6,600  for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  1967,  or  $8,000 
for  the  calendar  year  1968,  or  $8,800  for  the  calendar 
year  1969,  1970,  or  1971,  or  $10,800  for  any  calendar 
year  after  1971." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(1)  and 

(a)  (3)  (A) ,  and  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b) 
(except  paragraph  (1)  thereof),  shall  apply  only  with  re- 
spect to  remuneration  paid  after  December  1967.  The 
amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(2),  (a)  (3)  (B),  and 

(b)  (1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 
after  1967.  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)(4) 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after  1967. 

(37)Page  32,  strike  out  all  after  line  19  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  5  on  page  38  and  insert: 

CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 

Sec.  110.  (a)(1)  Section  1401(a)'  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  self- 
employment  income  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 
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"(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1969,  the 
tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.8  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31,  1968,  and  before  January  1,  1971,  the 
tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.3  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31,  1970,  and  before  January  1,  1973,  the 
tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.9  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self- 
employment  income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

"(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 
after  December  31,  1972,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  7.0 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for 
such  taxable  year." 

(2)  Section  3101(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  employees  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 
calendar  year  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

11  (2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 
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calendar  years  1969  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.2 
percent; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 
calendar  years  1971  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  4.6 
percent; 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  cal- 
endar years  1973,  1974,  and  1975,  the  rate  shall  be 
5.0  percent;  and 

u(5)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1975,  the  rate  shall  be  5.05  percent!'' 
(3)  Section  3111(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  employers  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 
year  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 
years  1969  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.2  percent; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 
years  1971  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  4.6  percent;  and 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 
dar years  1973,  1974,  and  1975,  the  rate  shall  be  5.0 
percent;  and 
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"(5)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December 
31. 1975.  the  rate  shall  be  5.05  percent.'' 
(b)(1)  Section  1401(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate 
of  tax  on  self -employment  income  for  purposes  of  hospital 
insurance)    is  amended  by   striking  out  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

11  (1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 
after  December  31,  1967.  and  before  January  1,  1973, 
the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.60  percent  of  the  amount  of 
the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31.  1972.  and  before  January  1.  1980,  the 
tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.65  percent  of  the  amount  of 
the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

11  (3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31.  1979.  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.75  per- 
cent of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for 
such  taxable  year.'' 

(2)  Section  3101(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  employees  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

" (1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  cal- 
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endar  years  1968, 1969,1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate 
shall  be  0.60  percent; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  cal- 
endar years  1973,  1974,  1975,  1976,  1977,  1978,  and 
1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent;  and 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.75  percent." 
(3)  Section  3111(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  employers  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 
dar years  1968,  1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate 
shall  be  0.60  percent; 

u(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 
dar years  1973,  1974,  1975,  1976,  1977,  1978,  and 
1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent;  and 

u(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December  31, 
1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.75  percent." 
(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(1)  and 
(b)(1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1967.  The  remaining  amend- 
ments made  by  this  section  shall  apply  only  ivith  respect  to 
remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967. 
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(38>Page  38.  line  7.  mike  our  [110]  and  insert:  111 
(39)Page  38.  after  line  25.  insert: 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR  FILING  APPLICATION  FOE  DIS- 
ABILITY FEEEZE  WHEEE  FAILURE  TO  MAKE  TIMELY 
APPLICATION  IS  DUE  TO  INCOMPETENCY 

Sec.  112.  (a)  Section  216(1)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "No"  in  subparagraph 
(E)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  is  otherwise 
provided  in  subparagraph  (F),  no",  (2)  by  redesignating 
subparagraph  (F)  as  subparagraph  (G),  and  (3)  by  add- 
ing after  subparagraph  (E)  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph : 

"(F)  An  application  for  a  disability  determination 
which  is  filed  more  than  12  months  after  the  month  pre- 
scribed by  subparagraph  (D)  as  the  month  in  which  the 
period  of  disability  ends  (determined  without  regard  to  sub- 
paragraphs (B)  and  (E))  shall  be  accepted  as  an  applica- 
tion for  purposes  of  this  paragraph  if — 

"(i)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  or  on  be- 
half of  an  individual  with  respect  to  a  disability  which 
ends  after  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  such  application  is  filed 
not  more  than  36  months  after  the  month  in  which  such 
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disability  ended,  such  individual  is  alive  at  the  time  the 
application  is  filed,  and  the  Secretary  finds  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  him  that  the  failure  of 
such  individual  to  file  an  application  for  a  disability 
determination  within  the  time  specified  in  subparagraph 
(E)  was  attributable  to  a  physical  or  mental  condition 
of  such  individual  which  rendered  him  incapable  of 
executing  such  an  application,  and 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  an  individual  with  respect  to  a  period  of  dis- 
ability which  ends  in  or  before  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted, 

"(I)  such  application  is  filed  not  more  than  12 
months  after  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted, 

''(II)  a  previous  application  for  a  disability 
determination  has  been  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  such 
individual  (1)  in  or  before  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  and 
(2)  not  more  than  36  months  after  the  month  in 
which  his  disability  ended,  and 

"(III)  the  Secretary  finds  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  him,  that  the  failure  of 
such  individual  to  file  an  application  within  the 
time  specified  in  subparagraph  (E)  was  attributable 
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to  a  physical  or  mental  condition  of  such  individual 
which  rendered  him  incapable  of  executing  such  an 
application. 

In  making  a  determination  under  this  subsection,  with 
respect  to  the  disability  or  period  of  disability  of  any  in- 
dividual whose  application  for  a  determination  thereof  is 
accepted  solely  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  this  subpara- 
graph (F),  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  (other  than  the 
provisions  of  this  subparagraph)  shall  be  applied  as  such 
provisions  are  in  efect  at  the  time  such  determination  is  made. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  no  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  this  title  shall  be  payable  or  increased 
by  reason  of  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  subparagraph 
for  any  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted." 

(40)Page  38,  after  line  25.  insert : 

MARRIAGE  NOT  TO  TERMINATE  CHILD'S  BENEFITS  OF  CER- 
TAIN CHILDREN  WHO  ARE  FULL-TIME  STUDENTS 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Section  202(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  section  151  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(10)  (A)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph (1)(D),  the  entitlement  of  a  child  to  benefits  under 
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this  subsection  shall  not  be  terminated  by  reason  of  the 
marriage  of  such  child  for  any  period  during  which  such 
child  is  a  full-time  student,  and  (in  case  such  child  is  a 
female)  her  husband  is  also  a  full-time  student. 

"(B)  A  child  whose  entitlement  to  child's  insurance 
benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment 
income  of  an  insured  individual  is  terminated  by  reason  of 
the  marriage  of  such  child  may  again  become  entitled  to  such 
benefits  for  any  period — 

"(i)  during  which  he  is  a  full-time  student,  and 

(in  the  case  such  child  is  a  female)  her  husband  is 

also  a  full-time  student,  and 

"(ii)    with  respect   to  which  such   child  would 

(except  for  such  marriage)  have  otherwise  been  entitled 

to  such  benefits; 

except  that  no  such  child  shall  become  reentitled  to  such 
benefits  unless  he  has  filed  application  for  reentitlement 
thereto." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  section 
202(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  February 
1968,  and,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  not  entitled 
to  a  monthly  benefit  under  such  section  for  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted,  only  on  the  basis  of  an  application 
filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 
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(41)Page  38,  after  line  25,  insert: 

BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  ADOPTED  CHILDREN 

Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  202(d)(9)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (D),  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  "; 
or" ,  and 

(2)  by  adding  after  and  below  subparagraph  (D) 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(E)  was  legally  adopted  by  such  individual — 

"(i)  in  an  adoption  which  took  place  under 
the  supervision  of  a  public  or  private  child-place- 
ment agency, 

"(ii)  in  an  adoption  decreed  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  within  the  United  States, 

"(Hi)  on  a  date  immediately  preceding  which 
such  individual  had  continuously  resided  for  not  less 
than  one  year  ivithin  the  United  States; 

11  (iv)  at  a  time  prior  to  the  attainment  of  age 
18  by  such  child." 
(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title 
II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  February 
1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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(42)  Page  38,  after  line  25,  insert: 

CHILD  OVER  AGE  18  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  IN  CARE  OF 
MOTHER  IF  CHILD  IS  FULL-TIME  STUDENT  IN  ELE- 
MENTARY OR  SECONDARY  SCHOOL 

Sec.  114a.  (a)  Section  202(s)(l)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 
period  the  following:  ",  or  unless  such  child  is  a  full-time  stu- 
dent (for  purposes  of  subsection  (d) )  in  an  elementary  or 
secondary  school". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
applicable  with  inspect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  beginning  with  the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted;  but 
in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  not  entitled  to  a  monthly 
insurance  benefit  under  section  202  of  such  Act  for  the  first 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted, 
only  on  the  basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month 
in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

(43)  Page  38,  after  line  25,  insert: 

STUDY  OF  OLD-AGE  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Sec.  114b.  That  the  Social  Security  Administration 
cause  a  study  to  be  made  and  reported  to  Congress  relative 


49 

to  an  increase  in  old-age  insurance  benefit  amounts  on  ac- 
count of  delayed  retirement. 

(44)  Page  39.  line  7.  after  "service"  insert:  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has 
taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order) 

(45)  Page  39,  line  14.  after  "service"  insert:  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  number  of  a  religious  order  who 
has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order) 

(46)  Page  39.  line  23.  after  "order"'  insert:  (other  than  a 
member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty 
as  a  member  of  such  order) 

(47)  Page  40.  lines  2  and  3,  strike  out  [with  a  statement 
that  he  is  conscientiously  opposed  to  the  acceptance]  and 
insert:  with  a  statement  that  either*  he  is  conscientiously  op- 
posed to,  or  because  of  religious  principles  he  is  opposed  to. 
the  acceptance 

(48)  Page  43,  after  line  25,  insert: 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  218(d)  (6)  (F  )  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1967"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

H.R.  12080  Amdts.  1 
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(49)  Page  44,  line  18,  strike  out  [of  the  Treasury] 

(50)  Page  46,  after  line  23,  insert: 

INCLUSION  OF  PUERTO  RICO  AMONG  STATES  PERMITTED 
TO  INCLUDE  FIREMEN  AND  POLICEMEN 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Section  218  (p)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "Puerto  Rico,"  after  "Oregon" . 
(b)  In  any  case  in  which — 

(1)  an  individual  has  performed  services  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  the  employ  of  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  in  a  fireman  s 
position,  and 

(2)  amounts,  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes 
which  would  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and 
3111  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such 
services  constituted  employment  for  purposes  of  section 
21  of  such  Code  at  the  time  they  were  performed,  were 
timely  paid,  in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and 

(3)  no  refunds  of  such  amounts  paid  in  lieu  of 
taxes  have  been  obtained, 

the  amount  of  the  remuneration  for  such  services  with  respect 
to  which  such  amounts  have  been  paid  shall  be  deemed  to 
constitute  remuneration  for  employment  as  defined  in  section 
209  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
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(ol)Page  46,  after  line  23.  insert : 

COVERAGE    OF    FIREMEN  S    POSITIONS    PURSUANT    TO  A 

STATE  AGREEMENT 

Sec.  120.  (a)  Section  218 (p)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(p)";  and 

(2)  adding  the  following  paragraph: 

"(2)  A  State,  not  otherwise  listed  by  name  in  para- 
graph (1).  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  State  listed  in  such 
paragraph  for  the  purpose  of  extending  coverage  under 
this  title  to  service  in  firemen's  positions  covered  by  a 
retirement  system,  if  the  governor  of  the  State,  or  an 
official  of  the  State  designated  by  him  for  the  purpose, 
certifies  to  the  Secretary  of  Health.  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare that  the  overall  benefit  protection  of  the  employees  in 
such  positions  mould  be  improved  by  reason  of  the  exten- 
sion of  such  coverage  to  such  employees.  Notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of  such  paragraph 
(1).  such  firemen's  positions  shall  be  deemed  a  separate 
retirement  system  and  no  other  positions  shall  be  in- 
cluded in  such  system. 

(b)  Nothing  in  the  amendments  'made  by  subsection  fa) 
shall  authorize  the  extension  of  the  insurance  system  estab- 
lished by  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  under  the  pro- 
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visions  of  section  218(d)  (6)  (C)  of  such  Act  to  service  in 
any  fireman's  position. 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
in  the  case  of  any  State  with  respect  to  modifications  of  such 
State  agreement  under  section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(52)Page  46,  after  line  23,  insert: 

VALIDATION  OF  COVERAGE  ERRONEOUSLY  REPORTED 

Sec.  121.  Section  218(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Notivithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  services  performed  by  indi- 
viduals as  members  of  any  coverage  group  to  which  an  agree- 
ment under  this  section  is  made  applicable,  and  with  respect  to 
which  there  were  timely  paid  in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  amounts  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes  which 
would  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and  3111  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such  services  constituted 
employment  for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such  Code  at  the 
time  they  were  performed,  and  with  respect  to  which  refunds 
were  not  obtained,  such  individuals  may,  if  so  requested  by 
the  State,  be  deemed  to  be  members  of  such  coverage  group  on 
the  date  designated  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2) ." 
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(53)Page  46,  after  line  23,  insert: 

COVERAGE  OF  FEES  OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES  AS  SELF-EMPLOYMENT  INCOME 

Sec.  122.  (a)(1)  Section  211(c)(1)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  The  performance  of  the  functions  of  a  public 
office,  other  than  the  functions  of  a  public  office  of  a  State 
or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect  to  fees 
received  in  any  period  in  which  the  functions  are  per- 
formed in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis 
and  in  which  such  functions  are  not  covered  under  an 
agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  218;". 

(2)  Section  211(c)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (A) 
by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C); 
(B)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (D)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and";  and  (C) 
by  adding  after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new 
subparagraph : 

"(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as 
an  employee  of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision 
thereof  in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee 
basis  with  respect  to  fees  received  in  any  period  in 
which  such  service  is  not  covered  under  an  agree- 
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ment  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  218;" . 
(b)(1)  Section  1402(c)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  the  performance  of  the  functions  of  a  public 
office,  other  than  the  functions  of  a  public  office  of  a  State 
or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect  to  fees 
received  in  any  period  in  which  the  functions  are 
performed  in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee 
basis  and  in  which  such  functions  are  not  covered  under 
an  agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to 
section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act;". 
(2)  Section  1402(c)  (2)  of  such  Code  is  amended  (A) 
by  striking  out  11  and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C) ;  (B) 
by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and";  and  (C)  by  adding 
after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new  subparagraph: 
"(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as 
an  employee  of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision 
thereof  in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee 
basis  with  respect  to  fees  received  in  any  period  in 
which  such  service  is  not  covered  under  an  agree- 
ment entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary 
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of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to 
section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act;". 

(c)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fees  received 
after  1967. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section,  any  individual  who  in  1968  is  in  a 
position  to  which  the  amendments  made  by  such  subsections 
apply  may  make  an  irrevocable  election  not  to  have  such 
amendments  apply  to  the  fees  he  receives  in  1968  and  every 
year  thereafter,  if  on  or  before  the  due  date  of  his  income  tax 
return  for  1968  (including  any  extensions  thereof)  he  files 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate,  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate 
shall  by  regulations  prescribe,  a  certificate  of  election  of  ex- 
emption from  such  amendments. 

(d)  Section  218  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add- 
ing the  following  new  subsection: 

"Positions  Compensated  Solely  on  a  Fee  Basis 
"(u)(l)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this 
section,  an  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  may  be 
made  applicable  to  service  performed  after  1967  in  any  class 
or  classes  of  positions  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  to 
which  such  agreement  did  not  apply  prior  to  1968  only  if 


56 

the  State  specifically  requests  that  its  agreement  be  made  ap- 
plicable to  such  service  in  such  class  or  classes  of  positions. 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  sec- 
tion, an  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  may  be 
modified,  at  the  option  of  the  State,  at  any  time  after  1967, 
so  as  to  exclude  services  performed  in  any  class  or  classes  of 
positions  compensation  for  which  is  solely  on  a  fee  basis. 

"(3)  Any  modification  made  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  the  last 
day  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  modification  is  agreed 
to  by  the  Secretary  and  the  State. 

"(4)  If  any  class  or  classes  of  positions  have  been  ex- 
cluded from  coverage  under  the  State  agreement  by  a  modifi- 
cation agreed  to  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  and  the 
State  may  not  thereafter  modify  such  agreement  so  as  to 
again  make  the  agreement  applicable  with  respect  to  such 
class  or  classes  of  positions." 

(54)Page  46,  after  line  23,  insert: 

FAMILY  EMPLOYMENT  IN  A  PRIVATE  HOME 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  210(a)(3)(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  semicolon  the 
following:  "except  that  the  provisions  of  this  subparagraph 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  such  domestic  service  if — 

"(i)  the  employer  is  a  surviving  spouse  or  a  divorced 
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individual  and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  living 
in  the  home  who  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition 
which  results  in  such  spouse's  being  incapable  of  caring 
for  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  ( referred 
to  in  clause  (ii) )  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the 
calendar  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  and 

"(ii)  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  of 
such  employer  is  living  in  the  home,  and 

"(Hi)  the  son.  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter 
(referred  to  in  clause  (ii) )  (I)  has  not  attained  age  18 
or  (II)  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  requires 
the  personal  care  and  supervision  of  an  adult  for  at  least 
4  continuous  weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the 
service  is  rendered;" 

(b)  Section  3121(b)(3)(B)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  semicolon 
the  following:  "except  that  the  provisions  of  this  subparagraph 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  such  domestic  service  if — 

"( i)  the  employer  is  a  surviving  spouse  or  a  divorced 
individual  and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  living 
in  the  home  who  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition 
which  results  in  such  spouse's  being  incapable  of  caring 
for  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  (referred  to 
in  clause  (ii))  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the 
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calendar  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  and 
"(ii)  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  of 
such  employer  is  living  in  the  home,  and 

" (Hi)  the  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter 
( referred  to  in  clause  (ii) )  (I)  has  not  attained  age  18 
or  (II)  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  requires 
the  personal  care  and  supervision  of  an  adult  for  at  least 
4  continuous  weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the 
service  is  rendered;" 

(c)  The  amendments  made  hy  this  section  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  services  performed  after  December  31,  1967. 

(55)Page  46,  after  line  23,  insert: 

TERMINATION    OF    COVERAGE    OF    EMPLOYEES    OF  THE 
MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  124.  (a)  Noth withstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
218(g)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  the  Secretary  may, 
under  such  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate,  permit  the 
State  of  Massachusetts  to  terminate  the  coverage  of  the  em- 
ployees of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  to  be  effec- 
tive at  the  end  of  any  calendar  quarter  within  the  two  years 
next  following  the  filing  with  him  of  such  notice. 

(b)  If  the  coverage  of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority  has  been  terminated  pursuant  to  sub- 
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section  (a),  coverage  cannot  later  be  extended  to  the  em- 
ployee? of  such  Authority. 

(56)  Page  47.  line  10,  strike  out  [a  receipted]  and  insert: 
an  itemized 

(57)  Page  47.  line  13.  strike  out  [or] 

(58)  Page  47.  strike  out  all  after  line  13  over  to  and 
including  line  7  on  page  48. 

(59)  Page  48.  line  8.  after  "but"  insert  :  (in  the  case  of  bills 
submitted,  or  requests  for  payment  made,  after  March  1968) 

(60)  Page  48,  strike  out  lines  15  to  18.  inclusive,  and  insert: 
(bj  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  fa)  shall  apply 

with  respect  to  claims  on  which  a  final  determination  has  not 
been  made  on  or  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(61)  Page  50.  line  21,  strike  out  [subsection  (k)  ]  and 
insert:  subsections  ()).  (k),  (m),  and  (o) 

(62)  Page  52.  line  2.  strike  out  [eyes.".]  and  insert:  eyes 
(other  than  procedures  performed  in  connection  with  fur- 
nishing prosthetic  lenses),". 

(63)  Page  54.  line  9.  after  "(6)  "  insert:  (A) 
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(64)  Page  54,  after  line  10,  insert: 

(B)  Section  1832(a)  (2)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "hospital"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "hos- 
pital and  the  services  for  which  payment  may  he  made  pur- 
suant to  section  1835(b)  (2)". 

(65)  Page  54,  line  25,  after  "  "  (b)  "  insert:  (1 ) 

(66)  Page  55,  lines  1  and  2,  strike  out  [described  in  sub- 
paragraph (C)  of  section  1861  (s)  (2)  furnished  to  an 
individual]  and  insert:  described  in  section  1861  (s)  fur- 
nished as  an  outpatient  service  by  a  hospital  or  by  others 
under  arrangements  made  by  it  to  an  individual 

(67)  Page  55,  line  5,  strike  out  [services  and]  and  insert: 

services, 

(68)  Page  55,  lines  7  and  8,  strike  out  [hereunder.]  and 

insert :  hereunder,  and  (C)  such  hospital  has  made  an 
election  pursuant  to  section  1814(d)  (1)  (C )  with  respect 
to  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  emergency  services  are 
provided. 

(69)  Page  55,  line  11,  strike  out  [1866(a)."]  and  insert: 
1866(a). 

(70)  Page  55,  after  line  11,  insert: 

"(2)  Payment  may  also  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an 
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itemized  bill  to  an  individual  for  services  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  if  (A)  payment  cannot  be  made 
under  such  paragraph  (1)  solely  because  the  hospital  does  not 
elect,  in  accordance  with  section  1814(d)  (1)  (G),  to  claim 
such  payments  and  (B)  such  individual  files  application 
(submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form  and  manner, 
and  containing  and  supported  by  such  information  as  the 
Secretary  shall  by  regulations  prescribe)  for  reimbursement. 
The  amounts  payable  under  this  paragraph  shall,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  section  1833,  be  equal  to  80  percent  of  the 
hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  such  services." 

(Tl)Page  56,  line  17,  strike  out  [December  31,  1967.]  and 

insert:  March  31,  1968,  except  that  subsection  (c)(5)  of 
such  section  shall  become  effective  with  respect  to  services 
furnished  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(72)  Page  57.  line  1,  strike  out  [(c)".]  and  insert:  (c),". 

(73)  Page  57.  line  10.  strike  out  [subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  of] 

(74)  Page  57.  line  11.  strike  out  [(2)] 

(75)  Page  57.  line  23.  strike  out  [December  31.  1967.]  and 
insert:  March  31. 1968. 
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(76)  Page  58,  line  24,  strike  out  [December  31,  1967.] 

and  insert:  March  31,  1968. 

(77)  Page  60,  strike  out  lines  1  to  12,  inclusive,  and  insert: 

PAYMENT  FOR  PHYSICAL  THERAPY  SERVICES  FURNISHED 

TO  OUTPATIENTS 

Sec.  133.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (2)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (as  amended  by  section  129(a)(2)  of  this  Act)  is 
amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "ana"'  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

(B)  ; 

(2)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

(C)  ;  and 

(3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"(D)  outpatient  physical  therapy  services;" 

(b)  Section  1861  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  subsection  (o)  the  following  new  subsection  (in  lieu  of 
subsection  (p)  repealed  by  section  129(c)  (10)  of  this  Act)  : 
"Outpatient  Physical  Therapy  Services 

u(p)  The  term  'outpatient  physical  therapy  services' 
means  physical  therapy  services  furnished  by  a  provider  of 
services,  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency,  or  a  public  health 
agency,  or  by  others  under  an  arrangement  rvith,  and  under 
the  supervision  of,  such  provider,  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency, 
or  public  health  agency  to  an  individual  as  an  outpatient — 
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"(1)  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician  (as  de- 
fined in  section  1861  (r)  (1)  ),  and 

11  (2)  with  respect  to  whom  a  plan  prescribing  the 
type,  amount,  and  duration  of  physical  therapy  services 
that  are  to  be  furnished  such  individual  has  been  estab- 
lished, and  is  periodically  reviewed,  by  a  physician  (as 
so  defined ) ; 
excluding,  howevei — 

"(d)  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not  be  included 
under  subsection  (b)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a 
hospital;  and 

"(4)  any  such  service — 

"(A)   if  furnished,  by  a  clinic  rehabilitation 

agency,  or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  such 

clinic  or  agency  unless  such  clinic  or  rehabilitation 

agency — 

"(i)  provides  an  adequate  program  of 
physical  therapy  services  for  outpatients  and 
has  the  facilities  and  personnel  required  for 
such  program  or  required  for  the  supervision 
of  such  a  program,  in  accordance  with  such 
requirements  as  the  Secretary  may  specify, 

"(ii)  has  policies,  established  by  a  group  of 
professional  personnel,  including  one  or  more 
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physicians  ( associated  with  the  clinic  or  re- 
habilitation agency)  and  one  or  more  qualified, 
physical  therapists,  to  govern  the  services  (re- 
ferred to  in  clause  (i) )  it  provides, 

"(Hi)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 
patients, 

"(iv)  if  such  clinic  or  agency  is  situated  in 
a  State  in  which  State  or  applicable  local  law 
provides  for  the  licensing  of  institutions  of  this 
nature,  (I)  is  licensed  pursuant  to  such  law,  or 
(II)  is  approved  by  the  agency  of  such  State  or 
locality  responsible  for  licensing  institutions  of 
this  nature,  as  meeting  the  standards  established 
for  such  licensing;  and 

"(v)  meets  such  other  conditions  relating  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are 
furnished  services  by  such  clinic  or  agency  on 
an  outpatient  basis,  as  the  Secretary  may  find 
necessary,  or 

"(B)  if  furnished  by  a  public  health  agency, 
unless  such  agency  meets  such  other  conditions  re- 
lating to  health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are 
furnished  services  by  such  agency  on  an  outpatient 
basis,  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary!' 
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(c)  Section  1866  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'provider 
of  services'  shall  include  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency,  or 
public  health  agency  if,  in  the  case  of  a  clinic  or  rehabilitation 
agency,  such  clinic  or  agency  meets  the  requirements  of 
section  1861  (p)  (4)  ( A ) ,  or  if,  in  the  case  of  a  public- 
health  agency,  such  agency  meets  the  requirements  of  section 
1861  (p)  (4)  (B ) ,  but  only  with  respect  to  the  furnishing  of 
outpatient  physical  therapy  services  (as  therein  defined)." 

(d)  Section  1832(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  deleting  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  (A) 
thereof; 

(2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  " ;  and" ;  and 

(3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(C)  outpatient  physical  therapy  services." 

(e)  Section  1835(a)  (2)  of  such  Act  (as  amended 
by  section  126(b)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 
(A); 

(2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  " ;  and" ; 

H.E,  12080  Amdts.  5 
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(3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
paragraph: 

"(G)  in  the  case  of  outpatient  physical  therapy 
services,  (i)  such  services  are  or  were  required  be- 
cause the  individual  needed  physical  therapy  services 
on  an  outpatient  basis,  (ii)  a  plan  for  furnishing 
such  services  has  been  established,  and  is  periodi- 
cally reviewed,  by  a  physician,  and  (Hi)  such  serv- 
ices are  or  were  furnished  while  the  individual  is  or 
was  under  the  care  of  a  physician." 

(4)  striking  out  "(B)  and  (C)  of  section  1861 
(s)  (2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B),  (C),  and 
(D)  of  section  1861  (s)  (2)";  and 

(5)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  "For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'pro- 
vider of  services'  shall  include  a  clinic,  rehabilitation 
agency,  or  public  health  agency  if,  in  the  case  of  a  clinic 
or  rehabilitation  agency,  such  clinic  or  agency  meets  the 
requirements  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (A),  or  if,  in  the 
case  of  a  public  health  agency,  such  agency  meets  the 
requirements  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (B ),  but  only  with 
respect  to  the  furnishing  of  outpatient  physical  therapy 
services  (as  therein  defined)." 

(f)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1864(a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  the  following:  ",  or 
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whether  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency  or  public  health  agency 
meets  the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B) ,  as  the 
case  may  be,  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)". 

( g)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections 
of  this  section  shall  apply  to  services  furnished  after  June  30, 
1968. 

(78)  Page  62,  lines  5  and  6,  strike  out  [in  addition  to  the 
number  of  pints]  and  insert:  for  each  pint 

(79)  Page  63,  lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  [in  addition  to  the 
number  of  pints]  and  insert :  for  each  pint 

(80)  Page  64,  strike  out  all  after  line  5  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  1 1  on  page  65  and  insert : 

EXTENSION  BY  60  DAYS  DURING  INDIVIDUAL'S  LIFETIME 
OF  MAXIMUM  DURATION  OF  BENEFITS  FOR  INPATIENT 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  137.  (a)(1)  Section  1812(a)(1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "up  to  90  days  dur- 
ing any  spell  of  illness'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "up 
to  150  days  during  any  spell  of  illness  minus  1  day  for 
each  day  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  excess  of  90  re- 
ceived during  any  preceding  spell  of  illness  (if  such  indi- 
vidual was  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services  made 
under  this  part  unless  he  specifies  in  accordance  with  regula- 
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tions  of  the  Secretary  that  he  does  not  desire  to  have  such 
payment  made)''. 

(2)  Section  1812(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "for  90  days  during  such  spell"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "for  150  days  during  such  spell  minus  1 
day  for  each  day  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  excess  of 
90  received  during  any  preceding  spell  of  illness  (if  such 
individual  was  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services 
made  under  this  part  unless  he  specifies  in  accordance  with 
regulations  of  the  Secretary  that  he  does  not  desire  to  have 
such  payment  made)" . 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1813(a)  (1)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(before  the  91st  day)" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(before  the  day  following  the 
last  day  for  which  the  individual  is  entitled  under  section 
1812(a)  (1)  to  have  payment  made  on  his  behalf  for 
inpatient  hospital  services  during  such  spell  of  illness)" . 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1967. 

(81)  Page  65,  line  19,  strike  out  [120-day  period]  and  in- 
sert: 150-day  period 

(82)  Page  65,  line  21,  strike  out  [120-da}^  limit]  and  insert: 
number  of  days  limit 
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(83)  Page  66,  line  4,  strike  out  [120-day  limit]  and  insert: 
number  of  days  limit 

(84)  Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

METHOD  OF  DETERMINING  REASONABLE  COST  FOR 
PROVIDERS  OF  SERVICES 

Sec.  142.  ( a)  (1 )  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 1861  (v)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  "Such  regulations  (A)  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  determination  of  costs  of  services  on  a  per  diem 
basis,  at  the  option  of  the  provider  of  services,  in  all  cases 
where  the  circumstances  under  which  the  services  provided 
so  permit,  and,  otherwise,  shall  provide  for  the  determination 
of  costs  of  services  on  a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis, 
insuring  the  provider  of  services  reasonable  cost  reimburse- 
ment, (B)  may  provide  for  the  use  of  estimates  of  costs  of 
particular  items  or  services,  and  (C)  may  provide  for  the  use 
of  charges  or  a  percentage  of  charges  where  this  method 
reasonably  reflects  the  costs.  With  a  view  to  not  encouraging 
inefficiency,  in  determining  a  per  diem  basis  for  cost  of  services 
there  shall  be  taken  into  account  the  per  diem  costs  prevailing 
in  a  community  for  comparable  quality  and  levels  of  services." 

(2)  The  fourth  sentence  of  such  section  1861  (v)  (1) 
is  amended  by  inserting  "(except  as  might  happen  by  rea- 
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son  of  the  provisions  of  clause  (A)  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tence)" immediately  after  "will  not". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  applicable  to  services  provided  under  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  on  and  after  July  1,  1968. 

(85)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

ALLOWANCE  FOR  DEPRECIATION  AND  INTEREST  IN  DE- 
TERMINING REASONABLE  COST  UNDER  TITLES  V, 
XVIII,  AND  XIX 

Sec.  143.  (a)(1)  Section  1861  (v)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(5)  (A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this 
title,  the  term  'i-easonable  cost'  shall  include  amounts  attrib- 
utable to  the  depreciation  of  plant  and  equipment  of  a  pro- 
vider of  services  and  interest  on  funds  borrowed  by  a  pro- 
vider of  services  for  plant  and  equipment,  except  as  provided 
in  the  succeeding  subparagraphs  of  this  paragraph. 

"(B)  Where  a  prbvider  of  services  makes  a  capital 
expenditure  with  respect  to  plant  and  equipment  and  a  State 
agency  ( established  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314 
(a)(2)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  determines  (and 
so  informs  such  provider)  that  such  capital  expenditure  does 
not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  developed  by  such  agency  for 
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adequate  health-care  facilities  in  such  State  or  any  part 
thereof,  then  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  provider  had  notice 
that  such  capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall 
plan  at  the  time  such  capital  expenditure  was  made,  deduct 
from  future  payments  under  this  title  to  such  provider  of 
services,  for  such  periods  of  time  as  the  Secretary  finds 
necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
amounts  for  depreciation  attributable  to,  and  interest  on 
funds  borrowed  for,  such  capital  expenditure. 

"(C)  For  purpose  of  this  paragraph,  a  'capital  expendi- 
ture' means  an  expenditure  which,  under  accepted  accounting 
procedures,  is  not  properly  chargeable  as  an  expense  of  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  and  which  either  (i)  exceeds  $50,000, 
(ii)  changes  the  bed  capacity  of  the  facility  with  respect 
to  which  such  expenditure  is  made,  or  (Hi)  substantially 
changes  the  services  of  the  facility  with  respect  to  which 
such  expenditure  is  made.  For  purposes  of  clause  (i)  of 
the  preceding  sentence,  the  cost  of  the  studies,  surveys, 
designs,  plans,  working  drawings,  specifications,  and  other 
activities  essential  to  the  acquisition,  improvement,  expansion, 
or  replacement  of  the  plant  and  equipment  with  respect  to 
which  such  expenditure  is  made  shall  be  included  in  deter- 
mining whether  such  expenditure  exceeds  $50,000." 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply, 
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in  the  case  of  any  State,  with  respect  to  capital  expenditures 
made  after  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  earlier:  (A) 
June  30,  1970,  or  (B)  the  last  day  of  the  calendar  quarter 
in  which  a  request  is  made  by  such  State  that  such  amend- 
ment apply  in  such  State  or  any  part  thereof  specified  by 
such  State. 

(b)(1)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  section  224  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "(D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(D)(i)"; 

(B)  inserting  immediately  before  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  "and  (ii)  that,  in 
determining  the  reasonable  cost  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  provided  under  the  plan,  there  shall  be  included 
an  amount  attributable  to  the  depreciation  of  plant  and 
equipment  and  interest  on  funds  borrowed  for  plant  and 
equipment,  but  not,  with  respect  to  a  capital  expenditure 
in  the  case  of  any  institution  furnishing  such  services, 
for  such  periods  as  the  Secretary  may  specify,  after 
a  determination  has  been  made  (and  the  institution  has 
been  so  notified)  by  a  State  agency  ( established  or  desig- 
nated pursuant  to  section  314(a)(2)  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act)  that  such  capital  expenditure  (as 
defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C ) )  with  respect  to  the 
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plant  and  equipment  of  such  institution  does  not  con- 
form to  the  overall  plan  of  such  State  agency  (so  estab- 
lished or  designated)  for  adequate  health-care  facilities 
and  the  institution  had  notice  that  such  capital  expendi- 
ture did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan  at  the  time 
such  capital  expenditure  was  made''. 
(2)  Section  1903(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  (after  paragraph  (2)  added  to  such  sub- 
section by  section  222(c)  of  this  Act)  the  following  new 
paragraph  : 

"(3)  Notwithstanding  the  previous  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion where  an  institution  furnishing  care  and  services  under 
the  plan  has  made  a  capital  expenditure  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 1861  (v)  (5)  (C )  which  a  State  agency  (established 
or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314(a)(2)  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act)  has  determined  (and  so  informs  such 
institution)  does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  developed  by 
such  State  agency  (so  established  or  designated)  for  adequate 
health-care  facilities  and  such  institution  had  notice  that  such 
capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan  at 
the  time  such  expenditure  was  made,  the  amount  determined 
under  subsection  (a)(1)  for  care  and  services  furnished  by 
such  institution  shall  not  take  into  account,  for  such  period  of 
time  as  the  Secretary  may  specify,  the  amounts  attributable  to 


74 

depreciation  of,  and  interest  on,  funds  borrowed  for  such 
capital  expenditure." 

(c)(1)  Section  505(a)(6)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  added  to  such  Act  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is 
amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provides"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(A)  provides" ;  and 

(B)  striking  out  "under  the  plan"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  "under  the  plan,  and  (B) 
provides  that,  in  determining  the  reasonable  cost  of  in- 
patient hospital  services  provided  under  the  plan,  there 
shall  be  included  an  amount  attributable  to  the  deprecia- 
tion of  plant  and  equipment  and  interest  on  funds  bor- 
rowed for  plant  and  equipment,  but  not,  with  respect  to 
a  capital  expenditure  in  the  case  of  any  institution  fur- 
nishing such  services,  for  such  periods  as  the  Secretary 
may  specify,  after  a  determination  has  been  made  (and 
the  institution  has  been  so  notified)  by  a  State  agency 
(established  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314(a) 
(2)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  that  such  capital 
expenditure  (as  defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C ')  ) 
with  respect  to  the  plant  and  equipment  of  such  institu- 
tion does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  of  such  State 
agency  (so  established  or  designated)  for  adequate  health- 
care facilities  and  the  institution  had  notice  that  such 
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capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan 
at  the  time  such  capital  expenditure  was  made\ 

(2)  Section  506(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
added  to  such  Act  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the  following:  "(in- 
cluding expenditures  for  inpatient  hospital  services  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  section  505(a)  (6 )  (B ))" '. 

(3)  (A)  Clause  (2)  of  the  second  sentence  of  section 
509(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by  section  301 
of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "by  the  Secretary' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "by  the  Secretary  and  the  pro- 
visions of  the  succeeding  sentence  of  this  subsection)'' . 

(B)  Section  509(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
added  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  'reasonable  cosf  shall  include  an  amount 
attributable  to  the  depreciation  of  plant  and  equipment  and 
interest  on  funds  borrowed  for  plant  and  equipment,  but 
not,  with  respect  to  a  capital  expenditure  in  the  case  of  any 
institution  furnishing  inpatient  hospital  services,  for  such 
periods  as  the  Secretary  may  specify,  after  a  determination 
has  been  made  (and  the  institution  has  been  so  notified)  by 
a  State  agency  ( established  or  designated  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 314(a)  (2)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  that  such 
capital  expenditure  (a$  defined  in  section  1861(v)  ( 5 )  (C ) ) 
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with  respect  to  the  plant  and  equipment  of  such  institution 
does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  of  such  State  agency 
( so  established  or  designated )  for  adequate  health-care  facili- 
ties and  the  institution  had  notice  that  such  capital  expenditure 
did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan  at  the  time  such  capital 
expenditure  was  made!' 

(4)  Title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  to 
such  Act  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

"limitation  on  payments  and  grants 

"Sec.  515.  Notwithstanding  the  previous  provisions 
of  this  title,  where  an  institution  furnishing  health-care, 
services,  and  treatment  has  made  a  capital  expenditure  (as 
defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C) )  which  a  State  agency 
(established  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314(a)(2)  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  has  determined  (and  so  in- 
formed such  institution )  does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan 
of  such  State  agency  (so  established  or  designated)  for  ade- 
quate health-care  facilities  and  such  institution  had  notice 
that  such  capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall 
plan  at  the  time  the  expenditure  ivas  made,  the  Secretary  shall 
not,  for  such  period  or  periods  of  time  as  he  may  specify, 
take  into  account  the  amounts  attributable  to  depreciation  of, 
and  the  interest  on  funds  borrowed  for,  such  capital 
expenditure.'1'' 
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(d)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
shall  apply,  in  the  case  of  any  State,  with  respect  to  care, 
services,  or  treatment  provided  after  whichever  of  the  follow- 
ing is  the  earlier:  (A)  June  30,  1970,  or  (B)  the  last  day 
of  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  State  has  requested  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  to  apply 
in  such  State  or  any  part  thereof. 

(86)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert  : 

STATE   AGREEMENTS  FOR   COVERAGE   UNDER   THE  HOS- 
PITAL INSURANCE  PROGRAM  FOR  THE  AGED 

Sec.  144.  Title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  section  1817  the  following  new 
section : 

"state  agreements  for  coverage  of  annuitants 
and  members  of  a  retirement  system  and  their 
dependents  and  survivors 

uSec.  1818.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of 
a  State  which  has  entered  into  an  agreement  under  section 
218,  enter  into  an  agreement  with  such  State  pursuant  to 
which  all  individuals  in  any  of  the  coverage  groups  described 
in  subsection  (b)  (as  specified  in  the  agreement)  will  be  en- 
titled to  benefits  under  this  part. 

(((b)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  the  term  'retirement  system"  means  a  pension, 
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annuity,  retirement,  or  similar  fund  or  system  estab- 
lished by  a  State  or  by  a  political  subdivision  thereof. 

"(2)  the  term  'political  subdivision'  includes  an  in- 
strumentality of  (A)  a  State,  (B)  one  or  more  political 
subdivisions  of  a  State,  or  (C)  a  State  and  one  or  more 
political  subdivisions. 

"(3)  the  term  'State'  includes  an  instrumentality  of 
two  or  more  States. 

"(4)  the  term  'coverage  group1  means  (A)  an- 
nuitants under  a  retirement  system,  (B)  members  of  a 
retirement  system  who  are  not  annuitants,  (C)  the  wives 
or  husbands  of  annuitants  under  a  retirement  system, 
(D)  the  wives  or  husbands  of  members  of  a  retirement 
system  who  are  not  annuitants,  (E)  the  widows  or 
widowers  of  annuitants  under  a  retirement  system,  and 
(F )  the  widows  or  widowers  of  members  of  a  retirement 
system  who  were  not  annuitants;  except  that  such  term 
shall  not  include  any  individual  who  is  entitled  to 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  or  who  is  en- 
titled to  receive  an  annuity  or  a  pension  under  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1937  or  who  is  entitled  to  benefits 
under  this  part  pursuant  to  section  103  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1965. 

"(c)  (1)  An  agreement  entered  into  with  any  State  un- 
der this  section  shall  be  applicable  to  one  or  more  coverage 
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groups,  referred  to  in  clause  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(4),  and 
as  designated  by  the  State  in  such  agreement. 

11  (2)  An  agreement  entered  into  with  any  State  under 
this  section  may  be  applicable  to  one  or  more  of  the  coverage 
groups  referred  to  in  any  of  the  clauses  of  subsection  (b)  (4) 
( except  clause  (A))  but  only  with  respect  to  retirement  sys- 
tems (A)  the  annuitants  of  which  are  individuals  in  a  cover- 
age group  designated,  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1),  as  a  cov- 
erage group  to  which  such  agreement  applies  and  (B)  in  the 
case  of  wives,  husbands,  widows,  and  widowers,  referred  to 
in  clauses  (D)  and  (F),  the  members  of  which  are  individ- 
uals in  a  coverage  group  designated,  pursuant  to  this  para- 
graph, as  a  coverage  group  to  which  this  agreement  applies. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  any  State, 
modify  the  agreement  with  such  State  under  this  sectiojt  to 
include  any  coverage  group  to  which  the  agreement  did  not 
previously  apply;  but  the  agreement  as  so  modified  may  not 
be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  section  applicahh 
in  the  case  of  an  original  agreement  with  a  State. 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section  an  individual,  who 
is  in  a  coverage  group  to  which  the  agreement  under  this  sec- 
tion applies,  shall  (subject  to  the  succeeding  provisions  of 
this  section )  be  entitled  (1)  to  benefits  under  this  part  in  the 
same  manner  and  under  the  same  conditions  as  though  he 
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established  such  entitlement  under  section  226,  and  (2)  for 
the  purposes  of  section  144  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967. 

tl(f)  The  entitlement  to  benefits  under  this  part  of  an 
individual,  who  is  in  a  coverage  group  to  which  the  agree- 
ment under  this  section  applies,  shall — 

"(1)  begin  on  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 

latest: 

"(A)  April  1,  1968, 

"(B)  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  such 
individual  attains  the  age  of  65, 

"(C)  the  first  day  of  the  month  following  the 
first  month  in  which  he  is  in  such  coverage  group, 

"(D)  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  follow- 
ing the  month  in  which  such  agreement  is  entered 
into,  or 

"(E)  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  follow- 
ing the  month  to  which  such  agreement,  pursuant  to 
a  modification,  becomes  applicable  to  such  coverage 
group,  and 

"(2)   end  on  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 
earliest — 

"(A)  the  last  day  of  the  month  in  which  such 
individual  dies, 

"(B)  the  last  day  of  the  month  preceding  the 
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first  month  for  which  he  becomes  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  under  title  II  or  to  an  annuity  or  a  pension 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  or  to 
benefits  under  this  part  pursuant  to  section  103  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965, 

"(C)  the  first  day  of  the  month  following  the 
month  in  which  he  ceases  to  be  in  the  coverage  group 
to  which  such  agreement  is  applicable. 

"(D)  the  day  on  which  such  agreement  ter- 
minates, or 

"(E)  the  day  on  which  such  agreement  ter- 
minates with  respect  to  such  coverage  group. 
"(g)  Each  such  agreement  shall  provide  that  the  State — 
"(1)  will,  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary 
specifies,  reimburse  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  (A)  for  payments  made  from  such  Fund 
to  pay  for  the  services  furnished  to  individuals  entitled 
to  have  payment  made  for  such  services  by  reason  of 
such  agreement  and  (B)  for  the  administrative  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  in  carrying  out  such  agreement  and  by  such  pub- 
lic or  private  agencies  that  such  Department  may  utilize 
for  such  purpose, 

"(2)  will  comply  with  such  rules  and  regulations 
H.R.  12080  Amdts.  6 
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as  the  Secretary  may  issue  in  carrying  out  such  agree- 
ment, 

"(3)  will  furnish  the  Secretary  such  timely  informa- 
tion and  reports  as  he  may  find  necessary  in  performing 
his  functions  under  this  section  and  will  maintain  such 
records  and  afford  such  access  thereto  as  the  Secretary 
finds  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness  and  verification 
of  the  information  and  reports  under  this  paragraph 
and  otherwise  carry  out  this  agreement, 
and  shall  contain  such  other  terms  and  conditions  not  incon- 
sistent with  this  section  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary 
and  appropriate. 

"(h)  Upon  giving  at  least  6  months  notice  in  writing 
to  the  Secretary,  a  State  may  terminate,  effective  at  the 
end  of  a  calendar  quarter  specified  in  the  notice,  its  agree- 
ment with  the  Secretary  either  in  its  entirety  or  with  respect 
to  a  coverage  group. 

"(i)  If  the  Secretary,  after  giving  reasonable  notice 
and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  a  State  with  whom  he  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section,  finds 
that  the  State  has  failed  or  is  no  longer  legally  able  sub- 
stantially to  comply  with  any  provision  of  such  agreement  or 
of  this  section,  he  shall  notify  such  State  that  the  agreement 
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will  be  terminated  in  its  entirety,  or  with  respect  to  any  one 
or  more  coverage  groups  designated  by  him,  at  such  time  as 
he  deems  appropriate,  unless  prior  to  such  time  he  finds  there 
no  longer  is  any  such  failure  or  that  the  cause  for  such  legal 
inability  has  been  removed. 

"(j)  A  determination  by  a  State,  which  has  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  under  this  section,  as  to 
whether  an  individual  is  an  annuitant  or  member  of  a  retire- 
ment system  or  the  wife,  widow,  husband,  or  widower  of  such 
an  annuitant  or  member  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  section,  be 
final  and  conclusive  upon  the  Secretary. 

"(k)(l)  If  more  or  less  than  the  correct  amount  due 
under  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  is  paid,  proper 
adjustments  with  respect  to  the  amounts  due  under  such 
agreement  shall  be  made,  without  interest,  in  such  manner 
and  at  such  times  as  may  be  prescribed  by  regulations  of  the 
Secretary. 

"(2)  In  case  any  State  does  not  make,  at  the  time  or 
times  due,  the  payments  provided  for  under  an  agreement 
pursuant  to  this  section,  there  shall  be  added,  as  part  of  the 
amounts  due,  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum 
from  the  date  due  until  paid!1 
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(87)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

PROVISIONS  FOR  BENEFITS  UNDER  PART  A  OF  TITLE  XVIII 
OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  FOR  SERVICES  TO 
PATIENTS  ADMITTED  PRIOR  TO  1968  TO  CERTAIN 
HOSPITALS 

Sec.  145.  ( a)  Nohvithstanding  any  provision  of  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  an  individual  who  is  en- 
titled to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  section  226  of 
such  Act  may,  subject  to  subsections  (b)  and  (c),  receive, 
on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill,  reimbursement  for  charges  to 
him  for  inpatient  hospital  services  ( as  defined  in  section  1861 
of  such  Act,  but  without  regard  to  subsection  (e)  of  such 
section)  furnished  by,  or  under  arrangements  (as  defined  in 
section  1861  (w)  of  such  Act)  with,  a  hospital  if — 

(1)  the  hospital  did  not  have  an  agreement  in  effect 
under  section  1866  of  such  Act  but  would  have  been 
eligible  for  payment  under  such  part  A  with  respect  to 
such  services  if  at  the  time  such  services  were  furnished 
the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement  in  effect; 

(2)  the  hospital  (A)  meets  the  requirements  of 
paragraphs  (5)  and  (7)  of  section  1861(e)  of  such 
Act,  (B )  is  not  primarily  engaged  in  providing  the  serv- 
ices described  in  section  1861  (j)  (1)  (A)  of  such  Act, 
and  (C)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing,  by  or  under 
the  supervision  of  individuals  referred  to  in  paragraph 
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(1)  of  section  1861  (r)  of  such  Act.  to  inpatients  (i) 
diagnostic  services  and  therapeutic  services  for  medical 
diagnosis,  treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  disabled,  or 
sick  persons,  or  (ii)  rehabilitation  services  for  the  re- 
habilitation of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons; 

(3)  the  hospital  did  not  meet  the  requirements  that 
must  be  met  to  permit  payment  to  the  hospital  under  such 
part  A;  and 

(4)  an  application  is  filed  (submitted  in  such  form 
and  manner  and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and 
supported  by  such  information,  as  the  Secretary  shall 
by  regulations  prescribe)  for  reimbursement  before  Jan- 
uary 1,  1969. 

(b)  Payments  under  this  section  may  not  be  made  for 
inpatient  hospital  services  (as  defined  in  subsection  (a)) 
furnished  to  an  individual — 

(1)  prior  to  July  1,  1966, 

(2)  after  December  31.  1967.  unless  furnished  with 
respect  to  an  admission  to  the  hospital  prior  to  Janu- 
ary 1,  1968,  and 

(3)  for  more  than — 

(A)  90  days  in  any  spell  of  illness,  but  only  if 
(i)  prior  to  January  1,  1969,  the  hospital  furnish- 
ing such  services  entered  into  an  agreement  under 
section  1866  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  (ii)  the 
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hospital's  plan  for  utilization  review,  as  provided 
for  in  section  1861  (k)  of  such  Act,  has,  in  accord- 
ance with  section  1814  of  such  Act,  been  applied 
to  the  services  furnished  such  individual,  or 

(B)  20  days  in  any  spell  of  illness,  if  the  hos- 
pital did  not  meet  the  conditions  of  clauses  (i)  and 
(ii)  of  subparagraph  (A). 
(c)(1)  The  amounts  payable  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (a)  ivith  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services  shall, 
subject  to  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  be  paid  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  in  amounts  equal 
to  60  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  routine 
services  furnished  in  the  accommodations  occupied  by  the 
individual  or  in  semi-private  accommodations  (as  defined 
in  section  1861  (v)  (4) )  whichever  is  less,  plus  80  percent 
of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  ancillary  services.  If 
separate  charges  for  routine  and  ancillary  services  are  not 
made  by  the  hospital,  reimbursement  may  be  based  on  two- 
thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  the  services 
received  but  not  to  exceed  the  charges  which  would  have  been 
made  if  the  patient  had  occupied  semi-private  accommo- 
dations (as  so  defined ) .  For  purposes  of  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  paragraph,  the  term  u routine  services"  shall 
mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing  services,  minor 
medical  and  surgical  supplies  and  the  use  of  equipment  and 
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facilities  for  which  a  separate  charge  is  not  customarily 
made;  the  term  "ancillary  services"  shall  mean  those  special 
services  for  which  charges  are  customarily  made  in  addition 
to  routine  services. 

(2)  Before  applying  paragraph  (1),  payments  made 
under  this  section  shall  be  reduced  to  the  extent  provided  for 
under  section  1813  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  the  case  of 
benefits  payable  to  providers  of  services  under  part  A  of  title 
XVIII  of  such  Act. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section — 

(1)  the  90-day  period,  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)  (3)  (A) ,  shall  be  reduced  by  the  number  of  days  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  to  such  individual 
during  the  spell  of  illness,  referred  to  therein,  and  with 
respect  to  which  he  was  entitled  to  have  payment  made 
under  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act; 

(2)  the  20-day  period,  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)(3)(B)  shall  be  reduced  by  the  number  of  days  in 
excess  of  70  days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
during  the  spell  of  illness,  referred  to  therein,  and  with 
respect  to  which  such  individual  was  entitled  to  have  pay- 
ment made  under  such  part  A ; 

(3)  the  term  "spell  of  illness"  shall  have  the  meaning 
assigned  to  it  by  subsection  (a)  of  section  1861  of  such 
Act  except  that  the  term  "inpatient  hospital  services"  as 
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it  appears  in  such  subsection  shall  have  the  meaning  as- 
signed to  it  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(88)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

PAYMENTS  FOR  EMERGENCY  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  146.  (a)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph 
(8)  of  section  1861  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "which  meets  the  requirement  of  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5)  and  (7)  of  this  subsection"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "which  (i)  meets  the  requirements  of 
paragraphs  (5)  and  (7)  of  this  subsection,  (ii)  is  not  pri- 
marily engaged  in  providing  the  services  described  in 
section  1861  (j)  (1)  (A)  and  (Hi)  is  primarily  engaged  in 
providing,  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  individuals  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  1861  (r),  to  inpatients  diag- 
nostic services  and  therapeutic  services  for  medical  diagnosis, 
treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons,  or 
rehabilitation  services  for  the  rehabilitation  of  injured,  dis- 
abled, or  sick  persons. " 

(b)  That  portion  of  section  1812(a)  of  such  Act  that 
precedes  paragraph  (1)  thereof  is  amended  by  inserting  "or, 
in  the  case  of  payments  referred  to  in  section  1814(d)  (2) 
to  him"  after  "on  his  behalf' . 
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(c)  Section  1814(d)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "Payments"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  11  (1)  Payments" ' ; 

(2)  deleting  "furnished''1  and  inserting  "furnished  in 
a  calendar  year" ; 

(3)  deleting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (A)  and, 
inserting  a  comma  in  lieu  thereof ; 

(4)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first 
sentence  the  following:  ",  and  (C)  such  hospital  has 
elected  to  claim  payments  for  all  such  inpatient  emergency 
services  and  for  the  emergency  outpatient  services  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1835(b)  furnished  during  such 
year" ;  and 

(5)  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  1814(d)  the 
following  new  paragraphs : 

u(2)  Payment  may  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized 
bill  to  an  individual  entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits 
under  section  226  for  services  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
which  are  emergency  services  if  (A)  payment  cannot  be 
made  under  paragraph  (1)  solely  because  the  hospital  does 
not  elect  to  claim  such  payment,  and  (B)  such  individual  files 
application  (submitted  ivithin  such  time  and  in  such  form 
and  manner  and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and  sup- 
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ported  by  such  information  as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regula- 
tions prescribe )  for  reimbursement. 

"(3)  The  amounts  payable  under  the  preceding  para- 
graph with  respect  to  services  described  therein  shall,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  section  1813,  be  equal  to  60  percent  of  the 
hospital1  s  reasonable  charges  for  routine  services  furnished  in 
the  accommodations  occupied  by  the  individual  or  in  semi- 
private  accommodations  ( as  defined  in  section  1861  (v)(4)), 
whichever  is  less,  plus  80  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 
charges  for  ancillary  services.  If  separate  charges  for  routine 
and  ancillary  services  are  not  made  by  the  hospital,  reim- 
bursement may  be  based  on  two-thirds  of  the  hospital's  reason- 
able charges  for  the  services  received  but  not  to  exceed  the 
charges  which  would  have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  oc- 
cupied semiprivate  accommodations.  For  purposes  of  the 
preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'routine 
services'  shall  mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing 
services,  minor  medical  and  surgical  supplies  and  the  use  of 
equipment  and  facilities  for  which  a  separate  charge  is  not 
customarily  made;  the  term  'ancillary  services'  shall  mean 
those  special  services  for  which  charges  are  customarily  made 
in  addition  to  routine  services." 

(d)  The  provisions  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  become  effective  as  of  July  1,  1966,  and,  the 
provisions  made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section 
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shall  apply  to  services  furnished  with  respect  to  admissions 
occurring  after  December  31,  1967,  and  to  outpatient  hospi- 
tal diagnostic  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967, 
and  before  April  1, 1968. 

(89)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

PAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES  FURNISHED  OUTSIDE 
THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  147.  (a)  Section  1814(f)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"PAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES  FURNISHED  OUTSIDE 
THE  UNITED  STATES 

"(f)(1)  Payment  shall  be  made  for  inpatient  hospital 
services  ( as  defined  in  section  1861,  but  without  regard  to  sub- 
section (e)  of  such  section)  furnished  to  an  individual  entitled 
to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  section  226  by  a  hospital 
( or  under  arrangements  ( as  defined  in  section  1861  (w)  )  with 
it)  which  is  situated  within  50  miles  outside  the  continental 
United  States  (or  within  a  city  or  other  municipality  any 
part  of  which  is  withiii  50  miles  of  the  United  States)  in  a 
country  contiguous  thereto  if  such  individual  is  a  resident  of 
the  United  States  and  if — 

"(A)  (i)  such  hospital  was  closer  to,  or  substantially 
more  accessible  from  the  residence  of  such  individual  than 
the  nearest  hospital  within  the  United  States  which  was 
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adequately  equipped  to  deal  with,  and  was  available  for 
the  treatment  of,  such  individuals  illness  or  injury,  or 
(ii)  such  services  were  emergency  services  and  the  emer- 
gency which  necessitated  such  services  occurred  in  a  place 
within  (I)  the  United  States  or  (II)  50  miles  outside 
the  United  States  in  a  country  contiguous  thereto  and 
such  hospital  was  closer  to  or  substantially  more  acces- 
sible from  such  place  than  the  nearest  hospital  within  the 
United  States  which  ivas  adequately  equipped  to  deal 
with,  and  was  available  for  the  treatment  of,  such 
individual's  illness  or  injury,  and 

u(B)(i)  the  hospital  was  accredited  by  the  Joint 
Commission  on  Accreditation  of  Hospitals  or  (ii)  the 
Secretary  finds  that  the  accreditation  or  comparable 
approval  standards  of  a  program  of  the  country  in 
which  the  hospital  is  located  are  essentially  equivalent 
to  the  requirements  specified  in  clause  (i)  of  this  sub- 
paragraph and  the  hospital  was  accredited  or  similarly 
approved  by  such  program. 

"(2)  Payment  under  this  subsection  may  not  be  made 
for  inpatient  hospital  services  ( as  defined  in  paragraph 
(1)  )  furnished  to  an  individual  for  more  than  twenty  days  in 
a  spell  of  illness  ( as  defined  in  subsection  (a)  of  section 
1861,  except  that  for  such  purposes  the  term  'inpatient  hos- 
pital services  shall  have  the  meaning  assigned  to  it  by  para- 
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graph  (1)  of  this  subsection ) ;  and  days  in  excess  of  twenty 
in  which  inpatient  hospital  services  (as  so  defined)  are  fur- 
nished during  such  spell  of  illness  for  which  payment,  but 
for  this  paragraph,  would  be  made  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  for  purposes  of  section  1812 
(b)(1). 

"(3)  Payments  under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  to 
the  individual  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  in  the  amount 
specified  in  paragraph  (4),  if  such  individual  files  applica- 
tion (submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form  and  man- 
ner and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and  supported  by 
such  information  as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regulations  pre- 
scribe) for  such  payment. 

"(4)  The  amounts  payable  under  paragraph  (3) 
shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  1813,  be  equal 
to  60  per  centum  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for 
routine  services  furnished  in  the  accommodations  occupied 
by  the  individual  or  in  semiprivate  accommodations  (as 
defined  in  section  1861(v)(4)),  whichever  is  less,  plus 
80  per  centum  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for 
ancillary  services.  If  separate  charges  for  routine  and 
ancillary  services  are  not  made  by  the  hospital,  reimburse- 
ment may  be  based  on  two-thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 
charges  for  the  services  received  but  not  to  exceed  the  charges 
which  would  have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied 
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semiprivate  accommodations.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'routine  services'  shall 
mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing  services,  minor 
medical  and  surgical  supplies,  and  the  use  of  equipment  and 
facilities  for  which  a  separate  charge  is  not  customarily 
made;  the  term  'ancillary  services'  shall  mean  those  special 
services  for  which  charges  are  customarily  made  in  addition 
to  routine  services." 

(b)  The  provisions  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to 
services  furnished  with  respect  to  admissions  occurring  after 
March  31,  1968. 

(90)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

PAYMENT  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE 
PROGRAM  FOR  CERTAIN  INPATIENT  ANCILLARY 
SERVICES 

Sec.  148.  (a)  So  much  of  section  1861  (s)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  which  precedes  paragraph  (1)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  u( unless  they  would  otherwise  constitute  inpa- 
tient hospital  services,  extended  care  services,  or  home 
health  services)". 

(b)  The  sentence  immediately  following  paragraph  (9) 
of  section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
uhospital"  the  following:  "(which,  for  purposes  of  this 
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sentence,  means  an  institution  considered  a  hospital  for  pur- 
poses of  section  1814(d))". 

(c)  Section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  ( after  and  below  paragraph  (13)  as  added 
to  such  section  by  section  129(b)  of  this  Act)  the  following 
new  sentence:  "None  of  the  items  and  services  referred  to  in 
the  preceding  paragraphs  (other  than  paragraphs  (1)  and 
(2)  (A))  of  this  subsection  which  are  furnished  to  a  patient 
of  an  institution  which  meets  the  definition  of  a  hospital 
for  purposes  of  section  1814(d)  shall  be  included  unless 
such  other  conditions  are  met  as  the  Secretary  may  find 
necessary  relating  to  health  rind  safety  of  individuals  with 
respect  to  whom  such  items  and  services  are  furnished." 

(d)  Section  1861( s)  ( 6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "as  his  home"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "as 
his  home  other  than  an  institution  that  meets  the  requirements 
of  subsection  (e)(1)  or  (j)(l)  of  this  section" . 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  Maivh  81,  1968. 

(91)Page  69.  after  line  2.  insert: 

GENERAL  ENROLLMENT  PERIOD   UNDER   TITLE  XVIII 

Sec.  149.  (a)  Section  1*37 (b)(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


"(1)  No  individual  may  enroll  for  the  first  time  under 
this  part  unless  he  does  so  in  a  general  enrollment  period  ( as 
provided  in  subsection  (e) )  which  begins  within  3  years 
after  the  close  of  the  first  enrollment  period  during  which  he 
could  have  enrolled  under  this  part." 

(b)  Section  1837(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(e)  There  shall  be  a  general  enrollment  period,  after  the 
period  described  in  subsection  (c),  during  the  period  begin- 
ning on  January  1  and  ending  on  March  31  of  each  year 
beginning  with  1969  " 

(c)  Section  1838(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  in  paragraph  (1)  the  following: 
",  during  a  general  enrollment  period  described  in  sec- 
tion 1837(e)," ;  and 

(2)  striking  out  "December  31  of  the  year"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  calendar  quarter  following 
the  calendar  quarter" . 

(d)  Section  1839(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall,  during  December  1968  and 
of  each  year  thereafter,  determine  and  promulgate  the 
dollar  amount  (whether  or  not  such  dollar  amount  was 
applicable  for  premiums  for  any  prior  month)  which  shall  be 
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applicable  for  premiums  for  months  occurring  in  the  12- 
month  period  commencing  July  1  in  each  succeeding  year. 
Such  dollar  amount  shall  be  such  amount  as  the  Secretary 
estimates  to  be  necessary  so  that  the  aggregate  premium.?  for 
such  12-month  period  will  equal  one-half  of  the  total  of  the 
benefits  and  administrative  costs  which  he  estimates  will  be 
payable  from  the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  for  such  12-month  period.  In  estimating  aggre- 
gate benefits  payable  for  any  period,  the  Secretary  shall  in- 
clude an  appropriate  amount  for  a  contingency  margin. 
Whenever  the  Secretary,  pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence, 
promulgates  the  dollar  amount  which  shall  be  applicable  for 
premiums  for  any  period,  he  shall,  at  the  time  such  promul- 
gation is  announced,  issue  a  public  statement  setting  forth 
the  actuarial  assumptions  and  bases  employed  by  him  vn 
arriving  at  the  amount  of  premiums  so  promulgated. 

(e)  Section  1839(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(c)(1)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  whose  coverage 
period  began  pursuant  to  an  enrollment  after  his  initial  en- 
rollment period  (determined  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  or 
(d)  of  section  1837).  there  shall  be  collected,  at  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretory  may  by  regulations 
prescribe,  from  such  individual — 

U.K.  12080  Amdts.  7 
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"(A)  2  additional  monthly  premiums  each  of  which 
is  equal  to  the  monthly  premium  for  the  first  month  of 
his  current  coverage  period,  if  his  period  of  delayed 
enrollment  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  is  at  least 
12  full  months,  but  no  more  than  23  full  months,  or 

U(B  )  3  additional  monthly  premiums  each  of  which 
is  equal  to  the  monthly  premium  for  the  first  month  of 
his  current  coverage  period  if  his  period  of  delayed  en- 
rollment ( as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  is  at  least  24  full 
months; 

except  that  there  shall  not  be  collected  from  an  individual — 
"(C)  more  than  2  additional  monthly  premiums 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  and 

"(D)  more  than  one  additional  monthly  premium 
under  subparagraph  (B)  if  2  additional  monthly 
premiums  had  been  collected  from  him  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (A). 

11  (2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsec- 
tion, a  period  of  delayed  enrollment  with  respect  to  an  in- 
dividual shall  be — 

11  (A)  the  number  of  months  between  the  close  of  his 
initial  enrollment  period  and  the  close  of  the  enrollment 
period  in  which  he  enrolled,  plus 

"(B)  if  he  enrolls  for  a  second  time,  the  number 
of  months  which  elapsed  between  the  date  of  the  termina- 
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tion  of  his  first  coverage  period  and  the  close  of  the  en- 
rollment period  in  which  he  enrolled  for.  the  second  time." 
(f)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b), 
and  (c)  shall  become  effective  April  1,  1968.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  provisions  of  section  2  of  Public  Law  90-97,  the 
amendments  made  by  subsection  (d)  shall  become  effective 
December  1,  1968. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (e)  shall  apply 
to  individuals  who  enroll  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  in  a  general  enrollment  period  which 
begins  after  September  30,  1967,  except  that  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  who  enrolled  in  the  general  enrollment  period 
beginning  October  1,  1967,  and  ending  March  31.  1968  (as 
provided  for  in  Public  Law  90-97),  then  his  period  of 
delayed  enrollment,  for  purposes  of  section  1839(c)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  this  section,  shall  not 
include  January  through  March  1968. 

(92)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOWABLE 
DAYS  OF  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FOR  PA- 
TIENTS IN   TUBERCULOSIS  HOSPITALS 

Sec.  149a.  (a)  Section  1812(c)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  section  138  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended — 
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(1)  by  striking  out  "a  psychiatric  hospital  or  a 
tuberculosis  hospital"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a 
psychiatric  hospital", 

(2)  by  striking  out  "and  inpatient  tuberculosis  hos- 
pital services",  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  "or  tuberculosis" . 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  payment  for  services  furnished  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1967. 

(93)Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

INCLUSION  OF  OPTOMETRISTS'  SERVICES  UNDER  SUPPLE- 
MENTARY MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Sec.  149b.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  section  127(a)  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by — 

(1 )  striking  out  "or  (3)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(3)" ;  and 

(2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  ",  or  (4)  a  doctor  of  optometry,  but  only 
for  purposes  of  sections  1861  ( s)  (1)  and  1861  (s) 
(2)  (A)  and  only  with  respect  to  functions  which  he  is 
legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such  by  the  State 
in  which  he  performs  them" . 

(b)  Section  1862(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 127(b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 
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(1)  striking  out  ''or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12) ; 

(2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(13)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or";  and 

(3)  adding  after  paragraph  (13)  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(14)  where  such  expenses  constitute  charges  with  re- 
spect to  (A)  the  detection  of  eye  diseases  or  (B)  the  referral 
of  an  individual  to  a  physician  ( as  defined  in  section  1861 
(r)  (1)  ) ,  by  a  doctor  of  optometry  arising  out  of  a  procedure 
in  connection  with  the  detection  of  eye  diseases." 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
shcdl  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  March 
31,1968. 

(94)Page  69.  after  line  2.  insert: 

INCLUSION  OF  CHIROPRACTORS'  SERVICES  UNDER  SUPPLE- 
MENTARY MEDICAL   INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Sec.  149c.  (a)  Section  1861(r)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  section  127(a)  and  section  149b (a)  of 
this  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "or  (4)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "(4)",  and 

(2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  or  (5)  a  chiropractor  licensed  as  such 
by  a  State,  but  only  for  purposes  of  sections  1861  (s)  (1) 
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and  1861  (s)  (2)  ( A)  and  only  with  respect  to  functions 
which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such  by  the 
State  in  which  he  performs  them\ 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  take  effect  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after 
March  31,1968. 

(95)  Page  69,  after  line  2,  insert: 

INCLUSION   OF   PSYCHOLOGISTS'    SERVICES  UNDER 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Sec.  149d.  ( a)  Section  1861  ( r)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  sections  127,  149b,  and.  149c,  of  this 
Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

(1 )  striking  out  "or  f and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "(5)r ',  and 

(2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  or  (6)  a  psychologist  licensed  or  certified, 
as  such  by  the  State,  but  only  for  purposes  of  1861(s) 
(1)  and  1861  (s)  (2)  (A)  and  only  with  respect  to  func- 
tions which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such 
by  the  State  in  which  he  performs  them\ 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  take  effect  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after 
March  31,  1968. 

(96)  Page  69,  lines  18  and  19,  strike  out  [and  after  the 
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second  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 
enacted,]  and  insert:  months  after  February  1968, 

(97)  Page  71,  lines  6  and  7,  strike  out  [and  after  the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,] 
and  insert:  months  after  February  1968, 

(98)  Page  71,  after  line  9,  insert: 

RECOVERY  OF  OVERPAYMENTS 

Sec.  152.  (a)  Section  204(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

11  Sec,  204.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  more 
or  less  than  the  correct  amount  of  payment  has  been  made 
to  any  person  under  this  title,  proper  adjustment  or  recovery 
shall  be  made,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
as  follows: 

"(1)  With  respect  to  payment  to  a  person  of  more 
than  the  correct  amount,  the  Secretary  shall  decrease  any 
payment  under  this  title  to  ivhich  such  overpaid  person 
is  entitled,  or  shall  require  such  overpaid  person  or  his 
estate  to  refund  the  amount  in  excess  of  the  correct 
amount,  or  shall  decrease  any  payment  under  this  title 
payable  to  his  estate  or  to  any  other  person  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  which  were 
the  basis  of  the  payments  to  such  overpaid  person,  or 
shall  apply  any  combination  of  the  foregoing. 
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u(2)  With  respect  to  payment  to  a  person  of  less 
than  the  correct  amount,  the  Secretary  shall  make  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  of  the  amount  due  such  underpaid 
person,  or,  if  such  person  dies  before  payments  are  com- 
pleted or  before  negotiating  one  or  more  checks  repre- 
senting correct  payments,  disposition  of  the  amount  due 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  subsection  (d)." 
(b)  Section  204(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(b)  In  any  case  in  which  more  than  the  correct  amount 
of  payment  has  been  made,  there  shall  be  no  adjustment  of 
payments  to,  or  recovery  by  the  United  States  from,  any 
person  who  is  without  fault  if  such  adjustment  or  recovery 
would  defeat  the  purpose  of  this  title  or  would  be  against 
equity  and  good  conscience." 

(99)Page  71,  after  line  9,  insert: 

BENEFITS  PAID   ON  BASIS  OF  ERRONEOUS  REPORTS  OF 
DEATH  IN  MILITARY  SERVICE 

Sec.  153.  (a)  Section  204(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (as  amended  by  section  152  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  sentence:  UA 
payment  made  under  this  title  on  the  basis  of  an  erroneous 
report  of  death  by  the  Department  of  Defense  of  an  individ- 
ual in  the  line  of  duty  while  he  is  a  member  of  the  uniformed 
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services  (as  defined  in  section  210 (m)  )  on  active  duty  (as 
defined  in  section  210(1))  shall  not  be  considered  an  incor- 
rect payment  prior  to  the  month  such  Department  notifies  the 
Secretary  that  such  individual  is  alwey 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  if  the  individual  to  whom  such  benefits  were  paid  would 
have  been  entitled  to  such  benefits  in  or  after  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  was  enacted  if  the  report  mentioned  in  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  had  been 
correct  (but  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  202 
(j)  (1)  of  such  Act). 

(lOO)Page  71,  strike  out  all  after  line  9  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  6  on  page  75  and  insert : 

UNDERPA  YMENTS 

Sec.  154.  (a)  Section  204(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  If  an  individual  dies  before  any  payment  due  him 
under  this  title  is  completed,  payment  of  the  amount  due 
(including  the  amount  of  any  unnegotiated  checks)  shall  be 
made — 

11  (1)  to  the  person,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary to  be  the  suiuiving  spouse  of  the  deceased  indi- 
vidual and  who  either  (i)  was  living  in  the  same  house- 
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hold  with  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death  or  (ii)  was, 
for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died, 
entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  on  the  basis  of  the  same 
wages  and  self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased 
individual; 

"(2)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1),  or  if  the  person  who  meets 
such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under 
this  title  is  completed,  to  the  child  or  children,  if  any,  of 
the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for  the  month  in 
which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 
( and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal 
parts  to  each  such  child) ; 

"(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1)  or  (2),  or  if  each  person  who 
meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due 
him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  parent  or 
parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for 
the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled 
to  monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and 
self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 
( and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in 
equal  parts  to  each  such  parent ) ; 


109 

before  such  individual's  death  by  a  person  other  than  the 
deceased  individual,  to  the  person  or  persons  determined 
by  the  Secretary  under  regulations  to  have  paid  for  such 
services,  or  if  the  payment  for  such  services  was  made  by 
the  deceased  individual  before  his  death,  to  the  legal  rep- 
resentative of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  individual,  if 
any; 

"(2)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1),  to  the  person,  if  any,  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the 
deceased  individual  and  who  was  either  living  in  the 
same  household  with  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death 
or  was,  for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual 
died,  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  on  the  basis  of  the  same 
wages  and  self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased 
individual; 

"(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1)  or  (2),  or  if  the  person  who 
meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him 
under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  child  or  children,  if 
any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for  the  month 
in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to  month- 
ly benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self -em- 
ployment income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and, 
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in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts 
to  each  such  child ) ; 

u(4)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  or  (3),  or  if  each  per- 
son who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment 
due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  parent  or 
parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for 
the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled 
to  monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and 
self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 
(and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in 
equal  parts  to  each  such  parent) ; 

"(5)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4),  or  if  each 
such  person  dies  before  the  payment  due  under  this  title 
is  completed,  to  the  person,  if  any,  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased 
individual; 

"(6)  if  there  is  no  person  ivho  meets  the  require- 
ments of  pargraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  or  (5),  or  if 
each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the 
payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the 
person  or  persons,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  the  child  or  children  of  the  deceased  individual 
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( and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal 
parts  to  each  such  child)  ; 

"(7)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  or  (6), 
or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  be- 
fore the  payment  due  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the 
parent  or  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  ( and, 
in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in  equal  parts 
to  each  such  parent ) ; 

"(8)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3).  (4),  (5),  (6),  or 
(7),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies 
before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed, 
to  the  legal  representatives  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
individual,  if  any; 

"(9)  if  there  is  no  such  person  who  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6), 
(7),  or  (8),  or  if  each  such  person  who  meets  such 
requirements  dies  before  payment  under  this  title  is  com- 
pleted, to  the  person  or  persons  related  to  the  deceased 
individual  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption,  if  any,  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  proper  person  to 
receive  payment  on  behalf  of  the  estate. 
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(101)  Page  75,  line  21,  strike  out  [128(a)]  and  insert: 
125(a) 

(102)  Page  76,  line  4,  strike  out  [153]  and  insert:  155 

(103)  Page  80,  lines  19  and  20,  strike  out  [the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted] 
and  insert :  March  1968 

(104)  Page  82,  line  19,  strike  out  [154]  and  insert:  156 

(105)  Page  84,  lines  18  and  19,  strike  out  [and  after  the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  en- 
acted] and  insert:  months  after  February  1968 

(106)  Page  85,  line  4,  strike  out  [155]  and  insert:  157 

(107)  Page  86,  lines  17  and  18,  strike  out  [and  after  the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 
enacted]  and  insert:  months  after  February  1968 

(108)  Page  86,  line  22,  strike  out  [156]  and  insert:  158 

(109)  Page  87,  strike  out  all  after  line  21  over  to  and 
including  line  4  on  page  89. 

(HO)Page  89,  line  5,  strike  out  ["  (5)  ]  and  insert:  "(2) 

(111)  Page  90,  strike  out  lines  3  to  6,  inclusive. 

(112)  Page  90,  line  7,  strike  out  [  (9)  ]  and  insert  (8) 
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(113)  Page  90,  strike  out  lines  10  to  17,  inclusive. 

(114)  Page  90,  line  18,  strike  out  [(e)]  and  insert:  (d) 

(115)  Page  91,  line  15,  strike  out  [157]  and  insert:  159 

(116)  Page  92,  lines  10  and  11,  strike  out  [the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted]  and  insert:  February  1968 

(117)  Page  92,  line  23,  strike  out  [158]  and  insert:  160 

(118)  Page  93,  line  11,  strike  out  [159]  and  insert:  161 

(119)  Page  95,  after  line  7,  insert: 

AMENDMENTS  TO  COMPLY  WITH  TREATY  OBLIGATIONS 

Sec.  162.  (a)  Section  228(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the 
provisions  of  clause  (3)  (B)  thereof  relating  to  the  period  of 
continuous  residence  in  the  United  States  shall  not  be  ap- 
plied in  the  case  of  any  individual  if  the  application  of  such 
provisions  would  be  contrary  to  the  obligations  of  the  United 
States  under  any  treaty  to  which  the  United  States  is  a 
party  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967 T 

(b)  Section  1836  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 

H.E.  12080  Amdts.  8 
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"For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  provisions  of 
clause  (2)  (A)  (ii)  thereof  relating  to  the  period  of  continu- 
ous residence  in  the  United  States  shall  not  be  applied  in  the 
case  of  any  individual  if  the  application  of  such  provisions 
would  be  contrary  to  the  obligations  of  the  United  States 
under  any  treaty  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party  in 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967" 

(c)  Section  103(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tences of  this  subsection,  the  provisions  of  clause  (4)(B)  of 
the  first  sentence  of  this  subsection  which  relate  to  the  period 
of  continuous  residence  in  the  United  States  shall  not  be  ap- 
plied in  the  case  of  any  individual  if  the  application  of  such 
provisions  subsequent  to  June  30,  1966,  would  be  contrary 
to  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  under  any  treaty  to 
which  the  United  States  is  a  party  in  effect  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  " 

(120)  Page  95,  line  10,  strike  out  [160]  and  insert:  163 

(121)  Page  96,  lines  19  and  20,  strike  out  [and  after  the 
sixth  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  en- 
acted] and  insert:  months  beginning  after  December  31,  1968 
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(122)  Page  96,  line  25,  strike  out  all  after  "beginning"  over 
to  and  including  "enacted"  in  line  1  on  page  97  and  insert: 
after  December  31,  1968 

(123)  Page  97,  line  12,  strike  out  all  after  "Act"  down  to 
and  including  "been"  in  line  14  and  insert:  are,  on  Decem- 
ber 31,  1968,  being 

(124)  Page  98,  strike  out  lines  7  to  24,  inclusive,  and  insert: 

SPECIAL  SAVING  PROVISION  FOR  CERTAIN  CHILDREN 

Sec.  164.  Where — 

(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  ( without  the 
application  of  section  202(j)(l)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act)  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223  of 
such  Act  for  August  1965  and  for  February  1968 
on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self -employment  income 
of  an  individual,  and 

(2)  one  or  more  persons  (not  included  in  para- 
graph (1 ) )  became  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  for 
September  1965  under  section  202(d)  by  reason  of 
section  216(h)  (3) ,  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  and  are  so  entitled  for  February 
1968,  and 

(3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are 
entitled  under  such  section  202  or  223  on  the  basis  of  such 


116 

wages  and  self-employment  for  February  1968  are 
reduced  by  reason  of  section  203(a)  of  such  Act,  as 
amended  by  this  Act  (or  would,  but  for  the  penultimate 
sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so  reduced), 
then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  above  is  entitled  for  months 
after  February  1968  shall  be  increased,  after  the  applica- 
tion of  such  section  203(a) ,  to  the  amount  it  would  have  been 
if  the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  were 
not  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such  paragraph. 

(125)  Page  99,  line  4,  strike  out  [162]  and  insert:  165 

(126)  Page  102,  strike  out  lines  1  to  8,  inclusive,  and  insert: 

ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Sec.  166.  (a)(1)  Section  706(a)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "During  1968  and 
every  fifth  year  thereafter "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Dur- 
ing 1969  (but  not  before  February  1,  1969)  and  every 
fourth  year  thereafter  (but  not  before  February  1  of  such 
fourth  year)" . 

(2)  Section  706(d)  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "reports  of  its"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "reports 
(including  any  interim  reports  such  Council  may  have 
issued)  of  its". 
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(127)  Page  102.  line  17,  strike  out  [1&4]  and  insert:  167 

(128)  Page  103,  line  3,  strike  out  [165]  and  insert:  168 

(129)  Page  104,  line  5,  strike  out  [166]  and  insert  :  169 

(130)  Page  104,  line  13,  after  "orders"  insert  :  or  entertain 
petitions 

(131)  Page  104,  line  16,  strike  out  all  after  "the"  down  to 
and  including  "purpose)"  in  line  18  and  insert:  use  of  the 
court  (and  for  no  other  purpose)  in  issuing  or  determining 
whether  to  issue  such  an  order  against  such  individual  or  in 
determining  (in  the  event  such  individual  is  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court)  the  court  to  which  a  petition  for  sup- 
port and  maintenance  against  such  individual  should  be 
forwarded  under  any  reciprocal  arrangements  with  other 
States  to  obtain  or  improve  court  orders  for  support 

(132)  Page  105.  line  8,  strike  out  [167]  and  insert:  170 

(133)  Page  105.  line  17.  strike  out  [savings]  and  insert: 

SAVING 

(134)  Page  105.  line  18,  strike  out  [168]  and  insert:  171 

(135)  Page  105,  line  22.  strike  out  [the  effective  month] 
and  insert  :  February  1968 
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(136)  Page  106,  line  5,  strike  out  [the  first  month  after  the 
effective  month]  and  insert:  March  1968 

(137)  Page  106,  strike  out  line  8  and  insert:  104,  113,  114, 
150,  151, 156, 157,  175,  and 

(138)  Page  106,  line  11,  strike  out  [such  first  month]  and 
insert:  March  1968 

(139)  Page  106,  line  17,  strike  out  [the  effective  month] 
and  insert:  February  1968 

(140)  Page  106,  strike  out  all  after  line  20  and  insert: 
(b)  Where — 

(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  ( ivithout  the 
application  of  section  202  (j)  (1 )  of  the  Social  Security 
Act)  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223  of 
such  Act  for  November  1968  on  the  basis  of  the  wages 
and  self-employment  income  of  an  individual,  and 

(2)  one  or  more  persons  ( not  included  in  paragraph 
(1)  )  become  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  under  such  sec- 
tion 202  for  December  1968  on  the  basis  of  such  wages 
and,  self-employment  by  reason  of  the  amendments  made 
to  such  Act  by  section  105  of  this  Act,  and 

(3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are  en- 
titled under  such  section  202  or  223  on  the  basis  of  such 
wages  and  self-employment  for  December  1968  are  re- 
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duced  by  reason  of  section  203(a)  of  such  Act,  as 
amended  by  this  Act  ( or  would,  but  for  the  'penultimate 
sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so  reduced), 
then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  is  entitled  for  months  after 
November  1968  shall  be  increased,  after  the  application  of 
such  section  203(a),  to  the  amount  it  would  have  been  if  the 
person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  were  not 
entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such  paragraph. 

(141)Page  106,  after  line  23,  insert  : 

EXPEDITED  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  172.  ( a)  Section  205  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  tfie  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"Expedited  Benefit  Payments 
"(q)(l)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  and  put  into 
effect  procedures  under  which  expedited  payment  of  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  this  title  will,  subject  to  paragraph 
(4)  of  this  subsection,  be  made  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3)  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  In  any  case  in  which — 

U(A)  an  individual  makes  an  allegation  that  a 
monthly  benefit  under  this  title  ivas  due  him  in  a  particu- 
lar month  but  was  not  paid  to  him,  and 
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"(B)  such  individual  submits  a  written  request  for 
the  payment  of  such  benefit — 

"(i)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  received  a 
regular  monthly  benefit  in  the  month  preceding  the 
month  with  respect  to  which  such  allegation  is  made, 
not  less  than  30  days  after  the  15th  day  of  the  month 
with  respect  to  which  such  allegation  is  made  ( and  in 
the  event  that  such  request  is  submitted  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  such  30-day  period,  it  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  submitted  upon  the  expiration  of  such 
period),  and 

"(ii)  in  any  other  case,  not  less  than  90  days 
after  the  later  of  (I)  the  date  on  which  such  bene- 
fit is  alleged  to  have  been  due,  or  (II)  the  date  on 
which  such  individual  furnished  the  last  information 
requested  by  the  Secretary  ( and  such  written  request 
will  be  deemed  to  be  filed  on  the  day  on  which  it  was 
filed,  or  the  ninetieth  day  after  the  first  day  on  which 
the  Secretary  has  evidence  that  such  allegation  is 
true,  whichever  is  later), 
the  Secretary  shall,  if  he  finds  that  benefits  are  due,  certify 
such  benefits  for  payment,  and  payment  shall  be  made  within 
15  days  immediately  following  the  date  on  which  the  written 
request  is  deemed  to  have  been  filed. 

"(3)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  that 
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there  is  evidence,  although  additional  evidence  might  be  re- 
quired for  a  final  decision,  that  an  allegation  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  (A)  is  true,  he  may  make  a  preliminary 
certification  of  such  benefit  for  payment  even  though  the  30- 
day  or  90-day  periods  described  in  paragraph  (2)  (B)  (i) 
and  (B)  (ii)  have  not  elapsed. 

"(4)  Any  payment  made  pursuant  to  a  certification 
under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  consid- 
ered an  incorrect  payment  for  purposes  of  determining  the 
liability  of  the  certifying  or  disbursing  officer. 

"(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  benefits  payable 
under  section  228  shall  be  treated  as  monthly  insurance  bene- 
fits payable  under  this  title.  However,  this  subsection  shall 
not  apply  with  respect  to  any  benefit  for  which  a  check  has 
been  negotiated,  or  with  respect  to  any  benefit  alleged  to  be 
due  under  either  section  223,  or  section  202  to  a  wife,  hus- 
band, or  child  of  an  individual  entitled  to  or  applying  for 
benefits  under  section  223,  or  to  a  child  who  has  attained  age 
18  and  is  under  a  disability,  or  to  a  widow  or  widower  on  the 
basis  of  being  under  a  disability." 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  written  requests  filed 
under  section  205 (q)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  June 
30,  1968. 
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(142)Page  106,  after  line  23,  insert: 

STUDY  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

Sec.  173.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  authorized  and  directed  to  conduct  a  study  and 
investigation  to  determine  the  effects  which  would  result  from 
the  enactment  of  a  proposal  to  establish,  through  a  formulary 
committee,  quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs  for 
which  payments  may  be  made  under  the  various  Federal- 
State  assistance  programs  and  under  the  hospital  insurance 
program  established  by  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and  the  effects  which  would  result  from  the 
enactment  of  a  proposal  to  provide  coverage,  under  the  pro- 
gram of  supplementary  medical  insurance  benefits  established 
by  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  of  cer- 
tain expenses  incurred  by  an  insured  individual  in  obtaining 
such  drugs  as  may  be  found  to  be  qualified  drugs  by  a  for- 
mulary committee.  In  such  study  and  investigation,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  give  consideration  to  (1)  savings  which  might 
accrue  to  the  United  States  Government  from  the  enactment 
of  such  legislation,  (2)  effects  of  the  enactment  thereof  upon 
the  health  professions,  (3)  effects  of  the  enactment  thereof 
upon  the  pharmaceutical  industry,  including  large  and  small 
manufacturers  of  drugs,  wholesalers  and  retailers  of  drugs, 
and  (4)  such  other  medical,  economic,  and  social  factors 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  to  be  material. 
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(b)  On  or  before  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall 
transmit  to  the  Congress  a  report  ivhich  shall  contain  a  full 
and  complete  statement  of  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
made  by  the  Secretary  upon  the  basis  of  such  study  and 
investigation. 

(143)Page  106,  after  line  23,  insert: 

DISABILITY  BENEFITS  FOR  BLIND  PERSONS 

Sec.  174.  (a)(1)  Section  223(a)(1)(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  other  than  an 
individual  whose  disability  is  blindness  ( as  defined  in 
subsection  (d)(1)(B)),  has  not  attained  the  age  of 
65,". 

(2)  Subsection  (a)(1)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  month  in  which  he  attains  age 
65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  the  case  of  any  indi- 
vidual other  than  an  individual  ivhose  disability  is  blindness 
(as  defined  in  subsection  (d)  (1)  (B ) ) ,  the  month  in  which 
he  attains  age  65". 

(3)  That  part  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  223(a)  of 
such  Act  which  precedes  subparagraph  (A)  thereof  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  "(if  a  man)"  the 
following:  ",  and,  in  the  case  of  any  individual  whose  dis- 
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ability  is  blindness  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d)  (1)  (B) ) , 
as  though  he  were  a  fully  insured  individual," . 

(4)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223(a)(1)  of  such  Act 
is  repealed. 

(b)(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  223 
of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "(other  than  an  individual  whose 
disability  is  blindness,  as  defined  in  subsection 
(d)  (1)  (B) )"  after  "An  individual";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  the  sen- 
tence following  subparagraph  (B))  the  following  new 
sentence:  "An  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness 
( as  defined  in  subsection  (d)  (1)  (B )  )  shall  be  insured 
for  disability  insurance  benefits  in  any  month  if  he  had 
not  less  than  six  quarters  of  coverage  before  the  quarter 
in  which  such  month  occurs." 

(2)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection 
(d)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  158 
(b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  blindness;  and,  for  purposes  of  this  subpara- 
graph, the  term  'blindness1  means  central  visual  acuity 
of  20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye  with  the  use  of  cor- 
recting lenses,  or  visual  acuity  greater  than  20/200  if 
accompanied  by  a  limitation  in  the  fields  of  vision  such 
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that  the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  subtends  an 

angle  no  greater  than  twenty  degrees." 

(3)  The  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection 
(d)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  (as  added  by  section  158(b) 
of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than 
an  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness)"  immediately 
after  "individual" . 

(c)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216(i)(l)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(B)"  and  all  that  follows, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  U(B)  blindness 
(as  defined  in  section  223(d)(1)(B))." 

(2)  The  second-  sentence  of  such  section  216 (i)  is 
repealed. 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  222(b)(1)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than  such  an  individual 
whose  disability  is  blindness,  as  defined  in  section  223(d) 
fl)(B))"  after  "an  individual  entitled  to  disability  insur- 
ance benefits". 

( e)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections  of 
this  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits 
under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after 
November  1968,  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits 
filed  after  August  31.  1968. 
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(144)Page  106,  after  line  23,  insert: 

ENTITLEMENT  TO   CHILD' S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  BASED 
ON  DISABILITY  WHICH  BEGAN  BETWEEN  18  AND  22 

Sec.  175.  (a)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  202(d)(1)(B) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "which 
began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  22" . 

(b)  Subparagraphs  (F)  and  (G)  of  section  202(d)(1) 
of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(F)  if  such  child  was  not  under  a  disability  (as 

so  defined)  at  the  time  he  attained  the  age  of  18,  the 

earlier  of — 

"(i)  the  first  month  during  no  part  of  which 
he  is  a  full-time  student,  or 

"(ii)  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of 

22, 

but  only  if  he  ivas  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined) 
in  such  earlier  month;  or 

"(G)  if  such  child  was  under  a  disability  (as  so 
defined)  at  the  time  he  attained  the  age  of  18,  or  if  he 
was  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  at  such  time 
but  was  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  at  or  prior 
to  the  time  he  attained  (or  would  attain)  the  age  of  22, 
the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases 
to  be  under  such  disability  or  (if  later)  the  earlier  of — 
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"(i)  the  first  month  during  no  part  of  which 
he  is  a  full-time  student,  or 

"(ii)  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age 
of  22, 

but  only  if  he  was  not  under  a  disability  ( as  so  defined) 
in  such  earlier  month." 

(c)  Section  202(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "No 
payment  under  this  paragraph  may  be  made  to  a  child  who 
would  not  meet  the  definition  of  disability  in  section  223(d) 
except  for  paragraph  (1)(B)  thereof  for  any  month  in 
which  he  engages  in  substantial  gainful  activity." 

(d)  Paragraph  (6)  of  section  202(d)  (as  redesignated 
by  section  151)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "in  which  he  is  a 
full-time  student  and  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22"  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  which  he — 

"(A)(i)  is  a  full-time  student  or  (ii)  is  under  a 
disability  ( as  defined  in  section  223(d)  ),  and 
"(B)  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22, 
but  only  if  he  has  filed  application  for  such  reentitlement. 
Such  reentitlement  shall  end  with  the  month  preceding  which- 
ever of  the  following  first  occurs : 

"(C)  the  first  month  in  which  an  event  specified  in 
paragraph  (1)  (D)  occurs;  or 
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"(D)  the  earlier  of  (i)  the  first  month  during  no 
part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  or  (ii)  the  month 
in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  but  only  if  he  is  not 
under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  in  such  earlier  month; 
or 

"(E)  of  he  was  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined), 
the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases 
to  be  under  such  disability  or  (if  later)  the  earlier  of — 
"(i)  the  first  month  during  no  part  of  which  he 
is  a  full-time  student,  or 

"(ii)  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of 

22." 

(e)  Section  202  (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "before  he  attained  such  age' 
in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "before 
he  attained  the  age  of  22" ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "before  such  child  attained  the 
age  of  18"  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "before  such  child  attained  the  age  of  22". 

(f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  payable  under 
section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after 
February  1968;  except  that  in  the  case  of  an  individual  ivho 
was  not  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  under  such  section  for 
February  1968,  such  amendments  shall  apply  only  on  the 


129 

basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 

(145)Page  106,  after  line  23,  insert  : 

ATTORNEYS  FEES  FOR  CLAIMANTS 

Sec.  176.  Section  206(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting,  immediately  before  the  last  sentence 
thereof,  the  following  new  sentences:  "Whenever  the  Secre- 
tary, in  any  claim  before  him  for  benefits  under  this  title, 
makes  a  determination  favorable  to  the  claimant,  he  shall,  if 
the  claimant  was  represented  by  an  attorney  in  connection 
with  such  claim,  fix  (in  accordance  with  the  regulations  pre- 
scribed pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence)  a  reasonable  fee 
to  compensate  such  attorney  for  the  services  performed  by 
him  in  connection  with  such  claim.  If  as  a  result  of  such 
determination,  such  claimant  is  entitled  to  past-due  benefits 
under  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall,  notwithstanding  section 
205(i),  certify  for  payment  (out  of  such  past-due  benefits) 
to  such  attorney  an  amount  equal  to  whichever  of  the 
following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  25  per  centum  of  the  total 
amount  of  such  past-due  benefits,  (B)  the  amount  of  the 
attorney  s  fee  so  fixed,  or  (C)  the  amount  agreed  upon 
between  the  claimant  and  such  attorney  as  the  fee  for  such 
attorney  s  services." 

H.R.  12080  Amdts.  9 
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(146)Page  107,  strike  out  lines  5  to  12,  inclusive,  and 
insert : 

Sec.  201.  (a)(1)  Section  402(a)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (as  amended  by  section  202(a)  of  this  Act)  is 
amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (13); 

(B)  striking  out  clause  (14),  including  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  "(14)  provide  for  the  development  and  ap- 
plication of  a  program  for  such  family  services,  as  de- 
fined in  section  406(d),  and  child-welfare  services,  as 
defined  in  section  425,  for  each  child  and  relative  who 
receives  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,  and 
each  appropriate  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as 
a  relative  and  child,  receiving  such  aid  whose  needs  are 
taken  into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 
clause  (7)),  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  light  of  the 
particular  home  conditions  and  other  needs  of  such  child, 
relative,  and  individual,  in  order  to  assist  such  relative, 
child,  and  individual  to  attain  or  retain  capability  for 
self-support  and  care  and  in  order  to  maintain  and 
strengthen  family  life  and  to  foster  child  development;" ; 
and 

(C)  adding  after  clause  (14)  the  following  new 
clauses:  "(15)  provide— 
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(147)  Page  108,  strike  out  lines  1  and  2  and  insert:  births 
out  of  wedlock  and  othenvise  strengthening  family  life, 

(148)  Page  108,  lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  [by  assuring 
that — ]  and  insert:  by — 

(149)  Page  108,  strike  out  lines  5  to  17,  inclusive,  and  insert: 

"(i)  assuring  that  such  relative,  child,  or  indi- 
vidual who  is  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
pursuant  to  clause  (19)  is  furnished  child-care 
services  and  that  in  all  appropriate  cases  family 
planning  services  are  offered  them,  and 

"(ii)  in  appropriate  cases,  providing  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  in  the  form  of 
payments  of  the  types  described  in  section  406 
(b)(2),  and 

"(C)  that  the  acceptance  by  such  child,  relative, 
or  individual  of  family  planning  services  provided  under 
the  plan  shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  such  child, 
relative,  or  individual  and  shall  not  be  a  prerequisite 
to  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  other  service  or 
aid  under  the  plan, 

(150)  Page  108,  line  18,  strike  out  ["(C)]  and  insert: 
"(D) 
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(151)  Page  108,  line  22,  strike  out  ["  (D)  ]  and  insert: 
"(E) 

(152)  Page  108,  line  25,  strike  out  ["(E)]  and  insert: 
"(F) 

(153)  Page  108,  line  25,  after  "programs"  insert:  under 
this  clause  or  clause  (14) 

(154)  Page  109,  line  2,  strike  out  all  after  "agency"  where  it 
appears  the  first  time  down  to  and  including  "State,"  in  line 
4. 

(155)  Page  109,  line  5,  strike  out  [such  State  or  local 
agency,  as  the  case  may  be,]  and  insert:  the  State 

(156)  Page  109,  line  17,  strike  out  [an  illegitimate  child] 
and  insert:  a  child  born  out  of  wedlock  who  is 

(157)  Page  111,  strike  out  all  after  line  6  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  20  on  page  112  and  insert: 

(c)  Section  403(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expend- 
itures as  are  for — 

"(i)  services  which  are  furnished  pursuant 
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to  clauses  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  402(a) 
and  which  are  provided  to  any  child  or  relative 
who  is  receiving  aid  under  the  plan,  or  to  any 
other  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as 
such  relative  and  child)  whose  needs  are  taken 
into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 
clause  (7)  of  such  section, 

"(ii)  any  of  the  services  described  in  clauses 
(14)  and  (15)  of  section  402(a)  which  are 
provided  to  any  child  or  relative  who  is  applying 
for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  or 
who,  within  such  period  or  periods  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  prescribe,  has  been  or  is  likely  to 
become  an  applicant  for  or  recipient  of  such 
aid,  or 

"(Hi)  the  training  of  personnel  employed 
or  preparing  for  employment  by  the  State 
agency  or  by  the  local  agency  administering  the 
plan  in  the  political  subdivision;  plus". 

(158)  Page  112,  after  line  22,  insert: 

(1)  by   redesignating  subparagraphs    (C),  (D), 
and  (E)  as  (B),  (C),  and  (D),  respectively; 

(159)  Page  112,  line  2P>,  strike  out  [  (l)  ]  and  insert:  (2) 
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(160)  Page  112,  line  24,  strike  out  [  (C)  ]  and  insert:  (B) 

(as  redesignated  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection) 

(161)  Page  113,  line  1,  strike  out  [  (2)  ]  and  insert:  (3) 

(162)  Page  113,  line  2,  strike  out  [(C)]  and  insert:  (B) 
( as  redesignated  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection ) 

(163)  Page  113,  line  6,  strike  out  [(D)  and  (E)  ]  and 

insert :  ( C)  and  (D) 

(164)  Page  113,  line  7,  strike  out  [  (3)  ]  and  insert:  (4) 

(165)  Page  113,  line  9,  strike  out  [(C)]  and  insert:  (B) 

(166)  Page  113,  strike  out  all  after  line  9  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  8  on  page  114,  and  insert: 

(e)(1)  Section  403(c)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

(167)  Page  114,  strike  out  all  after  line  24  over  to  and  in- 
cluding line  11  on  page  115,  and  insert: 

(g)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b), 
(d),  (e),  and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be  effective  July 
1,  1968  (or  earlier  if  the  State  plan  so  provides); 
except  that  if  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  the 
agency  of  a  State  referred  to  in  section  402  (a)  (3)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  agency  of  such 
State  responsible  for  administering  the  plan  for  child-welfare 
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services  developed  pursuant  to  part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  (15 )  (F )  of 
such  Act  (added  thereto  by  such  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion) shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such  State  but  only  so 
long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are  different" . 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  June  30,  1968,  or 
furnished  after  such  earlier  date  as  the  State  plan  may  pro- 
vide with  respect  to  the  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection. 

(168)  Page  115.  line  17.  strike  out  [clause   (15)]  and 

insert:  clauses  (14)  and  (15) 

(169)  Page  115.  lines  18  and  19.  strike  out  [October  1. 
1967]  and  insert:  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 

(170)  Page  115.  strike  out  lines  20  and  21.  and  insert: 

EARNINGS  EXEMPTION  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 
RECIPIENTS 

(171)  Page  115.  line  22.  after  "  (a)  "  insert:  (1 ) 

(172)  Page  115.  line  25.  strike  out  [  (b)  ]  and  insert:  (2) 

(173)  Page  116.  line  16.  strike  out  all  after  "'children'''  down 
to  and  including  "21."  in  line  18.  and  insert:  who 
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(174)  Page  116,  line  20,  after  "student"  insert:  or  part-time 
student  who  is  not  a  full-time  employee 

(175)  Page  117,  line  4,  strike  out  [$30]  and  insert:  $50 

(176)  Page  117,  line  5,  strike  out  [one-third]  and  insert: 
one-half 

(177)  Page  118,  line  15,  strike  out  [plan;".]  and  insert: 
plan;  and 

(178)  Page  118,  after  line  15,  insert: 

except  that,  in  the  case  of  a  dependent  child  who  has  been 
deprived  of  parental  support  or  care  by  reason  of  the 
continued  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent  and  such 
parent  is  making  contributions  pursuant  to  an  order  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  such  child,  a  relative 
(specified  in  section  406(a)(1)),  or  any  other  individual 
(living  in  the  same  home  as  such  relative  and  child)  whose 
needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  such  determination, 
the  State  agency  shall,  in  disregarding  earned  income  under 
subparagraph  (A),  consider — 

"(E)  (for  purposes  of  clause  (ii)  of  such  sub- 
paragraph (A))  such  contributions  for  any  month  as 
earned  income  ?vith  respect  to  such  month  (but  not  for 
purposes  of  subparagraph  (C) )  ;  and 

"(F)  (for  purposes  of  clause  (i)  of  such  sub- 
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paragraph  (A))  the  first  $50  of  such  contributions  for 
any  month  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  con- 
tribution for  such  month  as  earned  income  with  respect 
to  such  month ;". 

(179)  Page  118,  line  16,  strike  out  [(c)]  and  insert:  (3) 

(180)  Page  118,  lines  20  and  21,  strike  out  [September 
30,]  and  insert:  December  31, 

(181)  Page  118,  after  line  25,  insert  : 

(b)(1)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of 
section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  "(i)  the  State  agency  shall  with  respect  to  any 
month  disregard  the  first  $50  of  the  total  of  the  earned  in- 
come of  such  individual  for  such  month  plus  one-half  of  the 
remainder  of  such  income  for  such  month  and  (ii)  the  State 
agency  may,  before  disregarding  the  amount  referred  to  in 
clause  (i),  disregard  not  more  than  $5  per  month  of  any 
income;". 

(2)  A  State  ivhose  plan  under  section  2  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substantially  with  the  re- 
quirements of  section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect 
prior  to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  if  for 
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such  period  the  State  agency  disregards  earned  income  of 
the  individuals  involved  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
specified  in  clause  ( i)  of  section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  such  Act  as 
amended  by  this  section. 

(182)Page  118,  after  line  25,  insert: 

(c)(1)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  clauses  (A)  and  (B) 
of  section  1402(a)  (8)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  "(A)  the  State  agency  shall  with  respect  to  any 
month  disregard  the  first  $50  of  the  total  of  the  earned  in- 
come of  such  individual  for  such  month  plus  one-half  of  the 
remainder  of  such  income  for  such  month,  (B)  the  State 
agency  may,  before  disregarding  the  amount  referred  to  in 
clause  (A),  disregard  not  more  than  $5  per  month  of  any 
income,  and". 

(2)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  1402  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substan- 
tially with  the  requirements  of  section  1402(a)  (8)  of  such 
Act  (as  in  effect  prior  to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period 
beginning  after  December  31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to 
July  1,  1969,  if  for  such  period  the  State  agency  disregards 
earned  income  of  the  individual  involved  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  specified  in  clause  (A)  of  section  1402 
(a)(8)  of  such  Act  as  amended  by  this  section. 
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(183)Page  118,  after  line  25,  insert: 

(d)(1)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  clause  (i)  of  section 
160.2 ( a)  (14)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(i)  the  State  agency  shall  with  respect  to  any  month  dis- 
regard the  first  $50  of  the  total  of  the  earned  income  of  such 
individual  for  such  month  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  of 
such  income  for  such  month,  and" . 

(2)  Effective  July  1.  1969,  subparagraph  (C)  of  sec- 
tion 1602 (a)  (14)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: ilif  such  individual  has  attained  age  65  and  is  neither 
blind  nor  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  the  State  agency 
shall  with  respect  to  any  month  disregard  the  first  S50  of  the 
total  of  the  earned  income  of  such  individual  for  such  month 
plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  income  for  such 
month,  and". 

(3)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  1602  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substantially  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  prior 
to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period  beginning  after  December 
31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  if  for  such 
period  the  State  agency  disregards  earned  income  of  the  indi- 
vidual involved  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  specified 
in  clause  (i)  of  section  1602(a)  (14)  (B )  or  subparagraph 
(C)  of  section  1602(a)  (14)  as  amended  by  this  section. 
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(184)  Page  119,  strike  out  lines  1  to  10,  inclusive,  and 
insert : 

(e)  In  determining  the  need  of  individuals  claiming  aid 

or  assistance  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X, 
XIV,  XVI,  or  XIX,  or  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  ivhich  provides  for  the  determination  of  such 
need  under  the  provisions  of  such  title  or  such  part  as 
amended  by  this  section,  the  State  shall  apply  such  provisions 
notwithstanding  any  provisions  of  law  (other  than  such  Act) 
requiring  the  State  to  disregard  earned  income  of  such  indi- 
viduals in  determining  need  under  such  State  plan. 

(185)  Page  120,  line  7,  after  "aid,"  insert:  and 

(186)  Page  120,  strike  out  all  after  line  12  over  to  and 
including  line  15  on  page  121,  and  insert: 

"(2)  provides — 

"(A)  for  such  assurances  as  will  satisfy  the 
Secretary  that  fathers  of  dependent  children  as  de- 
fined  in  subsection  (a)  will  be  referred  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  as  provided  in  section  402(a)  (19) 
within  thirty  days  after  receipt  of  aid  with  respect  to 
such  children; 

(187)  Page  121,  line  16,  strike  out  [  (C)  ]  and  insert:  (B) 

(188)  Page  121,  line  24,  strike  out  [  (D)  ]  and  insert:  (C) 
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(189) Page  122,  line  2,  strike  out  [father—]  and  insert: 
father  is  not  currently  registered  with  the  public  employment 
offices  in  the  State. 

(190)  Page  122,  strike  out  lines  3  to  22,  inclusive. 

(191)  Page  122,  strike  out  all  after  line  22  over  to  and 
including  line  11  on  page  125,  and  insert: 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this 
section — 

"(1)  a  State  plan  may,  at  the  option  of  the  State, 
provide  for  denial  of  all  (or  any  part)  of  the  aid  under 
the  plan  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  as  defined  in 
subsection  (a)  to  which  any  child  or  relative  might  other- 
wise be  entitled  for  any  month  if  the  father  of  such  child 
receives  unemployment  compensation  under  an  unem- 
ployment compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the  United 
States  for  any  week  any  part  of  which  is  included  in 
such  month,  and 

u(2)  expenditures  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
excluded  from  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
(A)  where  such  expenditures  are  made  under  the  plan 
with  respect  to  any  dependent  child  as  defined  in  sub- 
section (a),  (i)  for  any  part  of  the  30-day  period 
inferred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(1), 
or  (ii)  for  any  period  prior  to  the  time  when  the  father 
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satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  of  such  subsection,  and  (B) 
if,  and  for  as  Jong  as,  no  action  is  taken  ( after  the  30- 
day  period  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsec- 
tion (b)(2)),  under  the  program  therein  specified,  to 
refer  such  father  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pursuant  to 
section  402(a)  (19 )." 

(192)  Page  125,  line  12,  strike  out  [(c)]  and  insert:  (b) 

(193)  Page  12'5,  line  13,  strike  out  [October  1,  1967] 
and  insert:  January  1,  1968 

(194)  Page  125,  line  13,  strike  out  [(1)] 

(195)  Page  125,  line  17,  strike  out  [July]  and  insert: 
October 

(196)  Page  125,  line  20,  strike  out  all  after  "July  1," 
down  to  and  including  "July  1,"  in  line  24. 

(197)  Page  125,  after  line  24,  insert: 

(c)  Section  402  ( a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  before  the  period  the  following:  ";  and  (30)  effective 
July  1,  1969,  provide  for  assistance  to  children  in  need  be- 
cause of  the  unemployment  of  their  father  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 407". 
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(198)Page  126,  strike  out  all  beginning  with  line  1  over  to 
and  including  line  3  on  page  136,  and  insert: 

WORK   INCENTIVE   PROGRAM    FOR    RECIPIENTS    OF  AID 
UNDER  PART  A  OF  TITLE  IV 

Sec.  204.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  part  B  (hereinafter  added  to  such 
title  by  section  235  of  this  Act)  the  following  material: 
"Part  C—Work  Incentive  Program  for  Recipi- 
ents of  Aid   Under  State  Plan  Approved 
Under  Part  A 

"purpose 

"Sec.  430.  The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  require  the 
establishment  of  a  program  utilizing  all  available  man- 
power services,  including  those  authorized  under  other  pro- 
visions of  law,  under  which  individuals  receiving  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  will  be  furnished  incentives, 
opportunities,  and  necessary  services  in  order  for  (1) 
the  employment  of  such  individuals  in  the  regular 
economy,  (2)  the  training  of  such  individuals  for  work 
in  the  regular  economy,  and  (3)  the  participation  of  such 
individuals  in  special  work  projects,  thus  restoring  the  fami- 
lies of  such  individuals  to  independence  and  useful  roles  in 
their  communities.  It  is  expected  that  the  individuals  partici- 
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pating  in  the  program  established  under  this  part  will  acquire 
a  sense  of  dignity,  self-worth,  and  confidence  which  will  flow 
from  being  recognized  as  a  wage-earning  member  of  society 
and  that  the  example  of  a  working  adult  in  these  families 
will  have  beneficial  effects  on  the  children  in  such  families. 

"appropriation 

"Sec.  431.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
each  fiscal  year  a  sum  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  part.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  from  time  to  time 
sufficient  amounts,  out  of  the  moneys  appropriated  pursuant 
to  this  section,  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  such  purposes. 
"establishment  of  programs 

"Sec.  432.  ( a)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereinafter  in 
this  part  referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  shall,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  part,  establish  work  incentive  pro- 
grams (as  provided  for  in  subsection  (b))  in  each  State 
and  in  each  political  subdivision  of  a  State  in  which  he 
determines  there  is  a  significant  number  of  individuals  who 
have  attained  age  16  and  are  receiving  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children.  In  other  political  subdivisions,  he  shall 
use  his  best  efforts  to  provide  such  programs  either  within 
such  subdivisions  or  through  the  provision  of  transportation 
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for  such  persons  to  political  subdivisions  of  the  State  in  which 
such  programs  are  established. 

"(b)  Such  programs  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be 
limited  to,  (1)  a  program  placing  as  many  individuals  as 
is  possible  in  employment,  and  utilizing  on-the-job  training 
positions  for  others,  (2)  a  program  of  institutional  and 
work  experience  training  for  those  individuals  for  whom  such 
training  is  likely  to  lead  to  regular  employment,  and  (3)  a 
program  of  special  work  projects  for  individuals  for  whom 
a  job  in  the  regular  economy  cannot  be  found. 

"(c)  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  part  the  Secre- 
tary may  make  grants  to,  or  enter  into  agreements  with,  pub- 
lic or  private  agencies  or  organizations  ( including  Indian 
tribes  with  respect  to  Indians  on  a  reservation),  except  that 
no  such  grant  or  agreement  shall  be  made  to  or  with  a  private 
employer  for  profit  or  with  a  private  nonprofit  employer  not 
organized  for  a  public  purpose  for  purposes  of  the  work 
experience  program  established  by  clause  (2)  of  subsection 
(b). 

"(d)  Using  funds  appropriated  under  this  part,  the 
Secretary,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part, 
shall  utilize  his  authority  under  the  Manpower  Development 
and  Training  Act  of  1962,  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as 

H.E,  12080  Amdts.  10 
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amended  (48  Stat.  113),  and  other  Acts,  to  the  extent  such 
authority  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act. 

"(e)  The  Secretary  shall  take  appropriate  steps  to  as- 
sure that  the  present  level  of  manpower  services  available 
under  the  authority  of  other  statutes  to  recipients  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  is  not  reduced  as  a  result  of 
programs  under  this  part. 

"operation  of  program 

"Sec.  433.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  a  program 
of  testing  and  counseling  for  all  persons  referred  to  him  by 
a  State,  pursuant  to  section  402,  and  shall  select  those  persons 
whom  he  finds  suitable  for  the  programs  established  by  clauses 
(1)  and  (2)  of  section  432(b).  Those  not  so  selected  shall  be 
deemed  suitable  for  the  program  established  by  clause  (3)  of 
such  section  432(b)  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  there  is 
good  cause  for  an  individual  not  to  participate  in  such 
program. 

"(b)  TKe  Secretary  shall  develop  an  employ  ability  plan 
for  each  suitable  person  referred  to  him  under  section  402 
which  shall  describe  the  education,  training,  work  experience, 
and  orientation  which  it  is  determined  that  each  such  person 
needs  to  complete  in  order  to  enable  him  to  become  self- 
supporting. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  make  maximum  use  of  services 
available  from  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  and,  to  the 


147 

extent  not  otherwise  available  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis,  he 
may  reimburse  such  agencies  for  services  rendered  to  persons 
under  this  part. 

"(d)  To  the  extent  practicable  and  where  necessary, 
work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part  shall  include, 
in  addition  to  the  regular  counseling,  testing,  and  referral 
available  through  the  Federal-State  Employment  Service 
System,  program  orientation,  basic  education,  training  in 
communications  and  employability  skills,  work  experience, 
institutional  training,  on-the-job  training,  job  development, 
and  special  job  placement  and  followup  services,  required 
to  assist  participants  in  securing  and  retaining  employment 
and  securing  possibilities  for  advancement. 

11  (e)(1)  In  order  to  develop  special  work  projects  under 
the  program  established  by  section  432(b)  (3) ,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  agreements  with  (A)  public  agencies,  (B) 
private  nonprofit  organizations  established  to  serve  a  public 
purpose,  and  (C)  Indian  tribes  with  respect  to  Indians  on  a 
reservation,  under  which  individuals  deemed  suitable  for  par- 
ticipation in  such  a  program  will  be  provided  work  which 
serves  a  useful  public  purpose  and  which  would  not  otherwise 
be  performed  by  regular  employees. 

"(2)  Such  agreements  shall  provide — 

"(A)  for  the  payment  by  the  Secretary  to  each 
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employer  a  portion  of  the  wages  to  he  paid  by  the  em- 
ployer to  the  individuals  for  the  work  performed; 

"(B)  the  hourly  wage  rate  and  the  number  of 
hours  per  week  individuals  will  be  scheduled  to  work 
on  special  work  projects  of  such  employer; 

"(C)  that  the  Secretary  will  have  such  access  to 
the  premises  of  the  employer  as  he  finds  necessary  to 
determine  whether  such  employer  is  carrying  out  his 
obligations  under  the  agreement  and  this  part;  and 

"(D)  that  the  Secretary  may  terminate  any  agree- 
ment under  this  subsection  at  any  time. 
"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  one  or  more  accounts 
in  each  State  with  respect  to  the  special  work  projects  estab- 
lished and  maintained  pursuant  to  this  subsection  and  place 
into  such  accounts  the  amounts  paid  to  him  by  the  State 
agency  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19)  (E).  The  amounts  in 
such  accounts  shall  be  available  for  the  payments  specified 
in  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (2).  At  the  end  of  each 
fiscal  year  and  for  such  period  of  time  as  he  may  establish, 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  how  much  of  the  amounts  paid  to 
him  by  the  State  agency  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19)  (E) 
were  not  expended  as  provided  by  the  preceding  sentence  of 
this  paragraph  and  shall  return  such  unexpended  amounts  to 
the  State,  which  amounts  shall  be  regarded  as  overpayments 
for  purposes  of  section  403(b)  (2) . 
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"(4)  No  wage  rates  provided  under  any  agreement 
entered  into  under  this  subsection  shall  be  lower  than  the 
applicable  minimum  wage  for  the  particular  work  concerned. 

" (f)  Before  entering  into  a  project  under  any  of  the 
programs  established  by  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall  have 
reasonable  assurances  that — 

"(1)  appropriate  standards  for  the  health,  safety, 
and  other  conditions  applicable  to  the  performance  of 
work  and  training  on  such  project  are  established  and 
will  be  maintained, 

"(2)  such  project  will  not  result  in  the  displacement 
of  employed  workers, 

"(3)  with  respect  to  such  project  the  conditions  of 
work,  training,  education,  and  employment  are  reason- 
able in  the  light  of  such  factors  as  the  type  of  work, 
geographical  region,  and  proficiency  of  the  participant, 
"(4)  appropriate  workmen's  compensation  protec- 
tion is  provided  to  all  participants. 

"(g)  Where  an  individual,  referred  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19 )  (A)  (i)  and  (ii)  re- 
fuses without  good  cause  to  accept  employment  or  participate 
in  a  project  under  a  program  established  by  this  part,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  (after  providing  opportunity  for 
fair  hearing)  notify  the  State  agency  which  referred  such 
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individual  and  submit  such  other  information  as  he  may  have 
with  respect  to  such  refusal. 

"(h)  With  respect  to  individuals  who  are  participants 
in  special  work  projects  under  the  program  established  by 
section  432(b)  (3) ,  the  Secretary  shall  periodically  (but  at 
least  once  every  six  months)  review  the  employment  record 
of  each  such  individual  while  on  such  special  work  project 
and  on  the  basis  of  such  record  and  such  other  information 
as  he  may  acquire  determine  whether  it  would  be  feasible  to 
place  such  individual  in  regular  employment  or  on  any 
of  the  projects  under  the  programs  established  by  section  432 
(b)  (1)  and  (2). 

"incentive  payment 

"Sec.  434.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  any 
participant  under  a  program  established  by  section  432(b) 
(2)  an  incentive  payment  of  not  more  than  $20  per  week. 
"federal  assistance 

"Sec.  435.  (a)  Federal  assistance  under  this  part  shall 
not  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this 
part.  Non-Federal  contributions  may  be  cash  or  in  kind, 
fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited  to  plant,  equip- 
ment, and  services. 

"(b)  Costs  of  carrying  out  this  part  include  costs  of 
training,  supervision,  materials,  administration,  incentive 
payments,  transportation,  and  other  items  as  are  authorized 
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by  the  Secretary,  but  may  not  include  any  reimbursement 
for  time  spent  by  -participants  in  work,  training,  or  other 
participation  in  the  program;  except  that  with  respect  to 
special  work  projects  under  the  program  established  by  sec- 
tion 432(b)  (3) ,  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this  part  shall 
include  only  the  costs  of  administration. 

"period  of  enrollment 

"Sec.  436.  (a)  The  program  established  by  section 
432(b)(2)  shall  be  designed  by  the  Secretary  so  that  the 
average  period  of  enrollment  under  all  projects  under  such 
program  throughout  any  area  of  the  United  States  will  not 
exceed  one  year. 

"(b)  Services  provided  under  this  part  may  continue  to 
be  provided  to  an  individual  for  such  period  as  the  Secre- 
tary determines  (in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  after  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  is  necessary  to  qualify 
him  fully  for  employment  even  though  his  earnings  disqualify 
him  from  aid  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  section  402. 
"relocation  of  participants 

"Sec.  437.  The  Secretary  may  assist  participants  to 
relocate  their  place  of  residence  when  he  determines  such 
relocation  is  necessary  in  order  to  enable  them  to  become 
permanently  employable  and  self-supporting.  Such  assistance 
shall  be  given  only  to  participants  who  concur  in  their  re- 
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location  and  who  will  be  employed  at  their  place  of  relocation 
at  wage  rates  which  will  meet  at  least  their  full  need  as  deter- 
mined by  the  State  to  which  they  will  be  relocated.  Assistance 
under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  costs  of 
transportation  for  participants,  their  dependents,  and  their 
household  belongings  plus  such  relocation  allowance  as  the 
Secretary  determines  to  be  reasonable. 

"participants  not  federal  employees 

"Sec.  438.  Participants  in  projects  under  programs  es- 
tablished by  this  part  shall  be  deemed  not  to  be  Federal  em- 
ployees and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  employment,  including  those  relating  to 
hours  of  work,  rates  of  compensation,  leave,  unemployment 
compensation,  and  Federal  employee  benefits. 

"rules  and  regulations 

"Sec.  439.  The  Secretary  may  issue  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  he  finds  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  part :  Provided,  That  in  developing  policies  for  programs 
established  by  this  part  the  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

"annual  report 

"Sec.  440.  The  Secretary  shall  annually  report  to  the 
Congress  (with  the  first  such  report  being  made  on  or  before 
July  1,  1970)  on  the  work  incentive  programs  established  by 
this  part. 
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"evaluation  and  research 
"Sec.  441.  The  Secretary  shall  (jointly  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  provide  for  the 
continuing  evaluation  of  the  work  incentive  programs  estab- 
lished by  this  part,  including  their  effectiveness  in  achieving 
stated  goals  and  their  impact  on  other  related  programs.  He 
also  may  conduGt  research  regarding  ways  to  increase  the 
effectiveness  of  such  programs.  He  may,  for  this  purpose,  con- 
tract for  independent  evaluations  of  and  research  regarding 
such  programs  or  individual  projects  under  such  programs. 
For  purposes  of  sections  435  and  443,  the  costs  of  carrying 
out  this  section  shall  not  be  regarded  as  costs  of  carrying  out 
work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part. 
"review  of  special  work  projects  by  a  state 

PANEL 

"Sec.  442.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  make  an  agreement 
with  any  State  which  is  able  and  willing  to  do  so  under  which 
the  Governor  of  the  State  will  create  one  or  more  panels  to 
review  applications  tentatively  approved  by  the  Secretary 
for  the  special  work  projects  in  such  State  to  be  established  by 
the  Secretary  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)  (3). 

"(b)  Each  such  panel  shall  consist  of  not  more  than 
five  and  not  less  than  three  members,  appointed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor. The  members  shall  include  one  representative  of  em- 
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ployers  and  one  representative  of  employees;  the  remainder 
shall  be  representatives  of  the  general  public.  No  special  work 
project  under  such  program  developed  by  the  Secretary  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  under  section  433(e)(1)  shall,  in 
any  State  xehich  has  an  agreement  under  this  section,  be 
established  or  maintained  under  such  program  unless  such 
project  has  first  been  approved  by  a  panel  created  pursuant 
to  this  section. 

"collection  of  state  share 
((Sec.  443.  If  a  non-Federal  contribution  of  10  per 
centum  of  the  costs  of  the  work  incentive  programs  estab- 
lished by  this  part  is  not  made  in  any  State  (as  specified  in 
section  402(a)),  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  may  ivithhold  any  action  under  section  404  because 
of  the  State's  failure  to  comply  substantially  with  a  pro- 
vision required  by  section  402.  If  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  does  withhold  such  action,  he  shall, 
after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the 
appropriate  State  agency  or  agencies,  withhold  any  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  the  State  under  sections  3(a),  403(a), 
1003(a),  1403(a),  1603(a),  and  1903(a)  until  the  amount 
so  withheld  (including  any  amounts  contributed  by  the  State 
pursuant  to  the  requirement  in  section  402(a)  (19 )  (C ) ) 
equals  10  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  work  incentive  pro- 
grams. Such  withholding  shall  remain  in  effect  until  such 
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time  as  the  Secretary  has  assurances  from  the  State  that  such 
10  per  centum  ivill  be  contributed  as  required  by  section 
402.  Amounts  so  withheld  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  paid 
to  the  State  under  such  sections  and  shall  be  paid  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  the  Secre- 
tary. Such  payment  shall  be  considered  a  non-Federal 
contribution  for  purposes  of  section  435. 
"agreements  with  other  agencies  providing  assist- 
ance TO  FAMILIES  OF  UNEMPLOYED  PARENTS 

"Sec.  444.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  (in  accordance  with  the  succeeding  pro- 
visions of  this  section )  with  any  qualified  State  agency  ( as 
described  in  subsection  (b) )  under  which  the  program  estab- 
lished by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  part  C  will  ( except 
as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section)  be  applicable  to  indi- 
viduals referred  by  such  State  agency  in  the  same  manner, 
to  the  same  extent,  and  under  the  same  conditions  as  such 
program  is  applicable  with  respect  to  individuals  referred 
to  the  Secretary  by  a  State  agency  administering  or  super- 
vising the  administration  of  a  State  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  part 
A  of  this  title. 

"(b)  A  qualified  State  agency  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  is  a  State  agency  which  is  charged  with  the  administra- 
tion of  a  program — 
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"(1)  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  provide  aid  or  as- 
sistance to  the  families  of  unemployed  parents, 

"(2)  which  is  not  established  pursuant  to  part  A 
of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

"(3)  which  is  financed  entirely  from  funds  appro- 
priated by  the  Congress,  and 

"(4)  none  of  the  financing  of  which  is  made  avail- 
able under  any  program  established  pursuant  to  title 
V  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act. 
"(c)  (1)  Any  agreement  under  this  section  with  a  quali- 
fied State  agency  shall  provide  that  such  agency  will,  with 
inspect  to  all  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under 
the  program  of  aid  or  assistance  to  families  of  unemployed 
parents  administered  by  such  agency,  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements imposed  by  section  402  ( a)  (15)  and  section  402 
(a)  (19)  (F)  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as 
if  (A)  such  qualified  agency  were  the  agency  in  such  State 
administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  a  State 
plan  approved  under  part  A  of  this  title,  and  (B)  indi- 
viduals receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  program  ad- 
ministered by  such  qualified  agency  were  recipients  of  aid 
under  a  State  plan  which  is  so  approved. 

li(2)  Any  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  shall 
remain  in  effect  for  such  period  as  may  be  specified  in  the 
agreement  by  the  Secretary  and  the  qualified  State  agency, 
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except  that,  whenever  the  Secretary  determines,  after  reason- 
able notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  qualified  State 
agency,  that  such  agency  has  failed  substantially  to  comply 
with  its  obligations  under  such  agreement,  the  Secretary  may 
suspend  operation  of  the  agreement  until  such  time  as  he  is 
satisfied  that  the  State  agency  will  no  longer  fail  substantially 
to  comply  with  its  obligations  under  such  agreement. 

"(3)  Any  such  agreement  shall  further  provide  that  the 
agreement  will  be  inoperative  for  any  calendar  quarter  if, 
for  the  preceding  calendar  quarter,  the  maximum  amount  of 
benefits  payable  under  the  program  of  aid  or  assistance  to 
families  of  unemployed  parents  administered  by  the  qualified 
State  agency  which  is  a  party  to  such  agreement  is  lower  than 
the  maximum  amount  of  benefits  payable  under  such  program 
for  the  quarter  which  ended  September  30,  1967. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  any  qualified 
State  agency  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
upon  receipt  from  it  of  a  list  of  the  names  of  individuals  re- 
referred  to  the  Secretary,  furnish  to  such  agency  the  names  of 
each  individual  on  such  list  participating  in  a  special  work 
project  under  section  433(a)  (3)  whom  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines should  continue  to  participate  in  such  project.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  comply  ivith  any  such  request  with  respect 
to  an  individual  on  such  list  unless  such  individual  has  been 
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referred  to  the  Secretary  by  such  agency  under  such  section 
402(a)  (15)  for  a  period  of  at  least  six  months!' 

(b)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  before  the  period  the  following: 
";  (19)  provide — 

"(A)  for  the  prompt  referral  to  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  or  his  representative  for  participation 
under  a  work  incentive  program  established  by  part 
C  of— 

"(i)  each  appropriate  child  and  relative 
who  has  attained  age  sixteen  and  is  receiving  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children, 

"(ii)  each  appropriate  individual  (living 
in  the  same  home  as  a  relative  and  child  re- 
ceiving such  aid)  ivho  has  attained  such  age  and 
whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making 
the  determination  under  section  402(a)  (7),  and 

il(iii)  any  other  person  claiming  aid  under 
the  plan  (not  included  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)), 
who,  after  being  informed  of  the  work  incentive 
programs  established  by  part  C,  requests  such 
referral  unless  the  State  agency  determines  that 
participation  in  any  of  such  programs  would  be 
inimical  to  the  welfare  of  such  person  or  the 
family; 
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except  that  the  State  agency  shall  not  so  refer  a 
child,  relative,  or  individual  under  clauses  fi)  and 
(ii)  if  such  child,  relative,  or  individual  is — 

"(iv)  a  person  with  illness,  incapacity,  ad- 
vanced age,  or 

"(v)  so  remote  from  any  of  the  projects 
under  the  work  incentive  programs  established 
by  part  C  that  he  cannot  effectively  participate 
under  any  of  such  programs,  or 

"(vi)  a  child  attending  school  full  time,  or 

"(vii)  a  person  whose  presence  in  the  home 
on  a  substantially  continuous  basis  is  required 
because  of  the  illness  or  incapacity  of  another 
member  of  the  household,  or 

" ( viii )  a  mother  or  other  person  who  is 
actually  caring  for  one  or  more  children  of  pre- 
school age,  or  a  mother  or  other  relative  who  is 
actually  caring  for  one  or  more  children  under 
the  age  of  16  who  are  attending  school,  except 
where  participation  in  such  work  program  does 
not  necessitate  the  absence  of  such  mother  or 
relative  from  the  home  during  hours  when  the 
child  or  children  are  not  attending  school,  or 

"(ix)  a  person  with  respect  to  whom  the 
State  agency  finds,  in  accordance  with  criteria 
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established  by  the  Secretary,  that  participation 
under  the  work  incentive  programs  established 
by  part  C  would  be  not  in  the  best  interests  of 
such  child,  relative,  or  individual  and  inconsist- 
ent with  the  objectives  of  such  programs; 
"(B)  that  aid  under  the  plan  will  not  be  denied 
by  reason  of  such  referral  or  by  reason  of  an  indi- 
vidual's  participation  on  a  project  under  the  pro- 
gram established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  or  (3) ; 

"(C)  for  arrangements  to  assure  that  there  will 
be  made  a  non-Federal  contribution  to  the  work  in- 
centive programs  established  by  part  C  by  appro- 
priate agencies  of  the  State  or  private  organizations 
of  10  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  programs,  as 
specified  in  section  435(b) ; 

"(D)  that  (i)  training  incentives  authorized 
under  section  434,  and  income  derived  from  a  special 
work  project  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)(3)  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
needs  of  an  individual  under  section  402(a)  (7 ) , 
and  (ii)  in  determining  such  individual's  needs 
the  additional  expenses  attributable  to  his  partici- 
pation in  a  program  established  by  section  432(b) 
(2)  or  (3)  shall  be  taken  into  account; 

"(E)  that,  with  respect  to  any  individual  re- 
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f  erred  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A)  who  is  partic- 
ipating in  a  special  work  project  under  the  program 
established  by  section  432(b)(3),  (i)  the  State 
agency,  after  proper  notification  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor,  will  pay  to  such  Secretary  (at  such  times 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  prescribes)  the  money  pay- 
ments such  State  would  otherwise  make  to  or  on 
behalf  of  such  individual  (including  such  money 
payments  with  respect  to  such  individual's  family), 
or  80  per  centum  of  such  individuals  earnings 
under  such  program,  whichever  is  lesser  and  (ii) 
the  State  agency  will  supplement  any  earnings  re- 
ceived by  such  individual  by  payments  to  such  in- 
dividual (which  payments  shall  be  considered  aid 
under  the  plan)  to  the  extent  that  such  payments 
when  added  to  the  individual's  earnings  from  his 
participation  in  such  special  work  project  will  be 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  aid  that  would  have  been 
payable  by  the  State  agency  with  respect  to  such 
individual's  family  had  he  not  participated  in  such 
special  work  project,  plus  20  per  centum  of  such 
individual's  earnings  from  such  special  work  project; 
and 
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"(F)  that  if  and  for  so  long  as  any  child, 
relative,  or  individual  (referred  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A)  (i)  and, 
(ii))  has  been  found  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  un- 
der section  433 ( g)  to  have  refused  without  good 
cause  to  participate  under  a  work  incentive  program 
established  by  part  C  with  respect  to  which  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  has  determined  his  participation  is 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  such  part  C,  or  to 
have  refused  without  good  cause  to  accept  employ- 
ment in  which  he  is  able  to  engage  which  is  offered 
through  the  public  employment  offices  of  the  State, 
or  is  otherwise  offered  by  an  employer  if  the  offer 
of  such  employer  is  determined,  after  notification  by 
him,  to  be  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment — 

" (i)  if  the  relative  makes  such  refusal,  such 
relative's  needs  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  making  the  determination  under  clause  (7), 
and  aid  for  any  dependent  child  in  the  family 
shall  be  continued; 

"(ii)  aid  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child 
will  be  denied  if  a  child  who  is  the  only  child 
receiving  aid  in  the  family  makes  such  refusal; 

"(Hi)  if  there  is  more  than  one  child  re- 
ceiving aid  in  the  family,  aid  for  any  such  child 
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will  be  denied  (and  his  needs  will  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 
clause  (7))  if  that  child  makes  such  refusal; 
and 

"(iv)  if  such  individual  makes  such  re- 
fusal, such  indivduaY  s  needs  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 
clause  (7); 

except  that  the  State  agency  shall,  for  a  period  of 
sixty  days,  make  payments  of  the  type  described  in 
section  406(b)(2)  (without  regard  to  clauses  (A) 
through  (E)  thereof)  an  behalf  of  the  relative  speci- 
fied in  clause  (i),  or  continue  aid  in  the  case  of  a 
child  specified  in  clause  (it)  or  (Hi) ,  or  take  the  in- 
dividual's needs  into  account  in  the  case  of  an  in- 
dividual specified  in  clause  (iv),  but  only  if  dur- 
ing such  period  such  child,  relative,  or  individual 
accepts  counseling  or  other  services  ( which  the  State 
agency  shall  make  available  to  such  child,  relative, 
or  individual)  aimed  at  persuading  such  relative, 
child,  or  individual,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  partici- 
pate in  such  program  in  accordance  with  the  de- 
termination of  the  Secretary  of  Labor". 
(c)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  shall 
in  the  case  of  any  State  be  effective  on  July  1,  1968,  or  if 
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a  statute  of  such  State  prevents  it  from  complying  with  the 
requirements  of  such  amendment  on  such  date,  such  amend- 
ment shall  with  respect  to  such  State  be  effective  on  July  1 , 
1969;  except  such  amendment  shall  be  effective  earlier  (in 
the  case  of  any  State)  if  a  modification  of  the  State  plan 
to  comply  with  such  amendment  is  approved  on  an  earlier 
date. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  section  409  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  shall  not  apply  to  any  State  with  respect  to  any  quarter 
beginning  after  the  first  full  quarter  in  which  such  State  is 
not  prohibited  by  a  State  statute  from  complying  with  such 
amendment. 

(d)  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  may,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  433  ( e)  (2)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  pay  all  of 
the  wages  to  be  paid  by  the  employer  to  the  individuals  for 
work  performed  for  public  agencies  ( including  Indian  tribes 
with  respect  to  Indians  on  a  reservation)  under  special  work 
projects  established  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)(3)  of  such  Act  and  may  transfer  into  accounts 
established  pursuant  to  section  433(e)(3)  of  such  Act  such 
amounts  as  he  finds  necessary  in  addition  to  amounts  paid 
into  such  accounts  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19)  (E )  of 
such  Act. 

(e)  Section  402(a)(8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
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amended  by  section  202(b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (A)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  "(except  that  the  provisions  of  this 
clause  (ii)  shall  not  apply  to  earned  income  derived  from 
participation  on  a  project  maintained  under  the  programs 
established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  and  (3) ) ;  and". 

(199)  Page  136,  line  9,  strike  out  [and  (23)  ]  and  insert: 
(20) 

(200)  Page  136,  line  18.  strike  out  [8100]  and  insert:  $50 

C201)Page  137.  line  12..  strike  out  [September  1967]  and 
insert:  December  1967 

(202)  Pag'e  137,  line  14.  strike  out  [dependent] 

(203)  Page  137,  line  17,  strike  out  [  (3)  ]  and  insert:  (4) 

(204)  Page  137,  line  19,  strike  out  [  (3)  ]  and  insert:  (4) 

(205)  Page  137,  line  20,  strike  out  [  (4)  ]  and  insert:  (5) 

(206)  Page  138,  line  11,  after  "(e)"  insert:  (1) 

(207)  Page  138,  line  13,  strike  out  [30]  and  insert:  60 

(208)  Page  138,  line  18,  strike  out  all  after  "home,"  down 
to  and  including  "child — "  in  line  22,  and  insert:  but  only 
where  such  child  is  without  available  resources,  the  pay- 
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merits,  care,  or  services  involved  are  necessary  to  avoid 
destitution  of  such  child  or  to  provide  living  arrangements 
in  a  home  for  such  child,  and  such  destitution  or  need  for 
living  arrangements  did  not  arise  because  such  child  or 
relative  refused  without  good  cause  to  accept  employment 
or  training  for  employment — 

(209)  Page  138,  line  23,  strike  out  [  (1)  ]  and  insert:  (A) 

(210)  Page  139,  line  4,  strike  out  [(2)]  and  insert:  (B) 

(211)  Page  139,  line  7,  strike  out  [assistance."]  and  insert: 
assistance. 

(212)  Page  139,  after  line  7,  insert: 

"(2)  Emergency  assistance  as  authorized  under  para- 
graph (1)  may  be  provided  under  the  conditions  specified  in 
such  paragraph  to  migrant  workers  with  families  in  the  State 
or  in  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  the  State  shall  designate!' 

(213)  Page  140,  strike  out  lines  6  to  15,  inclusive,  and 
insert: 

(b)  Section  403(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  the 
preceding  provisions  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "5"  in  the  sentence  immediately  following  paragraph  (4) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "10". 
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(214)  Page  140,  strike  out  all  after  line  18  over  to  and  in- 
cluding line  13  on  page  141. 

(215)  Page  141,  line  14,  after  "fedekal"  insert:  partic- 
ipation IN 

(216)  Page  141,  line  16,  strike  out  [209]  and  insert:  208 

C217)Page  141,  line  24,  strike  out  [XVI,]  and  insert: 
XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV 

(218)  Page  142,  line  7,  strike  out  [person]  and  insert: 
individual 

(219)  Page  142,  line  18,  after  "3  (a) ,"  insert:  403(a), 

(220)  Page  142,  lines  23  and  24,  strike  out  [September  30,] 
and  insert:  December  31, 

(221)  Page  142,  after  line  24,  insert: 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS  IN 
PROVIDING  SERVICES  TO  INDIVIDUALS  APPLYING 
FOR  AND  RECEIVING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  209.  (a)(1)  Section  2(a)  (5)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 
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(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  11 ,  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recip- 
ients and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  community 
service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for 
the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a 
social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to 
applicants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory 
committees  established  by  the  State  agency" . 

(2)  Section  402(a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the 
following:  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use 
of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on 
the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recipients  and 
other  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  services  aides, 
in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  non- 
paid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service  volun- 
teer program  in  providing  services  to  applicants  and  re- 
cipients and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  estab- 
lished by  the  State  agency" . 

(3)  Section  1002(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 
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(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis 
on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recipients 
and  other  persons  of  low-income,  as  community  service 
aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use 
of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants 
and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 
established  by  the  State  agency". 

(4)  Section  1402  (a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 
recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  com- 
munity service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan 
and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers 
in  a  social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing  serv- 
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ices  to  applicants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any 
advisory  committees  established  by  the  State  agency" . 

(5)  Section  1602(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 
recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  com- 
munity service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan 
and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volun- 
teers in  a  social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing 
services  to  applicants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting 
any  advisory  committees  established  by  the  State 
agency". 

(6)  Section  1902  (a)(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  empha- 
sis on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recipients 
and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service 
aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use 
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of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants 
and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 
established  by  the  State  agency1. 

(b)  Each  of  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a) 
shall  become  effective  July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier  (with  re- 
spect to  a  State  s  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI, 
or  XIX,  or  part  A  of  title  IV)  on  the  date  as  of  which  the 
modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with  such  amendment 
is  approved. 

(222)Page  142,  after  line  24,  insert: 

SIMPLICITY  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  210.  Effective  July  1,  1969— 

(a)  Section  2(a)(5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "necessary  (i)" ;  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 
extent  of  assistance  under  the  plan  will  be  determined 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administra- 
tion and  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ; 

(b)  Section  402(a)(5)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 
section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 
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(1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "necessary  (i)" ;  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 
ing: "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 
extent  of  aid  under  the  plan  will  be  determined  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and 
the  best  interests  of  the  recipients'1 ; 

(c)  Section  1002(a)  (5 )  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 
section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lien 
thereof  "necessary  (i)" ;  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 
ing: "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 
extent  of  aid  under  the  plan  will  be  determined  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and 
the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ; 

(d)  Section  1402(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 
section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "necessary  (i)";  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 
ing: "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 
extent  of  aid  under  the  plan  will  be  determined  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and 
the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ;  and 
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(e)  Section  1602(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 
section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lien 
thereof  "necessary  (i)";  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 
ing: "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 
extent  of  aid  or  assistance  under  the  plan  will  be  de- 
termined in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  ad- 
ministration and  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" . 

(223)Page  142.  after  line  24,  insert: 

LOCATION  OF  CERTAIN  PARENTS  WHO  DESERT  OR 
ABANDON  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN;  ESTABLISHMENT 
AND  COLLECTION  OF  LIABILITY  TO  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  211.  (a)  Effective  January  1,  1969,  section  402 
(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding 
sections  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  clauses: 
";  (21)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  report  to  the  Sec- 
retary, at  such  times  (not  less  often  than  once  each  calendar 
quarter)  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe — 
"(A)  the  name,  and  social  security  account  num- 
ber, if  known,  of  each  parent  of  a  dependent  child  or 
children  with  respect  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under 
the  State  plan — 
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"(i)  against  whom  an  order  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  such  child  or  children  has  been 
issued  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  but  who 
is  not  making  payments  in  compliance  or  partial 
compliance  with  such  order,  or  against  whom  a  peti- 
tion for  such  an  order  has  been  filed  in  a  court 
having  jurisdiction  to  receive  such  petition,  and 

"(ii)  whom  it  has  been  unable  to  locate  after 
requesting  and  utilizing  information  included  in  the 
files  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  maintained  pursuant  to  section  205, 
"(B)  the  last  known  address  of  such  parent  and 
any  information  it  has  with  respect  to  the  date  on  which 
such  parent  could  last  be  located  at  such  address,  and 

"(C)  such  other  information  as  the  Secretary  may 
specify  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 410; 

(22)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will,  in  accordance  with 
standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  cooperate  ivith  the 
State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  administra- 
tion of  the  plan  of  another  State  under  this  part — 

"(A)  in  locating  a  parent  residing  in  such  State 
(whether  or  not  permanently)  against  whom  a  petition 
has  been  filed  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of 
such  other  State  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  a 
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child  or  children  of  such  parent  with  respect  to  whom  aid 
is  being  provided  under  the  plan  of  such  other  State, 
and 

"(B)  in  securing  compliance  or  good  faith  partial 
compliance  by  a  parent  residing  in  such  State  (whether 
or  not  permanently)  with  an  order  issued  by  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  against  such  parent  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  of  such 
parent  with  respect  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under 
the  plan  of  such  other  State; 
(23)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  report  to  the  Secre- 
tary— 

"(A)  the  name,  the  social  security  account  number, 
if  known,  and  the  address  (or  last  known  address)  of 
any  parent  (i)  against  whom  an  order  has  been  issued 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  of  such  parent  with 
respect  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under  the  State 
plan,  (ii)  who  is  not  making  payments  in  compliance 
or  good  faith  partial  compliance  with  such  order,  and 
(Hi)  who  is  residing  in  another  State  (whether  or  not 
permanently ) , 

"(B)  the  amount  of  aid  with  respect  to  the  depend- 
ent child  or  children  of  such  parent  which  has  been 
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provided  under  the  State  plan  after  March  31,  1968, 
or  after  the  date  of  such  court  order,  whichever  is  later, 

11  (C)  the  amount  of  the  payments  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  such  child  or  children  specified  in 
such  court  order, 

"(D)  all  information  vAich  it  has  been  able  to 
obtain  concerning  the  ability  of  such  parent  to  make 
payments  in  compliance  with  such  order,  and 

"(E)  such  other  information  as  the  Secretary  may 
from  time  to  time  specify  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  411" . 

(b)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after 
section  409  the  following  new  sections: 
"assistance   by   internal    revenue   service  in 

locating  parents 

"Sec.  410.  Upon  receiving  a  report  from  a  State  agency 
made  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (21) ,  the  Secretary  shall 
furnish  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  the 
names  and  social  security  account  numbers  of  the  parents 
contained  in  such  report,  and  the  name  of  the  State  agency 
which  submitted  such  report.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
or  his  delegate  shall  endeavor  to  ascertain  the  address  of  each 
such  parent  from  the  master  files  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  and  shall  furnish  any  address  so  ascertained  to  the 
State  agency  which  submitted  such  report. 
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"establishment  and  collection  of  liability  to 
the  united  states 

"Sec.  411.  (a)  If  a  State  agency  reports  to  the  Secre- 
tary pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (23)  that  a  parent  residing 
in  another  State  is  not  making  payments  in  compliance  or 
good  faith  partial  compliance  with  a  court  order  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  with  respect 
to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under  the  State  plan,  the 
Secretary  shall  determine,  on  the  basis  of  the  information 
reported  by  such  State  agency  and  such  other  information  as 
the  Secretary  may  obtain,  whether  such  parent  is  able  to  make 
payments  in  compliance  with  such  order  or  to  make  pay- 
ments in  partial  compliance  in  amounts  larger  than  he  is 
making  ( taking  into  consideration  the  income  of  such  parent, 
his  current  obligations,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secre- 
tary considers  proper ) . 

"(b)(1)  If  the  Secretary  determines  with  respect  to  a 
parent  under  subsection  (a)  that  such  parent  is  able  to  make 
payments  in  compliance  with  the  court  order  issued  against 
him,  or  to  make  payments  in  partial  compliance  in  amounts 
larger  than  he  is  making,  such  parent  shall  become  liable  to 
the  United  States,  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)(3),  for  an 
amount  not  in  excess  of  the  lower  of — 

"(A)  the  Federal  share  of  the  amounts  expended 

H.R.  12080  Amdts.  12 
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as  aid  with  respect  to  the  child  or  children  of  such  parent 
as  computed  (or  recomputed)  by  the  Secretary  under 
paragraph  (2),  or 

"(B)  the  amount  of  payments  required  in  com- 
pliance with  the  court  order  issued  against  such  parent 
for  the  period  with  respect  to  which  the  computation  under 
paragraph  (2)  is  made  (not  including  any  portion  of 
such  period  during  which  such  parent  made  payments  in 
compliance  or  good  faith  partial  compliance  with  such 
court  order),  reduced  by  the  amount  of  payments  made 
in  partial  compliance  with  such  order  by  such  parent  for 
such  period  (not  including  any  such  portion  of  such 
period) . 

"(2)  The  Federal  share  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
(A)  with  respect  to  any  parent  shall  be  an  amount  computed 
by  the  Secretary  equal  to  the  Federal  share  (as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by 
him)  of  the  amounts  expended  as  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  with  respect  to  the  child  or  children  of  such 
parent  during  the  period  beginning  on  April  1,  1968,  on  the 
date  of  such  court  order,  or  on  the  first  day  after  the  close  of 
any  period  for  which  a  prior  computation  was  made  under 
this  paragraph  with  respect  to  such  parent,  whichever  is  later, 
and  ending  with  the  close  of  the  calendar  quarter  preceding 
the  day  on  which  such  computation  is  made  (not  including 
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any  portion  of  such  period  during  which  such  parent  made 
payments  in  compliance  or  good  faith  partial  compliance 
with  such  court  order).  If  at  any  time  after  the  close  of  such 
period  such  parent  makes  any  payments  attributable  to  such 
period,  the  Secretary  shall  recompute  the  amount  under  this 
paragraph. 

"(c)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  (but 
not  more  often  than  quarterly )  determine  with  respect  to  each 
parent  with  respect  to  whom  he  had  made  a  determination 
under  subsection  (b)  (1),  on  the  basis  of  information  fur- 
nished by  the  State  agency  which  submitted  the  report  under 
subsection  (a)  with  respect  to  such  parent  and  such  other 
information  as  he  may  obtain,  the  portion  of  the  applicable 
amount  described  in  subsection  (b)  (1)  (A)  or  (B)  with 
respect  to  such  parent  which,  in  Ms  judgment,  such  parent  is 
able  to  pay  (taking  into  consideration  the  income  of  such 
parent,  his  current  obligations,  and  such  other  factors  as 
the  Secretary  considers  proper).  The  Secretary  shall  certify 
the  amount  so  determined  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
or  his  delegate,  together  with  the  social  security  account 
number,  if  known,  of  such  parent,  the  address  ( or  last  known 
address)  of  such  parent,  and  such  other  information  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  considers  necessary 
to  assist  him  in  collecting  such  amount. 
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"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  a  certification  under 
paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  any  parent — 

"(A)  who  is  making  payments  in  compliance  or 

good  faith  partial  compliance  with  the  court  order  issued 

against  him,  or 

"(B)  after  the  obligation  of  such  parent  to  make 

payments  under  such  court  order  terminates. 

"(B)  Upon  certification  by  the  Secretary  with  respect 
to  a  parent  under  paragraph  (1),  such  parent  shall  become 
liable  to  the  United  States  for  the  amount  certified. 

"(d)  Upon  receiving  a  certification  from  the  Secretary 
under  subsection  (c)  with  respect  to  any  parent,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  shall  assess  and  collect  the 
amount  certified  by  the  Secretary,  in  the  same  manner,  with 
the  same  powers,  and  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and  re- 
strictions as  if  such  amount  were  a  tax  imposed  by  subtitle 
C  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  ( except  that  no  in- 
terest or  penalties  shall  be  assessed  or  collected). 

"(e)(1)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section  and  section  410. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  sufficient  amounts  out  of  the 
monies  appropriated  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  to  enable 
him  to  perform  his  functions  and  duties  under  this  section 
and  section  410" 
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(c)(1)  Subchapter  A  of  chapter  64  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  collection  of  taxes)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 

"SEC.  6305.  COLLECTION  OF  CERTAIN  LIABILITY  TO  THE 
UNITED  STATES. 

"Upon  receiving  a  certification  from  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  section  411(c)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  with  respect  to  any  parent,  the  Sec- 
retary or  his  delegate  shall  assess  and  collect  the  amount 
certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
in  the  same  manner,  with  the  same  powers,  and  subject  to 
the  same  limitations  and  restrictions  as  if  such  amount  were 
a  tax  imposed  by  subtitle  C  ( except  that  no  interest  or  penalties 
shall  be  assessed  or  collected)." 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  subchapter  is  amended 

by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

11  Sec.  6305.  Collection  of  certain  liability  to  the  United 
States:' 

(224)Page  142,  after  line  24,  insert: 

PROVISION  OF  SERVICES  BY  OTHERS  THAN  A  STATE 

Sec.  212.  (a)  So  much  of  section  (3)  (a)  (4)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  as  follows  subparagraph  (C)  and  pre- 
cedes subparagraph  (D)  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
"shall"  the  following:  ",  except  to  the  extent  specified 
by  the  Secretary" . 
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(b)  So  much  of  section  1003(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 
lows subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D )  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  following:  ",  except  to 
the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary,". 

(c)  So  much  of  section  1403(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 
lows subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  following:  ",  except 
to  the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary". 

(d)  So  much  of  section  1603(a)  (4)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 
lows subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  following:  ",  except 
to  the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections 
of  this  section  shall  take  effect  January  1,  1968. 

(225)Page  142,  after  line  24,  insert: 

INCREASING  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  213.  (a)(1)  Section  (2)  (a)  (10)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  subparagraph : 

"(D)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that  the 
standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  ap- 
plicants and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  assist- 
ance under  the  plan,  and  any  maximum  on  the 
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amount  of  assistance,  will  be  so  modified  that  an 
increase  in  the  amount  of  assistance  and  other  income 
will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month  per  individual 
( determined  on  an  average  per  individual  in  accord- 
ance with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary) 
above  such  amount  of  assistance  and  other  income 
available  under  the  standards  and  maximum  appli- 
cable under  the  plan  on  December  31,  1966  (as  of 
June  30,  1966,  if  the  State  plan  includes  provisions 
for  automatic  cost-of-living  adjustments  in  aid  or 
assistance  under  such  plan);  and". 
(2)  Section  1002(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (12); 

and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the  follow- 
ing: ";  and  (14)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that  the 
standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  applicants 
and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan, 
and  any  maximum  on  the  amount  of  aid,  will  be  so  modi- 
fied that  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  aid  and  other 
income  will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month  per  individ- 
ual (determined  on  an  average  per  individual  in  ac- 
cordance with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary) 
above  such  amount  of  aid  and  other  income  available 
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under  the  standards  and  maximum  applicable  under  the 
plan  on  December  31,  1966  (as  of  June  30,  1966,  if  the 
State  plan  includes  provisions  for  automatic  cost-of-living 
adjustments  in  aid  or  assistance  under  such  plan)'\ 

(3)  Section  1402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  (iand"  at  the  end  of  clause  (11); 

and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the  follow- 
ing: ";  and  (13)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that 
the  standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  applicants 
and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan, 
and  any  maximum  on  the  amount  of  aid,  will  be  so  modi- 
fied that  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  aid  and  other  in- 
come will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month  per  individual 
( determined  on  an  average  per  individual  in  accordance 
with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  above  such 
amount  of  aid  and  other  income  available  under  the 
standards  and  maximum  applicable  under  the  plan  on 
December  31,  1966  (as  of  June  30,  1966,  if  the  State 
plan  includes  provisions  for  automatic  cost-of-living 
adjustments  in  aid  or  assistance  under  such  plan)". 

(4)  Section  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 
(A)  striking  out  uand^  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

(G); 
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(B)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 
(D  ) ;  and 

( C )  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(E)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that  the 
standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  applicants 
and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  aid  under  the 
plan,  and  any  maximum  on  the  amount  of  aid,  will 
be  so  modified  that  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  aid 
and  other  income  will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month 
per  individual  (determined  on  an  average  per  in- 
dividual in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary)  above  such  amount  of  aid  and  other 
income  available  under  the  standards  and  maximum 
applicable  under  the  plan  on  December  31.  1966 
(as  of  June  30,  1966,  if  the  State  plan  includes 
provisions  for  automatic  cost-of-living  adjustments 
in  aid  or  assistance  under  such  plan)". 
(5)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (22) ;  and  adding  at  the  end 
before  the  period  the  following:  " ;  and  (24)  provide  that  by 
July  1.  1969,  and  at  least  annually  thereafter,  the  amounts 
used  by  the  State  to  determine  the  needs  of  individuals  will 
be  adjusted  to  reflect  fully  changes  in  living  costs  since  such 
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amounts  were  established,  and  that  any  maximums  that  the 
State  imposes  on  the  amount  of  aid  paid  to  families  will  be 
proportionately  ad  justed". 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare shall,  in  the  case  of  any  State,  determine  the  expendi- 
tures made  during  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1968,  and 
ending  with  the  close  of  June  30,  1970,  under  the  plans  of 
such  State  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI  which 
are  necessitated  by  compliance  with  the  new  requirements 
under  such  title  imposed  by  this  section. 

(2)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  any  State  the 
expenditures  determined  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

(226)Page  143,  strike  out  all  after  line  1  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  21  on  page  146,  and  insert: 

LIMITATION  ON  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  MEDICAL 

ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  220.  (a)  Section  1903(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  inserting   "(A)"   immediately  after  "(1)", 

(2)  inserting  after  ''under  the  State  plan"  the 
following:  ufor  individuals  who  (i)  are  recipients  of 
money  payments  under  one  of  the  approved  State  plans 
hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  subparagraph,  (ii)  are 
not  eligible  to  receive  money  payments  under  one  of  the 


187, 

approved  State  plans  hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  sub- 
paragraph, but  would  be  eligible  for  such  payments  if 
they  met  the  duration  of  residence  requirements  imposed 
as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  such  payments,  (Hi)  are 
children  under  age  21  who  are  not  but  would  be  ( except 
for  age  and  school  attendance  requirements)  eligible  for 
aid  under  the  State  plan  of  such  State  approved  under 
part  A  of  title  IV,  or  (iv)  are  in  medical  institutions 
and  are  not,  but  would  be  ( if  they  were  not  in  such  in- 
stitutions), eligible  to  receive  money  payments  under  one 
of  the  State  plans  hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  sub- 
paragraph",  and 

(3)  inserting  after  and  below  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subparagraph : 

"(B)  an  amount  equal  to  the  square  of  the 
fraction  which  is  equivalent  to  the  Federal  medical 
assistance  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  1905 
(b))  of  the  total  amount  expended  during  such 
quarter  as  medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
for  individuals  who  are  not  described  in  clause  (i), 
(ii),  (Hi),  or  (iv)  of  subparagraph  (A);  plus' ' . 
(b)  Section  1903  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)(1)  Payments  under  the  preceding  provisions  of 
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this  section  shall  not  be  made  with  respect  to  any  expendi- 
tures for  medical  assistance  in  any  State  for  individuals 
whose  income  exceeds  the  amount  determined,  in  accordance 
with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  to  be  equivalent 
to  150  percent  of  the  amount,  applicable  in  the  State  for 
determining  need,  for  determining  eligibility  of  an  individual 
for  aid  or  assistance  in  the  form  of  money  payments  under 
the  plan  of  such  State  approved  under  title  I  or  XVI  (as  the 
case  may  be),  or  if  there  is  more  than  one  such  individual 
living  in  the  same  home,  the  amount  so  determined  for  one 
such  individual  plus  such  additional  amounts  for  each  of  the 
other  individuals  living  in  the  same  home,  as  may  be  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  such  standards  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  and  the  total  so  determined,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple 
of  $100  or  such  other  amount  as  the  Secretry  may  prescribe, 
may  be  rounded  by  the  next  multiple  of  $100  or  such  other 
amount,  as  the  case  may  be. 

"(2)  In  computing  an  individual's  ( or  family's)  income 
for  purposes  of  the  preceding  paragraph  .there  shall  be  ex- 
cluded any  costs  (whether  in  the  form  of  insurance  pre- 
miums or  otherwise)  incurred  by  him  (or  the  family)  for 
medical  care  or  for  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  rec- 
ognized under  State  law." 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  (except 
in  the  cases  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands) 
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apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June 
30,  1968,  and  the  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
(except  in  the  cases  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands)  apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning 
after  June  30,  1969. 

(227)  Page  147,  line  1,  strike  out  [1969]  and  insert:  1968 

(228)  Page  147,  line  12,  strike  out  [1969]  and  insert:  1968 

(229)  Page  149,  after  line  5,  insert: 

(c)  Section  1117(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  (i December  31,  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "June  30,  1966". 

(230)  Page  149,  after  line  5,  insert: 

(d)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1117  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  repealed. 

(231)  Page  150,  after  line  20,  insert: 

(3)  Section  1843(g)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

(232)  Page  150,  line  21,  strike  out  [  (3)  ]  and  insert:  (4) 

(233)  Page  153,  strike  out  lines  1  to  14,  inclusive,  and  in- 
sert: 
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REQUIRED  SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

PLAN 

Sec.  224.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(13)  provide — 

"(A)  for  inclusion  of  some  institutional  and 
some  noninstitutional  care  and  services,  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  individuals  receiving  aid 
or  assistance  under  the  State's  plan  approved  under 
title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,  for 
the  inclusion  of  at  least  the  care  and  services  listed 
in  clauses  (1)  through  (5)  of  section  1905(a),  and 

"(G)  in  the  case  of  individuals  not  included 
under  subparagraph  (B),  for  the  inclusion  of  at 
least — 

(i)  the  care  and  services  listed  in  clauses 
(1)  through  (5)  of  section  1905  ( a)  or 

(H)(1)  the  care  and  services  listed  in  any 
7  of  the  clauses  numbered  (1)  through  (14) 
of  such  section  and  (II)  in  the  event  the  care 
and  services  provided  under  the  State  plan  in- 
clude hospital  or  skilled  nursing  home  services, 
physicians'  services  to  an  individual  in  a  hospi- 
tal or  skilled  nursing  home  during  any  period 
he  is  receiving  hospital  services  from  such  hos- 
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pital  or  skilled  nursing  home  services  from 
such  home,  and 

"(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (under 
section  1861  (v)  (1) )  of  inpatient  hospital  services, 
and,  effective  July  1,  1970,  extended  care  (skilled 
nursing  home  and  intermediate  care  facility)  serv- 
ices, and  home  health  care  services  provided  under 
the  plan;\ 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 

with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  December 
31,  1967. 

(c)  (1)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  (A)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section)  is 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)(i)  for  the  inclusion  of  some  institutional 
and  some  non-institutional  care  and  services,  and 
"(ii)  for  the  inclusion  of  home  health  services 
for  any  individual  who,  under  the  State  plan,  is 
entitled  to  skilled  nursing  home  services,  and". 
(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  shall  apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters 
beginning  after  June  30,  1970. 

(234)Page  156,  line  12,  after  "assistance"  where  it  appears 
the  first  time,  insert:  (including  drugs) 
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(235)  Page  156,  line  13,  after  "agency,"  insert:  community 
pharmacy, 

(236)  Page  159,  line  19,  strike  out  all  after  "physicians' " 
down  to  and  including  "IV,"."  in  line  22  and  insert:  or 

dentists'  services,  at  the  option  of  the  State  ( and  under  such 
safeguards  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  to  assure  the 
quality  thereof  and  the  reasonableness  of  any  charge  there- 
for), to  individuals," . 

(237)  Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

Sec.  232.  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  226  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"observance  of  religious  beliefs 

"Sec.  1907.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to 
require  any  State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under  this  title 
to  compel  any  person  to  undergo  any  medical  screening,  ex- 
amination, diagnosis,  or  treatment  or  to  accept  any  other 
health  care  or  services  provided  under  such  plan  for  any 
purpose  ( other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  and  pre- 
venting the  spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease  or  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  environmental  health),  if  such 
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person  objects  ( or,  in  case  such  person  is  a  child,  his  parent  or 
guardian  objects)  thereto  on  religious  grounds." 

(238)Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

COVERAGE  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  OF  CERTAIN  SPOUSES  OF  IN- 
DIVIDUALS RECEIVING  CASH  WELFARE  AID  OR  ASSIST- 
ANCE 

Sec.  233.  (a)  Section  1905(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(iv),  (2)  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end.  of  clause  (v),  and 
(3)  by  inserting  immediately  below  clause  (v)  the  following 
new  clause: 

"(vi)  persons  essential  (as  described  in  the  second 
sentence  of  this  subsection )  to  individuals  receiving  aid 
or  assistance  under  State  plans  approved  under  title  I, 
X,  XIV,  or  XVI". 

(b)  Section  1905(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "For 
purposes  of  clauses  (vi)  of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  person 
shall  be  considered  essential  to  another  individual  if  such 
person  is  the  spouse  of  and  is  living  with  such  individual, 
the  needs  of  such  person  are  taken  into  account  in  determining 
the  amount  of  aid  or  assistance  furnished  to  such  individual 

H.R.  12080  Amdts.  13 
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(under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or 
XVI),  and  such  person  is  determined,  under  such  a  State 
plan,  to  be  essential  to  the  well  being  of  such  individual." 

(239)Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS  AND  PREMISES  OF  PROVIDERS 
OF  CARE  AND  SERVICES  UNDER  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 
AND  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  234.  (a)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  2(a)(6) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the 
following:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  ( to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 
or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under  which 
the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  will 
be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of 
such  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to  as- 
sure that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under  the 
plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements  may  limit 
such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar  basis  with 
respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose  records 
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and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and  to  situa- 
tions in  which  the  Secretary  or  General  Accounting 
Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments  under  the  plan 
to  such  an  institution  or  person  are  erroneous  as  a  result 
of  fraud". 

(b)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  402(a)(6)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  (to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 
or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under 
which  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office 
will  be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises 
of  such  institutions  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary 
to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under 
the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  part 
A  of  this  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrange- 
ments may  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or 
similar  basis  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons 
whose  records  and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspec- 
tion and  to  situations  in  which  the  Secretary  or  Gen- 
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eral  Accounting  Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  pay- 
ments under  the  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are 
erroneous  as  a  result  of  fraud". 

(c)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1002(a)  (6)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(2)  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agree- 
ments or  other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  (to 
the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnish- 
ing medical  or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the 
plan  under  which  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  will  be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records 
and  premises  of  such  institutions  and  persons  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made 
under  the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements 
may  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar 
basis  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose 
records  and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and 
to  situations  in  which  the  Secretary  or  General  Ac- 
counting Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments  under 
the  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are  erroneous 
as  a  result  of  fraud;" . 
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(d)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1402(a)  (6)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting,  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  ( to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 
or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under  which 
the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  will  be 
afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of  such 
institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure 
that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under  the  plan  and 
otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title,  except 
that  such  agreements  or  arrangements  may  limit  such 
access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar  basis  with  respect 
to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose  records  and  premises 
may  be  selected  far  inspection  and  to  situations  in  which 
the  Secretary  or  General  Accounting  Office  has  reason 
to  believe  that  payments  under  the  plan  to  such  an  in- 
stitution or  person  are  erroneous  as  a  result  of  fraud". 

(e)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1602(a)  (6)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  " provide"  and-  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 
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(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  (to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 
or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under  which 
the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  will 
be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of 
such  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to  as- 
sure that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under  the 
plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements  may 
limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar  basis 
with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose  records 
and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and  to  situa- 
tions in  which  the  Secretary  or  General  Accounting 
Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments  under  the 
plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are  erroneous  as 
a  result  of  fraud". 

(f)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1902(a)(6)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A )";  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end,  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  ( to  the  extent 
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prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medi- 
cal or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under 
ivhich  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office 
will  be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises 
of  such  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary 
to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under 
the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements 
may  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar 
basis  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose 
records  and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection 
and  to  situations  in  ivhich  the  Secretary  or  General 
Accounting  Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments 
under  the  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are 
erroneous  as  a  result  of  fraud". 

(240)Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

STANDARDS  FOR  SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  FURNISHING 
SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  PLANS  APPROVED  UNDER 
TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  234a.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is 
further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "and''  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (24),  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (25 )  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semi- 
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colon,  and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

new  paragraphs: 

(26)  effective  July  1,  1969,  provide  (A)  for  a 
regular  program  of  medical  review  (including  medical 
evaluation  of  each  patient's  need  for  skilled  nursing  home 
care)  or  (in  the  case  of  individuals  who  are  eligible 
therefor  under  the  State  plan)  need  for  care  in  a  mental 
hospital,  a  written  plan  of  care,  and,  where  applicable, 
a  plan  of  rehabilitation  prior  to  admission  to  a  skilled 
nursing  home;  (B)  periodic  inspections  to  be  made  in 
all  skilled  nursing  homes  and  mental  institutions  (if  the 
State  plan  includes  care  in  such  institutions)  within 
the  State  by  one  or  more  medical  review  teams  ( composed 
of  physicians  and  other  appropriate  health  and  social 
service  personnel )  of  (i)  the  care  being  provided  in  such 
nursing  homes  (and  mental  institutions,  if  care  therein 
is  provided  under  the  State  plan)  to  persons  receiving 
assistance  under  the  State  plan,  (ii)  with  respect  to  each 
of  the  patients  receiving  such  care,  the  adequacy  of  the 
services  available  in  particular  nursing  homes  (or  in- 
stitutions) to  meet  the  current  health  needs  and  promote 
the  maximum  physical  well-being  of  patients  receiving 
care  in  such  homes  (or  institutions),  (in)  the  necessity 
and  desirability  of  the  continued  placement  of  such 
patients  in  such  nursing  homes  (or  institutions) ,  and 
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(iv)  the  feasibility  of  meeting  their  health  care  needs 
through  alternative  institutional  or  noninstitutional  serv- 
ices; and  ( C )  for  the  making  by  such  team  or  teams  of 
full  and  complete  reports  of  the  findings  resulting  from 
such  inspections  together  with  any  recommendations  to  the 
State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  State  plan; 

"(27)  provide  for  agreements  with  every  person  or 
institution  providing  services  under  the  State  plan  under 
which  such  person  or  institution  agrees  (A)  to  keep  such 
records  as  are  necessary  fully  to  disclose  the  extent  of 
the  services  provided  to  individuals  receiving  assistance 
under  the  State  plan,  and  (B)  to  furnish  the  State 
agency  ivith  such  information,  regarding  any  payments 
claimed  by  such  person  or  institution  for  providing  serv- 
ices under  the  State  plan,  as  the  State  agency  may  from 
time  to  time  request; 

"(28)  provide  that  any  skilled  nursing  home  receiv- 
ing payments  under  such  plan  must — 

"(A)  supply  to  the  licensing  agency  of  the 
State  full  and  complete  information  as  to  the  identity 
(i)  of  each  person  having  (directly  or  indirectly)  an 
ownership  interest  of  10  per  centum  or  more  in 
such  nursing  home,  (ii)  in  case  a  nursing  home  is 
organized  as  a  corporation,  of  each  officer  and  di- 
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rector  of  the  corporation,  and  (Hi)  in  case  a  nurs- 
ing home  is  organized  as  a  partnership,  of  each 
partner;  and  promptly  report  any  changes  which 
would  affect  the  current  accuracy  of  the  information 
so  required  to  be  supplied; 

"(B)  have  and  maintain  an  organized  nursing 
service  for  its  patients,  which  is  under  the  direction 
of  a  professional  registered  nurse  who  is  employed 
full-time  by  such  nursing  home,  and  which  is  com- 
posed of  sufficient  nursing  and  auxiliary  personnel 
to  provide  adequate  and  properly  supervised  nurs- 
ing services  for  such  patients  during  all  hours  of 
each  day  and  all  days  of  each  week; 

"(C)  make  satisfactory  arrangements  for  pro- 
fessional planning  and  supervision  of  menus  and 
meal  service  for  patients  for  whom  special  diets  or 
dietary  restrictions  are  medically  prescribed; 

"(D)  have  satisfactory  policies  and  procedures 
relating  to  the  maintenance  of  medical  records  on 
each  patient  of  the  nursing  home,  dispensing  and  ad- 
ministering of  drugs  and  biologicals,  and  assuring 
that  each  patient  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician 
and  that  adequate  provisions  is  made  for  medical 
attention  to  any  patient  during  emergencies; 

"(E)  have  arrangements  with  one  or  more 
general  hospitals  under  which  such  hospital  or  hos- 
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pitals  will  provide  needed  diagnostic  and  other  serv- 
ices to  patients  of  such  nursing  home,  and  under 
which  such  hospital  or  hospitals  agree  to  timely 
acceptance,  as  patients  thereof,  of  acutely  ill  patients 
of  such  nursing  home  who  are  in  need  of  hospital 
care;  except  that  the  State  agency  may  waive  this 
requirement  wholly  or  in  part  with  respect  to  any 
nursing  home  meeting  all  the  other  requirements  and 
which,  by  reason  of  remote  location  or  other  good 
and  sufficient  reason,  is  unable  to  effect  such  an 
arrangement  with  a  hospital:  and 

"(F)  (i)  meet  (after  December  31.  1969)  such 
provisions  of  the  Life  Safety  Code  of  the  National 
Fire  Protection  Association  (21st  Edition,  1967) 
as  are  applicable  to  nursing  homes;  except  that  the 
State  agency  may  waive  in  accordance  with  regula- 
tions of  the  Secretary,  for  such  periods  as  it  deems 
appropriate,  specific  provisions  of  such  code  which,  if 
rigidly  applied,  would  result  in  unreasonable  hard- 
ship upon  a  nursing  home,  but  only  if  such  agency 
makes  a  determination  (and  keeps  a  written  record 
setting  forth  the  basis  of  such  determination )  that  such 
waiver  will  not  adversely  affect  the  health  and  safety 
of  the  patients  of  such  skilled  nursing  home;  and 
except  that  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  preceding 
-provisions  of  this  subclause  (i)  shall  not  apply  in 
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any  State  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  in  such  State 
there  is  in  effect  a  fire  and  safety  code,  imposed  by 
State  law,  which  adequately  protects  patients  in 
nursing  homes;  and  (ii)  meet  conditions  relating  to 
environment  and  sanitation  applicable  to  extended 
care  facilities  under  title  XVIII;  except  that  the 
State  agency  may  waive  in  accordance  with  regula- 
tions of  the  Secretary,  for  such  periods  as  it  deems 
appropriate,  any  requirement  imposed  by  the  pre- 
ceding provisions  of  this  subclause  (ii)  if  such 
agency  finds  that  such  requirement,  if  rigidly  ap- 
plied, would  result  in  unreasonable  hardship  upon 
a  nursing  home,  but  only  if  such  agency  makes  a 
determination  (and  keeps  a  written  record  setting 
forth  the  basis  of  such  determination)  that  such 
waiver  will  not  adversely  affect  the  health  and  safety 
of  the  patients  of  such  nursing  home." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  ( unless  otherwise  specified  in  the  body  of  such  amend- 
ments) shall  take  effect  on  January  1, 196.9. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  after 
June  30,  1968,  no  Federal  funds  shall  be  paid  to  any  State 
as  Federal  matching  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  or 
XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  payments  made  to  any 
nursing  home  for  or  on  account  of  any  nursing  home  services 
provided  by  such  nursing  home  for  any  period  during  which 
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such  nursing  home  is  determined  not  to  meet  fully  all  require- 
ments of  the  State  for  licensure  as  a  nursing  home,  except  that 
the  Secretary  may  prescribe  a  reasonable  period  or  periods  of 
time  during  which  a  nursing  home  which  has  formerly  met 
such  requirements  will  be  eligible  for  payments  which  include 
Federal  participation  if  during  such  period  or  periods  such 
home  promptly  takes  all  necessary  steps  to  again  meet  such 
requirements. 

(241)Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert  : 

COST  SHARING  AND  SIMILAR  CHARGES  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FURNISHED  UNDER 
TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  234b.  (a)(1)  Section  1902(a)  (14)  ( A)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "no"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "in  the  case  of  indi- 
viduals receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  State  plans  ap- 
proved under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  part  A  of  title 
IV,  X,  no". 

(2)  Section  1902(a)  (14)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
(A)  by  inserting  "inpatient  hospital  services  or"  after  "re- 
spect to",  and  (B)  by  striking  out  "him"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "to  an  individual" . 

(3)  Section  1902(a)  (15)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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"(15)  in  the  case  of  eligible  individuals  65  years  of 
age  or  older  toho  are  covered  by  either  or  both  of  the 
instance  programs  established  by  title  XVIII,  provide 
where,  under  the  plan,  all  of  any  deductible,  cost  shar- 
ing, or  similar  charge  imposed  with  respect  to  such  in- 
dividual under  the  insurance  program  established  by  such 
title  is  not  met,  the  portion  thereof  which  is  met  shall  be 
determined  on  a  basis  reasonably  related  (as  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  standards  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  included  in  the  plan)  to  such  individual's 
income  or  his  income  and  resources;" . 
(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be 

effective  in  the  case  of  calendar  quarters  beginning  after 

December  31,  1967. 

(242)Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

STATE  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS  REGARDING  LICENSING  OF 
ADMINISTRATORS  OF  SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  FUR- 
NISHING SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  PLANS  APPROVED 
UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  234c.  (a)  Section  1902  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is 
further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  paragraph  (28)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and" 
and  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  1902(a)  the 
following  new  paragraph : 
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"(29)  include  a  State  program  which  meets  the  re- 
quirements set  forth  in  section  1907,  for  the  licensing  of 
administrators  of  nursing  homes." 

(b)  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended 
by  section  226  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

"state  programs  for  licensing  of  administrators 
of  nursing  homes 
"Sec.  1907.  (a)  For  purposes  of  section  1902(a)  (29), 
a  'State  program  for  the  licensing  of  administrators  of  nurs- 
ing homes1  is  a  program  which  provides  that  no  nursing  home 
within  the  State  may  operate  except  under  the  supervision 
of  an  administrator  licensed  in  the  manner  provided  in  this 
section. 

"(b)  Licensing  of  nursing  home  administrators  shall  be 
carried  out  by  the  agency  of  the  State  responsible  for  licensing 
under  the  healing  arts  licensing  act  of  the  State,  or,  in  the 
absence  of  such  act  or  such  an  agency,  a  board  representative 
of  the  professions  and  institutions  concerned  ivith  care  of 
chronically  ill  and  infirm  aged  patients  and  established  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

"(c)  It  shall  be  the  function  and  duty  of  such  agency 
or  board  to — 

"(1)  develop,  impose,  and  enforce  standards  which 
must  be  met  by  individuals  in  order  to  receive  a  license 
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as  a  nursing  home  administrator,  which  standards  shall 
be  designed  to  insure  that  nursing  home  administrators 
will  be  individuals  who  are  of  good  character  and  are 
otherwise  suitable,  and  who,  by  training  or  experience  in 
the  field  of  institutional  administration,  are  qualified  to 
serve  as  nursing  home  administrators; 

"(2)  develop  and  apply  appropriate  techniques,  in- 
cluding examinations  and  investigations,  for  determin- 
ing whether  an  individual  meets  such  standards; 

"(3)  issue  licenses  to  individuals  determined,  after 
the  application  of  such  techniques,  to  meet  such  standards, 
and  revoke  or  suspend  licenses  previously  issued  by  the 
board  in  any  case  where  the  individual  holding  any  such 
license  is  determined  substantially  to  have  failed  to  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  such  standards; 

"(4)  establish  and  carry  out  procedures  designed  to 
insure  that  individuals  licensed  as  nursing  home  adminis- 
trators will,  during  any  period  that  they  serve  as  such, 
comply  ivith  the  requirements  of  such  standards; 

"(5)  receive,  investigate,  and  take  appropriate  action 
with  respect  to,  any  charge  or  complaint  filed  with  the 
board  to  the  effect  that  any  individual  licensed  as  a 
nursing  home  administrator  has  failed  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  such  standards;  and 

"(6)  conduct  a  continuing  study  and  investigation 


209 

of  nursing  homes  and  administrators  of  nursing  homes 
within  the  State  with  a  view  to  the  improvement  of  the 
standards  imposed  for  the  licensing  of  such  administrators 
and  of  procedures  and  methods  for  the  enforcement  of 
such  standards  with  respect  to  administrators  of  nursing 
homes  who  have  been  licensed  as  such. 
"(d)  No  State  shall  be  considered  to  have  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  provisions  of  section  1902(a)  (29 )  because  the 
agency  or  board  of  such  State  (established  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b) )  shall  have  granted  any  waiver,  with  respect  to 
any  individual  who  during  all  of  the  calendar  year  immedi- 
ately preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  requirements 
prescribed  in  section  1902(a)  (29)  are  first  met  by  the  State, 
has  served  as  a  nursing  home  administrator,  of  any  of  the 
standards  developed,  imposed,  and  enforced  by  such  board 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(1)  other  than  such  standards  as 
relate  to  good  character  or  suitability  if — 

"(1)  such  waiver  is  for  a  period  which  ends  after 
being  in  effect  for  two  years  or  on  June  30,  1972, 
whichever  is  earlier,  and 

"(2)  there  is  provided  in  the  State  (during  all  of 
the  period  for  which  waiver  is  in  effect),  a  program  of 
training  and  instruction  designed  to  enable  all  indi- 
viduals, with  respect  to  whom  any  such  waiver  is  granted, 
H.R.  12080  Amdts.  14 
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to  attain  the  qualifications  necessary  in  order  to  meet 
such  standards. 

"(e)(1)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1968  and  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
make  grants  to  States  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  them  in 
instituting  and  conducting  programs  of  training  and  instruc- 
tion of  the  type  referred  to  in  subsection  (d)(2) . 

"(2)  No  grant  with  respect  to  any  such  program  shall 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  reasonable  and  necessary  cost, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  instituting  and  conduct- 
ing such  program. 

"(f)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Secretary  and 
the  States  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  there 
is  hereby  created  a  National  Advisory  Council  on  Nursing 
Home  Administration  which  shall  consist  of  nine  persons, 
not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States,  appointed 
by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competi- 
tive service.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint  one 
of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  The  members  shall  in- 
clude, but  not  be  limited  to,  representatives  of  State  health 
officers,  State  welfare  directors,  nursing  home  administrators, 
and  university  programs  in  public  health  or  medical  care 
administration . 
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"(2)  In  addition  to  the  function  stated  in  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  it  shall  be  the  function  and  duty  of 
the  Council  (A)  to  study  and  identify  the  core  of  knowledge 
that  should  constitute  minimally  the  training  in  the  field  of 
institutional  administration  which  should  qualify  an  individ- 
ual to  serve  as  a  nursing  home  administrator;  (B)  to  study 
and  identify  the  experience  in  the  field  of  institutional  admin- 
istration that  a  nursing  home  administrator  should  be  re- 
quired to  possess;  (C)  to  study  and  develop  model  techniques 
for  determining  whether  an  individual  possesses  such 
qualifications;  (D)  to  study  and  develop  model  criteria  for 
granting  waivers  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d) ; 
(E)  to  study  and  develop  suggested  programs  of  training 
referred  to  in  subsection  (d) ;  (F)  to  study,  develop,  and 
recommend  programs  of  training  and  instruction  for  those 
desiring  to  pursue  a  career  in  nursing  home  administration; 
(G)  to  complete  the  functions  in  (A)  through  (E)  above  by 
July  1,  1969,  and  submit  a  written  report  to  the  Secretary 
which  report  shall  be  submitted  to  the  States  to  assist  them  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

"(3)  Members  of  the  Council,  while  attending  meetings 
or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serving  on  business  of  the 
Council  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed 
by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including 
travel  time,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or 
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regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 
penses, including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  author- 
ized by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for 
persons  in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

"(4)  The  Secretary  may  at  the  request  of  the  Council 
engage  such  technical  assistance  as  may  be  required  to  carry 
out  its  functions;  and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make 
available  to  the  Council  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other 
assistance  and  such  pertinent  data  obtained  and  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  as  the 
Council  may  require  to  carry  out  its  functions. 

"(5)  The  Council  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
prior  to  July  1,  1968,  and  shall  cease  to  exist  as  of  Decem- 
ber 31,  1971. 

"(g)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term — 

"(1)  'nursing  home  means  any  institution  or  fa- 
cility defined  as  such  for  licensing  purposes  under  State 
law,  or,  if  State  law  does  not  employ  the  term  nursing 
home,  the  equivalent  term  or  terms  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and 

"(2)  'nursing  home  administrator  means  any  in- 
dividual who  is  charged  with  the  general  administration 
of  a  nursing  home  whether  or  not  such  individual  has 
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an  ownership  interest  in  such  home  and  whether  or  not 
his  functions  and  duties  are  shared  with  one  or  more 
other  individuals" 

(c)  Except  as  othenvise  specified  in  the  text  thereof,  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  July  1, 
1970. 

(243)Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

UTILIZATION  OF  CARE  AND  SERVICES  FURNISHED  UNDER 

TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  234d.  Effective  April  1,  1968,  section  1902(a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding 
sections  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

(a)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following  ";  and" ;  and 

(b)  inserting  after  paragraph  (28)  (added  to  the 
Social  Security  Act  by  section  234c  of  this  Act)  the 
following  paragraph: 

"(29)  provide  such  methods  and  procedures  relat- 
ing to  the  utilization  of,  and  the  payment  for,  care  and 
services  available  under  the  plan  as  may  be  necessary 
to  safeguard  against  unneccessary  utilization  of  such 
care  and  services." 


(244)  Page  160,  after  line  6,  insert: 

DIFFERENCES  IN  STANDARDS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  INCOME 
ELIGIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  234e.  Effective  July  1, 1969,  section  1902(a)  (17) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by — 

(a)  striking  out  "(17)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(17)  (A)"; 

(b)  redesignating  clauses  (A),  (B),  (C),  and  (D) 
as  clauses  (i) ,  (ii) ,  (Hi),  and  (iv),  respectively; 

(c)  striking  out  ";  and  provide'  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof     and  (B)  provide" ; 

(d)  striking  out  "income  by"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "income  (i)  by" ;  and 

(e)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ",  and  (ii)  by  establishing,  in  accordance 
with  standards  prescribed'  by  the  Secretary,  differences  in 
income  levels  (but  only  in  the  case  of  applicants  or 
recipients  of  assistance  under  the  plan  who  are  not 
receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  State  s  plan  ap- 
proved under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of 
title  IV)  which  take  into  account  the  variations  in 
shelter  costs  as  between  such  costs  in  urban  arias  and 
such  costs  in  rural  areas" . 

(245)  Page  161,  line  2,  strike  out  [$100,000,000]  and 
insert:  $125,000,000 
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(246)  Page  161,  line  3,  strike  out  [$110,000,000]  and 
insert:  $160,000,000 

(247)  Page  162,  line  9,  strike  out  [the  plan]  and  insert: 
this  title 

(248)  Page  163,  after  line  25,  insert: 

"(vi)  for  the  development  and  implementa- 
tion of  arrangements  for  the  more  effective  in- 
volvement of  the  parent  or  parents  in  the  appro- 
priate care  of  the  child  and  the  improvement  of 
the  health  and  development  of  the  child,  and 

(249)  Page  164,  line  12,  after  "subdivision,"  insert:  except 
that  (effective  July.  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier,  on  the  date  as  of 
which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with  this 
requirement  with  respect  to  subprofessional  staff  is  approved) 
such  plan  shall  provide  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of 
paid  subprofessional  staff  with  particular  emphasis  on  the 
full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  persons  of  low  income, 
as  community  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan 
and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in 
providing  services  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  commit- 
tees established  by  the  State  agency, 

(250)  Page  170,  line  17,  strike  out  [or  local  agency] 
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(251)  Page  170,  line  19,  strike  out  [or  local] 

(252)  Page  171,  line  3,  after  "by"  insert:  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of 

(253)  Page  171,  line  4,  strike  out  [1969.]  and  insert:  1969, 
except  that  if  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  the  agency 
of  a  State  administering  its  plan  for  child-welfare  services 
developed  under  part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
different  from  the  agency  of  the  State  designated  pursuant  to 
section  402(a)  (3)  of  such  Act,  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of 
section  422(a)  of  such  Act  as  precedes  subparagraph  (B) 
(as  added  by  paragraph  (2)  of  such  subsection  (d))  shall 
not  apply  with  respect  to  such  State  but  only  so  long  as  such 
agencies  of  the  State  are  different. 

(254)  Page  176,  strike  out  lines  4  to  7,  inclusive,  and  insert: 

COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH  OR  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

Sec.  246.  Section  1110  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by — 

(a)  striking  out,  in  subsection  (a)(1),  11  for  paying 
part  of"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ufor  (A)  paying 
part  of" ; 

(b)  inserting,  in  subsection  (a)(1),  uthe  Federal- 
State"  after  u administration  and  effectiveness  of" ; 

(c)  inserting,  in  subsectio7i  (a)(1),  immediately 
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after  "programs  related  thereto,  and"  the  following: 
"(B)  projects  such  as  those  relating  to  the  causes  of 
economic  insecurity,  methods  of  meeting  risks  to  family 
income,  costs  of  health  care,  and  improvements  in  the 
administration  and  effectiveness  of  the  social  security 
program  and  related  programs,  and" ;  and 

(d)  striking  out,  in  subsection  (a)(2),  "nonprofit" . 

(255)  Page  176,  line  13,  strike  out  [$4,000,000]  and  insert: 
$10,000,000 

(256)  Page  178,  lines  16  and  17,  strike  out  [and  items  re- 
ferred to  in  sections  403  (a)  (3)  (B)  and  304(2)  ]  and  in- 
sert :  provided  under  section  402  ( a)  (19) 

(257)  Page  181,  after  line  11,  insert: 

STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  WAYS  OF  ASSISTING  RECIPIENTS 
OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE  IN  SECURING  PROTECTION 
OF  CERTAIN  LAWS 

Sec.  250.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  shall  make  a  study  of  and  recommendations  concern- 
ing the  means  by  which  and  the  extent  to  which  the  staff  of 
State  public  welfare  agencies  may  better  serve,  advise,  and 
assist  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  or  assistance  in  se- 
curing the  full  protection  of  local,  State,  and  Federal  health 
housing,  and  related  laws  and  in  helping  them  make  most 
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effective  use  of  public  assistance  and  other  programs  in  the 
community  and  the  extent  to  which  the  State  public  assistance, 
medical  assistance  or  related  programs  may  be  used  as  a 
means  of  enforcing  local,  State,  and  Federal  health,  housing, 
and  related  laws.  The  Secretary  shall  report  the  results  of 
such  study  and  make  recommendations,  including  the  neces- 
sary changes  in  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  the  Congress  no 
later  than  July  1, 1969. 

(258)Page  181,  after  line  11,  insert: 

ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  FORM  OF  INSTITUTIONAL  SERVICES 
IN  INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 

Sec.  251.  (a)  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  sections  209  and  249  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 

"assistance  in  the  form  of  institutional  services 
IN  INTERMEDIATE  care  facilities 
"Sec.  1121.  (a)  Any  State  which  has  in  effect  a  plan  for 
old-age  assistance,  approved  under  title  I,  a  plan  for  aid  to 
the  blind,  approved  under  title  X,  a  plan  for  aid  to  the 
permanently  and  totally  disabled,  approved  under  title  XIV, 
or  a  plan  for  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled,  approved 
under  title  XVI,  may,  on  or  after  January  1,  1968,  modify 
such  plan  to  include  therein  benefits  in  the  form  of  institu- 
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tional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  for  individuals 
who  are  entitled  for  would,  if  not  receiving  institutional 
services  in  intermediate  care  facilities,  be  entitled)  to  assist- 
ance, under  such  plan,  in  the  form  of  money  payments. 

"(b)  Any  modification  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  shall 
provide  that  benefits  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in 
intermediate  care  facilities  will  be  provided  only  to  individuals 
who — 

"(1)  are  entitled  (or  would,  if  not  receiving  insti- 
tutional services  in  intermediate  care  facilities,  be  en- 
titled) to  receive  aid  or  assistance,  under  the  State  plan, 
in  the  form  of  money  payments: 

"(2)  because  of  their  physical  or  mental  condition 
for  both),  require  living  accommodations  and  care  which, 
as  a  practical  matter,  can  be  made  available  to  them 
only  through  institutional  facilities:  and 

lifS)  do  not  have  such  an  illness,  disease,  injury,  or 
other  condition  as  to  require  the  degree  of  care  and 
treatment  which  a  hospital  or  skilled  nursing  home  fas 
that  term  is  employed  in  title  XIX)  is  designed  to 
provide. 

lifc)  Payments  to  any  State  which  modifies  its  approved 
State  plan  f referred  to  in  subsection  fa))  to  provide,  to  the 
recipients  of  aid  or  assistance  thereunder,  benefits  in  the 
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form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities 
shall  he  made  in  the  same  manner  and  from  the  same  appro- 
priation as  payments  made  with  respect  to  expenditures 
under  the  State  plan  so  modified,  except  that,  with  respect 
to  expenditures  made  by  the  State  in  paying  the  cost  of 
benefits  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate 
care  facilities  for  any  quarter,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  the 
State  so  elects,  pay  to  each  State  an  amount  equal  to  the 
Federal  medical  assistance  percentage  ( as  defined  in  section 
1905(h)). 

"(d)  Except  when  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  this 
section  or  contrary  to  any  provision  of  this  section,  any 
modification,  pursuant  to  this  section,  of  an  approved  State 
plan  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions,  limitations,  rights, 
and  obligations  as  obtain  with  respect  to  such  approved  State 
plan. 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'intermedi- 
ate care  facility  means  an  institution  or  distinct  part  thereof 
which  (1)  is  licerised,  under  State  law,  to  provide  the  patients 
or  residents  thereof,  on  a  regular  basis,  the  range  or  level  of 
care  and  services  which  is  suitable  to  the  needs  of  individuals 
described  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  and  (3),  but  which  does  not 
provide  the  degree  of  care  required  to  be  provided  by  a  skilled 
nursing  home  furnishing  services  under  a  State  plan  approved 
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under  title  XIX,  and  (2)  meets  such  standards  of  safety  and 
sanitation  as  are  applicable  under  State  law;  except  that  in  no 
case  shall  such  term  include  an  institution  which  does  not 
regularly  provide  a  level  of  care  and  service  beyond  room  and 
board." 

(259)  Page  182,  line  10,  strike  out  [$275,000,000]  and 
insert:  $305,000,000 

(260)  Page  182,  line  11,  strike  out  [$300,000,000]  and 

insert:  $360,000,000 

(261)  Page  182,  line  12,  strike  out  [$325,000,000]  and 
insert:  $385,000,000 

(262)  Page  182,  line  13,  strike  out  [$350,000,000]  and 
insert:  $410,000,000 

(263)  Page  183,  line  16,  after  "504."  insert:  Notwithstand- 
ing the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section,  of  the  amount 
appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  section  501,  not 
less  than  6  percent  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  the  case 
of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  15  percent  of  the 
amount  appropriated  in  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1970,  and  20  percent  of  the  amount  appropriated 
in  the  case  of  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  shall  be  available 
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for  family  planning  services  from  allotments  under  section 
503  and  for  family  planning  services  under  projects  under 
sections  508  and  512. 

(264)  Page  187,  strike  out  lines  18,  19,  and  20  and  insert: 

(under  section  1861  (v)  (1) )  of  inpatient  hospital  services, 
and,  effective  July  1,  1970,  extended  care  (skilled  nursing 
home  and  intermediate  care  facility)  services,  and  home 
health  care  services,  provided  under  the  plan; 

(264a)Page  189,  line  4,  strike  out  [and] 

(265)  Page  189,  line  8,  strike  out  [need.]  and  insert: 

need, 

(266)  Page  189,  after  line  8,  insert: 

"(13)  provides  that,  where  payment  is  authorized 
under  the  plan  for  services  which  an  optometrist  is  li- 
censed to  perform  and  such  services  are  not  rendered 
either  in  a  clinic  or  in  another  appropriate  institution 
which  does  not  have  an  arrangement  with  optometrists  to 
render  such  services,  the  individual  for  whom  such  pay- 
ment is  authorized  may,  to  the  extent  practicable,  obtain 
such  services  from  any  optometrist  licensed  to  perform 
such  service;  and 

"(14)  provides  that  acceptance  of  family  planning 
services  provided  under  the  plan  shall  be  voluntary  on 
the  part  of  the  individual  to  whom  such  services  are 
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offered  and  shall  not  be  a  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for 
or  the  receipt  of  any  service  under  the  plan. 

(267)  Page  194,  line  8,  after  "control."  insert:  Acceptance 
of  family  planning  services  provided  under  a  project  under 
this  section  (and  section  512)  shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part 
of  the  individual  to  whom  such  services  are  offered  and  shall 
not  be  a  prerequisite  to  the  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of 
any  service  under  such  project. 

(268)  Page  197,  line  13,  strike  out  [priority]  and  insert: 
special  attention 

(269)  Page  199,  line  8,  strike  out  [development."]  and  in- 
sert: development. 

(270)  Page  199,  after  line  8,  insert: 

"observance  of  religious  beliefs 
"Sec.  515.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to 
require  any  State  which  has  any  plan  or  program  approved 
under,  or  receiving  financial  support  under,  this  title  to 
compel  any  person  to  undergo  any  medical  screening,  ex- 
amination, diagnosis,  or  treatment  or  to  accept  any  other 
health  care  or  services  provided  under  such  plan  or  program 
for  any  purpose  (other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 
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and  preventing  the  spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease 
or  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  environmental  health),  if 
such  person  objects  (or,  in  case  such  person  is  a  child,  his 
parent  or  guardian  objects)  thereto  on  religious  grounds" 

(27l)Page  200,  after  line  15,  insert: 
USE   OF   SUBPROFESSIONAL   STAFF   AND  VOLUNTEERS 

Sec.  304.  (a)  Section  505(a)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  ( as  added  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provides"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provides  (A)"; 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  (B)  provides  for  the  training  and  effec- 
tive use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 
persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service  aides,  in 
the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  non- 
paid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  providing  services 
and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  established  by 
the  State  agency" . 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  become 
effective  July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier  (with  respect  to  a  State) 
on  the  date  as  of  which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to 
comply  with  such  amendment  is  approved. 
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(272)  Page  200,  after  line  15,  insert: 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM  FOR  SERVICES  FOR 

CRIPPLED  CHILDREN 

Sec.  305.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  program 
for  services  for  crippled  children  as  established  by  this  title 
through  the  Children  s  Bureau  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

(273)  Page  200,  after  line  15,  insert: 

CHILDREN'S  EMOTIONAL  ILLNESS 

Sec.  306.  Section  231(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1965  (Public  Law  89-97)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  word  "two"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "three" . 

(274)  Page  200,  line  17,  strike  out  [304]  and  insert:  307 

(275)  Page  202,  strike  out  lines  15,  16,  and  17,  and  insert: 

INCENTIVE  FOR  ECONOMY  WHILE  MAINTAINING  QUALITY 
OR  IMPROVING  THE  PROVISION  OF  HEALTH  SERVICES 

(276)  Page  202,  line  20,  after  "which"  where  it  appears  the 
first  time  insert:  physicians  who  would  otherwise  be  entitled 
to  receive  payment  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  charge,  and 

(277)  Page  202,  line  22,  strike  out  [cost]  and  insert:  cost, 
H.R.  12080  Amdts.  15 
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(278)  Page  202,  line  23,  strike  out  [Act]  and  insert:  Act, 

(279)  Page  203,  line  4,  strike  out  [organization  or]  and 

insert:  physician,  organization,  or 

(280)  Page  203,  line  5,  strike  out  [reimbursement]  and 

insert:  payment  (in  the  case  of  physicians)  or  reimbursement 
( in  the  case  of  an  organization  or  institution ) 

(281)  Page  203,  line  19,  strike  out  [cost;]  and  insert:  cost, 
or  (in  the  case  of  physicians)  on  the  basis  of  reasonable 
charge; 

(282)  Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

STUDY  OF  FAMILY  AND  CHILD  ALLOWANCE  PROPOSALS 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  conduct  a  study  and  investigation  of  the  various 
proposals  for  family  allowances  and  child  allowances.  In 
such  study  and  investigation,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall 
give  consideration  to  (1)  the  effect  of  enactment  of  any  of 
these  proposals  upon  the  various  Federal-State  assistance 
programs,  and  (2)  the  savings  which  might  accrue  to  the 
United  States  Government  and  to  the  various  State  gov- 
ernments from  the  enactment  of  such  proposals. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  this  study  and  investigation,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  with  all  other  appro- 
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priate  government  departments  and  agencies,  and  with  such 
other  organizations  and  individuals  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

(c)  On  or  before  January  15,  1969,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  transmit  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
a  report  which  shall  contain  a  full  and  complete  statement 
of  the  findings  of  fact  and  the  conclusions  of  such  study  and 
investigation  including  appropriate  recommendations  for 
congressional  action. 

(283)  Page  207.  after  line  21.  insert: 

TITLE  V— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

(284)  Page  207.  after  line  21.  insert: 

DEDUCTION  OF  EXPENSES  FOR  MEDICAL  CARE  OF  INDI- 
VIDUALS WHO  HAVE  ATTAINED  AGE  65 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Section  213(a)  of  the  Internal  Bevenue 
Code  of  1954  ( relating  to  allowance  of  deduction  for  medi- 
cal, dental,  etc.,  expenses)  is  amended  to  read-  as  follows: 
"(a)  Allowance  of  Deduction. — 

"(1)  In  general. — There  shall  be  allowed  as  a 
deduction  the  following  amounts,  not  compensated  for 
by  insurance  or  otherwise — 

"(A)  the  amount  by  which  the  amount  of  the 
expenses  paid  during  the  taxable  year  (reduced  by 
any  amount  deductible  under  subparagraph  (B)) 
for  medical  care  of  the  taxpayer,  his  spouse,  and 
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dependents  ( as  defined  in  section  152 )  exceeds 
3  percent  of  the  adjusted  gross  income,  and 

"(B)  an  amount  (not  in  excess  of  $150)  equal 
to  one-half  of  the  expenses  paid  during  the  taxable 
year  for  insurance  which  constitutes  medical  care  for 
the  taxpayer,  his  spouse,  and  dependents. 
For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  amounts  paid  for  the 
medical  care  of  an  individual  with  respect  to  whom  para- 
graph (2)  applies  for  the  taxable  year  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account. 

"(2)  Individuals  who  have  attained  age 
65. — There  shall  be  allowed  as  a  deduction  the  amount 
of  the  expenses,  not  compensated  for  by  insurance  or 
otherwise,  paid  during  the  taxable  year  for  the  medical 
care  of — 

"(A)  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse,  if  either  of 
them  has  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the  close  of 
the  taxable  year,  and 

"(B)  a  dependent  who  (i)  is  the  mother  or 
father  of  the  taxpayer  or  his  spouse  and  (ii)  has 
attained  the  age  of  65  before  the  close  of  the  taxable 
year." 

(b)  Section  213(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  limita- 
tion ivith  respect  to  medicine  and  drugs)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "The  pre- 
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ceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to  amounts  paid  for  the 
care  of — 

11  (1)  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse,  if  either  of  them 
has  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the  close  of  the  taxable 
year,  or 

"(2)  any  dependent  described  in  subsection 
(a)(2)(B)." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31, 
1966. 

(285)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

TAX  EXEMPT   STATUS   OF   CERTAIN   HOSPITAL  SERVICE 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Section  501  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  exemption  from  tax  on  corpora- 
tions, etc.)  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (e)  as 
subsection  (f)  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(e)  Cooperative  Hospital  Service  Organiza- 
tions.— For  purposes  of  this  title,  an  organization  shall  be 
treated  as  an  organization  organized  and  operated  exclusively 
for  charitable  purposes,  if — 

"(1)  such  organization  is  organized  and  operated 

exclusively  to  perform  services — 
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"(A)  of  a  type  ivhich,  if  performed  on  its  own 
behalf  by  a  hospital  which  is  an  organization  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (c)  (3)  and  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  subsection  (a),  would  constitute  an  inte- 
gral part  of  its  exempt  activities;  and 

"(B)  solely  for  hospitals  each  of  which  is — 

"(i)  an  organization  described  in  subsec- 
tion (c)  (3)  which  is  exempt  from  taxation  un- 
der subsection  (a), 

"(ii)  a  constituent  part  of  an  organization 
described  in  subsection  (c)(3)  which  is  ex- 
empt from  taxation  under  subsection  (a)  and 
which,  if  organized  and  operated  as  a  separate 
entity,  uiould  constitute  an  organization  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (c)(3),  or 

"(Hi)  owned  and  operated  by  the  United 
States,  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  a 
possession  of  the  United  States,  or  a  political 
subdivision  or  an  agency  or  instrumentality  of 
any  of  the  foregoing; 
"(2)  such  organization  is  organized  and  operated 
on  a  cooperative  basis  and  allocates  or  pays,  ivithin  8^ 
months  after  the  close  of  its  taxable  year,  all  net  earnings 
to  patrons  on  the  basis  of  services  performed  for  them; 
and 
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"(3)  if  such  organization  has  capital  stock,  all  of 
such  stock  outstanding  is  owned  by  its  patrons. 
For  purposes  of  this  title,  any  organization  tvhich,  by  reason 
of  the  preceding  sentence,  is  an  organization  described  in 
subsection  (c)(3)  and  exempt  from  taxation  under  subsec- 
tion (a),  shall  be  treated  as  a  hospital  and  as  an  organization 
referred  to  in  section  503(b)  (5) ." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  to  taxable  years  ending  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

(286)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  APPLICATION  FOR 
EXEMPTION  BY  MEMBERS  OF  RELIGIOUS  GROUPS 
OPPOSED  TO  INSURANCE 

Sec.  503.  (a)  Section  1402(h)(2)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  ( relating  to  time  for  filing  applica- 
tions by  members  of  certain  religious  faiths)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows  : 

11  (2)  Time  for  filing  application. — For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  an  application  must  be  filed — 

"(A)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  ivho  has  self- 
employment  income  (determined  without  regard  to 
this  subsection  and  subsection  (c)(6) )  for  any  tax- 
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able  year  ending  before  December  31,  1967,  on  or 
before  December  31,  1968,  and 

11  (B)  In  any  other  case,  on  or  before  the  time 
prescribed  for  filing  the  return  (including  any  ex- 
tension thereof)  for  the  first  taxable  year  ending  on 
or  after  December  31,  1967,  for  which  he  has  self- 
employment  income  (as  so  determined) ,  except  that 
an  application  filed  after  such  date  but  on  or  before 
the  last  day  of  the  third  calendar  month  following  the 
calendar  month  in  which  the  taxpayer  is  first  notified 
in  writing  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  that  a 
timely  application  for  an  exemption  from  the  tax  im- 
posed by  this  chapter  has  not  been  filed  by  him  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  filed  timely" 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31, 
1950.  For  such  purpose,  chapter  2  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  shall  be  treated  as  applying  to  all  taxable 
years  beginning  after  such  date. 

(c)  If  refund  or  credit  of  any  overpayment  resulting 
from  the  enactment  of  this  section  is  prevented  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  at  any  time  on  or  before  Decem- 
ber 31,  1968,  by  the  operation  of  any  law  or  rule  of  law, 
refund  or  credit  of  such  overpayment  may,  nevertheless,  be 
made  or  allowed  if  claim  therefor  is  filed  on  or  before  Decern- 
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ber  31,  1968.  No  interest  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  on  any 
overpayment  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  section. 

(287)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

COVERAGE  STATUS  OF  FISHERMEN  AND  TRUCK  LOADERS 

AND  UNLOADERS 

Sec.  504.  (a)(1)  Section  210  (j)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or  ",  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(4)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for 
remuneration  (whether  on  a  share  basis  or  any  other 
basis)  as  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel 
while  it  is  engaged  in  the  catching,  taking,  harvesting, 
cultivating,  or  farming  of  any  kind  of  fish,  shellfish, 
Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of  aquatic 
animal  or  vegetable  life  (including  services  performed 
by  any  such  individual  as  an  ordinary  incident  to  any 
such  activity);  except  that  an  individual  shall  not  be 
included  in  the  term  'employee'  under  the  provisions  of 
this  paragraph  if,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsec- 
tion (p),  any  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such 
vessel  is  deemed  to  be  his  employee;  or 

"(5)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for 
remuneration  in  the  loading  or  unloading  of  the  contents 
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of  a  truck,  truck  or  tractor  trailer,  or  similar  convey- 
ance." 

(2)  Section  210  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 
''Treatment  of  Owners  and  Lessees  of  V essels  as  Employers 
"(p)  An  individual  who  is  an  employee  under  the  pro- 
visions of  subsection  (j)  (4)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  em- 
ployee of  the  owner  of  the  vessel  on  or  in  connection  with 
which  his  services  are  performed,  except  that  if — 

"(1)  such  vessel  has  been  chartered  or  leased  and 
the  owner  has  no  interest  of  any  kind  in  the  fish,  shell- 
fish, Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of 
aquatic  animal  or  vegetable  life  caught,  taken,  harvested, 
cultivated,  or  farmed  by  such  vessel,  or  in  the  proceeds 
thereof,  and 

"(2)  any  charterer  or  lessee  of  such  vessel  has  such 
an  interest, 

such  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of 
such  charterer  or  lessee.  If  by  reason  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tence an  individual  is  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  more 
than  one  charterer  or  lessee,  and  one  or  more  (but  less  than 
all)  of  such  charterers  or  lessees  are  not  officers  or  members 
of  the  crew  of  such  vessel,  such  individual  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  employee  of  each  of  the  charterers  or  lessees  who 
is  not  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel. 
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"Employers  of  Truck  Loaders  and  Unloaders 
"(q)  An  individual  who  is  an  employee  under  the  pro- 
visions of  subsection  (])  (5)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  em- 
ployee of  the  driver  in  charge  of  the  truck  or  other  convey- 
ance in  connection  with  which  his  service  is  performed, 
except  that  if  such  driver  is  the  employee  of  another  person 
with  respect  to  services  he  performs  as  the  driver  of  such 
truck  or  other  conveyance,  such  individual  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  employee  of  such  other  person.  However,  the  preced- 
ing sentence  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  individual 
if  it  can  be  shown  by  such  driver  or  his  employer  that  a 
person  other  than  such  driver  or  employer  has  acknowledged 
in  a  form  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
or  his  delegate  that  he  has  the  responsibility  for  collecting 
and  paying  the  taxes  imposed  by  the  Federal  Insurance 
Contributions  Act  with  respect  to  such  loading  or  unloading 
services  performed  by  such  individual,  in  which  event  the 
person  who  has  made  such  acknowledgment  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  employer  of  such  individual." 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsection  shall  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  included  in  the  Social  Security  Act  on 
and  after  January  1,  1951. 

(b)(1)  Section  3121(d)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  (definition  of  employee)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in 


236 

lieu  thereof  " ;  or"  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

following  new  paragraphs: 

"(4)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for 
remuneration  (whether  on  a  share  basis  or  any  other 
basis)  as  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel 
while  it  is  engaged  in  the  catching,  taking,  harvesting, 
cultivating,  or  farming  of  any  kind  of  fish,  shellfish, 
Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of  aquatic 
animal  or  vegetable  life  ( including  services  performed  by 
any  such  individual  as  an  ordinary  incident  to  any  such 
activity);  except  that  an  individual  shall  not  be  in- 
cluded in  the  term  i  employed  under  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph  if,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(r),  any  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel  is 
deemed  to  be  his  employee;  or 

11  (5)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for  re- 
muneration in  the  loading  or  unloading  of  the  contents 
of  a  truck,  truck  or  tractor  trailer,  or  similar  convey- 
ancer 

(2)  Section  3121  of  such  Code  (definitions  relating  to 
Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(r)  Treatment  of  Owners  and  Lessees  of  Ves- 
sels as  Employers. — For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  an 
individual  who  is  an  employee  under  the  provisions  of  sub- 
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section  (d)(4)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  on  or  in  connection  with  which  his  services 
are  performed,  except  that  if — 

"(1)  such  vessel  has  been  chartered  or  leased  and 
the  owner  has  no  interest  of  any  kind  in  the  fish,  shell- 
fish, Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of 
aquatic  animal  or  vegetable  life  caught,  taken,  harvested, 
cultivated  or  farmed  by  such  vessel,  or  in  the  proceeds 
thereof,  and 

"(2)  any  charterer  or  lessee  of  such  vessel  has  such 
an  interest, 

such  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  such 
charterer  or  lessee.  If  by  reason  of  the  preceding  sentence  an 
individual  is  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  more  than  one 
charterer  or  lessee,  and  one  or  more  (but  less  than  all)  of 
such  charterers  or  lessees  are  not  officers  or  members  of  the 
crew  of  such  vessel,  such  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
the  employee  of  each  of  the  charterers  or  lessees  who  is  not 
an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel. 

('(s)  Employers  of  Truck  Loaders  and  Unload- 
ers. — For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  an  individual  who  is  an 
employee  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)(5)  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  the  driver  in  charge  of  the  truck 
or  other  conveyance  in  connection  with  which  his  service  is 
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performed,  except  that  if  such  driver  is  the  employee  of  an- 
other person  with  respect  to  services  he  performs  as  the  driver 
of  such  truck  or  other  conveyance,  such  individual  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  such  other  person.  However,  the 
preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  individ- 
ual if  it  can  be  shown  by  such  driver  or  his  employer  that  a 
person  other  than  such  driver  or  employer  has  acknowledged 
in  a  form  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate 
that  he  has  the  responsibility  for  collecting  and  paying  the 
taxes  imposed  by  this  chapter  with  respect  to  such  loading  or 
unloading  services  performed  by  such  individual,  in  which 
event  the  person  who  has  made  such  acknowledgment  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  employer  of  such  individual." 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967, 
for  services  performed  after  such  date. 

(c)(1)  Section  3401(c)  of  such  Code  (definition  of 
employee  for  withholding  tax  purposes)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "an  officer  of  a  corporation"  in  the  final  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  persons  named  in  section 
3121(d),  except  that  paragraph  (3)  shall  not  apply". 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967, 
for  services  performed  after  such  date. 
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(288)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert : 

REFUND  OF  CERTAIN  OVERPAYMENTS  BY  EMPLOYEES  OF 
HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  6413(c)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  ( relating  to  special  refunds  of  overpay- 
ments of  certain  employment  taxes)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Applicability  with  respect  to  compen- 
sation OF  EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  TO  THE  RAILROAD 
retirement  tax  act. — In  the  case  of  any  individual 
who.  during  any  calendar  year  after  1967,  receives 
wages  from  one  or  more  employers  and  also  receives 
compensation  which  is  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  sec- 
tion 3201  or  3211.  such  compensation  shall,  solely  for 
purposes  of  applying  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  the 
tax  imposed  by  section  3101(b).  be  treated  as  wages 
received  from  an  employer  with  respect  to  which  the  tax- 
imposed  by  section  3101  (b)  was  deducted. ," 
(b)(1)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1402(b)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employment  income)  is 
amended    (A)    by    inserting    "(A)"    immediately  after 
"'wages'  ",  and  (B)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 
period  the  following:     and  (B)  includes,  but  solely  with  re- 
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sped  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  1401(b),  compensation 
which  is  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201  or  3211" . 

(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
effective  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after 
December  31, 1968. 

(c)(1)  Section  6051(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  (relating  to  requirement  of  receipts  for  employees) 
is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  " section  3101  or  3402"  in  the 
matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  3101,  3201,  or  3402"  ; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(5),  and  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and" ;  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

"(7)  the  total  amount  of  compensation  with  respect 
to  which  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201  was  deducted, 
and 

"(8)  the  total  amount  deducted  as  tax  under  section 
3201." 

(2)  Section  6051(c)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  ad- 
ditional requirements)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "section 
3101"  in  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"sections  3101  and  3201". 
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(3)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
shall  apply  in  respect  of  remuneration  paid  after  December 
31, 1967. 

(289)Page  207.  after  line  21.  insert  : 

JOINT  EMPLOYEES  OF  CERTAIN  TAX-EXEMPT 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  506.  For  purposes  of  the  Internal  Bevenue  Code  of 
1.954.  if— 

(1)  an  individual  is  an  employee  of  two  or  more 
organizations  described  in  section  501(c)(4)  of  such 
Code  and  exempt  from  taxation  under  section  501(a)  of 
such  Code  which  provide  hospital  or  medical  insurance, 
and 

(2)  one  of  such  organizations  pays  to  such  individ- 
ual all  the  remuneration  for  his  employment  by  such 
organizations, 

the  organization  which  pays  such  remuneration  shall,  with 
the  consent  of  each  such  other  organization,  be  treated  as  the 
employer  of  such  individual  with  respect  to  his  employment 
by  such  organizations.  The  consent  of  an  organization  under 
the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  mode  at  such  time,  in  such 
manner,  and  subject  to  such  conditions,  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  may  prescribe  by  regulations. 
H.R.  12080  Amdts.  16 
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(290)  Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  PROVIDE  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
UNITED  STATES  CITIZENS  RETURNED  FROM  FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES 

Sec.  507.  Section  1113(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "1969". 

(291)  Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

PROTECTION  OF  VETERANS'  BENEFITS 

Sec.  508.  (a)(1)  Section  415(g)  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
paragraph  as  follows: 

"(3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  any  individual — 
"(A)  who,  for  the  month  in  which  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  is  entitled 
to  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  under  section  202  or 
223  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and 

"(B)  who,  for  such  month,  or  for  any  subse- 
quent month,  is  entitled  to  dependency  and  indemnity 
compensation  under  this  section, 
there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining  the  annual 
income  of  such  individual,  any  increase  in  benefits  under 
such  sections  of  the  Social  Security  Act  which  result 
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from  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  196? V 

(2)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  after  "503'',  and  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following: 

"(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  in  the  case  of  any  individual — 

"(1)  who,  for  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  is  entitled  to  a 
monthly  insurance  benefit  under  section  202  or  223  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  and 

"(2)  who,  for  such  month,  or  for  any  subsequent 
month,  is  entitled  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter,  or  under  the  first  sentence  of  section  9(b)  of 
the  Veterans'  Pension  Act  of  1959,  there  shall  not  be 
counted,  in  determining  the  annual  income  of  such  indi- 
vidual, any  increase  in  benefits  under  such  sections  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  which  result  from  the  enactment  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967." 

(292)Page  207.  after  line  21.  insert: 

A  M  EX  DM  EX  TS  TO  SECOND  LIBERTY  BOXD  ACT 

Sec.  509.  fa)  The  second  sentence  of  section  22(b)(1) 
of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  (31  U.S.C.  757c)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  uSuch  bonds  and  certificates 
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may  be  sold  at  such  price  or  prices,  bear  such  interest  rate 
or  a/ford  such  investment  yield  or  both,  and  be  redeemed 
before  maturity  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  may  prescribe. " 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  22 A  (b)  (1)  of  such 
Act  (31  U.S.C.  757c-2)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"Such  bonds  shall  be  sold  at  such  price  or  prices,  afford 
such  investment  yield,  and  be  redeemable  before  maturity 
upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  may  prescribe." 

(c)  Section  25  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  757c-l)  is 
repealed. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  hereby  directed 
to  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure  that 
bonds  affected  by  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a), 

(b)  ,  or  (c)  of  this  section  which  are  issued  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1967,  shall  bear  interest  or  provide  investment 
yield  comparable  to  the  interest  or  investment  yield  payable, 
on  obligations  of  similar  maturity  and  which  are  not  affected 
by  the  amendments  made  by  subsections   (a),   (b),  and 

(c)  of  this  section. 

(293)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

FOSTER  CARE  FOR  CHILDREN 

Sec.  510.  (a)  Title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  Act)  is  further 
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amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
part: 

"Part  5 — Grants  to  States  for  Aid  to  Children 
Under  Foster  Care 
'  'appropria  tions 
"Sec.  541.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  proper 
foster  care  of  children  whose  welfare  can  best  be  advanced 
through  such  care  by  enabling  each  State  to  furnish  financial 
assistance  and  needed  welfare  services,  as  far  as  practicable 
under  the  conditions  in  such  State,  to  children  placed  under 
foster  care,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
each  fiscal  year  a  sum  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  part.  The  sums  made  available  under  this  section  shall 
be  used  for  making  payment  to  States  which  have  sub- 
mitted, and  had  approved  by  the  Secretary,  State  plans  for 
aid  and  services  to  children  under  foster  care. 
"state  plans  for  aid  and  services  to  children 
under  foster  care 
"Sec.  542.  (a)  A  State  plan  for  aid  and  services  to 
children  under  foster  care  must — 

"(1)  provide  that  it  shall  be  in  effect  in  all  politi- 
cal subdivisions  of  the  State,  and,  if  administered  by 
them,  be  mandatory  upon  them; 

11  (2)  provide  for  financial  participation  by  the 
State; 
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"(3)  provide  that  the  State  public-welfare  agency 
which  administers  the  child-welfare  services  plan  de- 
veloped as  provided  in  part  3  of  this  title  shall  he  des- 
ignated as  the  State  agency  to  administer,  or  supervise 
the  administration  of,  the  State  plan  under  this  part; 

u(4)  provide  for  granting  an  opportunity  for  a  fair 
hearing  before  the  State  agency  to  any  person  whose 
claim  for  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  is  denied  or 
is  not  acted  upon  with  reasonable  promptness; 

"(5)  provide  such  methods  of  administration  (in- 
cluding methods  relating  to  the  establishment  and  main- 
tenance of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  no  authority  with 
respect  to  the  selection,  tenure  of  office,  and  compensa- 
tion of  any  individual  employed  in  accordance  with 
such  methods)  as  are  found  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation  of  the 
State  plan; 

"(6)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  make  such 
reports,  in  such  form  and  containing  such  information, 
as  the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  require,  and 
comply  with  such  provisions  as  the  Secretary  may  from 
time  to  time  find  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness 
and  verification  of  such  reports; 

"(7)  provide  that  (A)  the  amount  of  aid,  if  any, 
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to  be  provided  under  the  State  plan  with  respect  to  any 
child  under  foster  care  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis 
of  his  need  therefor,  taking  into  consideration  any  in- 
come and  resources  of  such  child  which  are  available 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  his  care;  and  (B)  the  State 
agency  shall  not  deny  or  limit  the  amount  or  extent  of 
the  aid  otherwise  available  under  the  State  plan  to  any 
child,  on  the  ground  of  his  lack  of  need  for  such  aid, 
until  such  agency  is  fully  satisfied,  as  the  result  of 
affirmative  evidence,  that  there  is  a  lack  of  need  on  the 
part  of  such  child  for  such  aid; 

"(8)  provide  safeguards  which  restrict  the  use  or 
disclosure  of  information  concerning  applicants  and  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  to  purposes 
directly  connected  with  the  administration  of  the  State 
plan  ( except  that  this  requirement  shall  not  be  appli- 
cable in  the  case  of  aid  under  such  plan  provided  to 
children  placed  in  a  child-care  institution ) ; 

"(9)  provide  that  all  persons  wishing  to  make  ap- 
plication for  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  shall  have 
opportunity  to  do  so,  and  that  such  aid  shall  be  furnished 
with  reasonable  promptness  to  all  eligible  persons; 

"(10)  provide  that  aid  to  children  under  foster 
care  will  not  be  provided  to  any  child  with  respect  to 
any  period  for  which  such  child  is  receiving  aid  under 
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the  State  plan  of  such  State  approved  under  section 
402  of  this  Act; 

"(11)  provide  for  the  development  and  application 
of  a  program  for  such  welfare  and,  related  services  for 
each  child  who  receives  aid  to  children  under  foster  care 
as  may  be  necessary  to  promote  the  welfare  of  such 
child,  and  provide  for  the  coordination  of  such  program, 
and  any  other  services  provided  for  children  under  the 
State  plan,  with  the  child-welfare  services  plan  devel- 
oped as  provided  in  part  3  of  this  title,  with  a  view 
toward  providing  welfare  and  related  services  which  will 
best  promote  the  welfare  of  such  child; 

"(12)  provide  for  the  development,  with  respect 
to  each  child  who  receives  aid  to  children  under  foster 
care,  of  an  individual  welfare  plan,  tvhich  shall  include  a 
continuing  study  of  the  child's  needs,  of  the  most  suitable 
available  home  in  which  he  can  be  placed,  and  a  peri- 
odic review  of  his  case,  and  provide  that,  in  carrying 
out  such  welfare  plan,  use  may  be  made  of  services  of 
private  nonprofit  child-care  agencies  and  organizations ; 
and 

"(13)  contain  or  be  supported  by  assurances  satis- 
factory to  the  Secretary  that  amounts  payable  to  such 
State  under  section  543  to  carry  out  the  State  plan  will 
be  so  used  as  to  supplement  the  level  of  non-Federal 
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funds  that  would,  in  the  absence  of  such  amounts,  be 
available  in  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  providing  aid 
and  welfare  services  to  children  who  are  under  foster 
care  in  such  State. 

"payment  to  states 
"Sec.  543.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor, 
the  Secretary  shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  a  plan  ap- 
proved under  this  part,  for  each  quarter,  beginning  with 
the  quarter  commencing  October  1,  1967 — 

"(1)  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  percentage 
(as  defined  in  section  545(f))  of  the  total  amount 
expended  under  the  State  plan  during  such  quarter  as 
aid  to  children  under  foster  care  with  respect  to  children 
in  foster  family  homes  and  child-care  institutions  (in- 
cluding expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  medical 
or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof), 
not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to 
any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $50  multiplied  by 
the  total  number  of  children  who  were  recipients  of  such 
aid  for  such  month  (which  total  number,  for  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  means  (A)  the  number  of  children  in 
foster  family  homes  and  child-care  institutions  ivith  re- 
spect to  whom  such  aid  in  the  form  of  money  payments 
is  paid  for  such  month,  phis  (B)  the  number  of  other 
children  in  such  homes  and  institutions  with  respect  to 
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whom  expenditures  were  made  in  such  month  as  aid  to 
children  under  foster  care  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care )  ; 

"(2)  an  amount  equal  to  75  per  centum  of  (A) 
the  total  amount  expended  during  such  quarter  in  pro- 
viding services  (as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
regulations)  necessary  to  promote  the  welfare  of  chil- 
dren receiving  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  under 
the  State  plan,  plus  (B)  the  total  amount  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary 
for  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing  for 
employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local  agency 
administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivision;  plus 
"(3)  an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  sums 
expended  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of 
the  State  plan,  including  services  and  training  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (2)  and  provided  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  this  part  and  regulations  promul- 
gated by  the  Secretary. 
The  services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  (A)  shall  include 
only  services  provided  by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency,  or  of 
the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the  political 
subdivision,   except  that,   subject  to  limitation  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  there  may  be  included  services  provided 


251 

by  nonprofit  private  agencies  under  contract  with  the  State 
agency,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  State  agency,  the  State 
agency  cannot  provide  such  services  as  economically  or  as 
efectively  by  its  staff  or  through  a  local  agency  as  such 
services  can  be  provided  under  contract  with  -nonprofit 
private  agencies. 

"(b)(1)  Prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  the 
Secretary  shall  estimate  the  amount  to  which  a  State  will  be 
entitled  under  subsection  ( a)  for  such  quarter,  such  estimate 
to  be  based  on  (A)  a  report  filed  by  the  State  containing  its 
estimate  of  the  total  sum  to  be  expended  in  such  quarter  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  subsection,  and  stating 
the  amount  appropriated  or  made  available  by  the  State  and 
its  political  subdivisions  for  such  expenditures  in  such  quarter, 
and  if  such  amount  is  less  than  the  State's  proportionate  share 
of  the  total  sum  of  such  estimated  expenditures,  the  source  or 
sources  from  which  the  difference  is  expected  to  be  derived, 
and  (B)  such  other  investigation  as  the  Secretary  may  find 
necessary. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  then  pay,  in  such  install- 
ments as  he  may  determine,  to  the  State  the  amount  so 
estimated,  reduced,  or  increased  to  the  extent  of  any  over- 
payment or  underpayment  which  the  Secretary  determines 
was  made  under  this  section  to  such  State  for  any  prior 
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quarter  and  with  respect  to  which  adjustment  has  not  already 
been  made  under  this  subsection. 

"(3)  The  pro  rata  share  to  which  the  United  States  is 
equitably  entitled,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the 
net  amount  recovered,  during  any  quarter  by  the  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect  to  aid  to  children 
under  foster  care,  shall  be  considered  an  overpayment  under 
this  subsection. 

"(4)  Upon  the  making  of  any  estimate  by  the  Secre- 
tary under  this  subsection,  any  appropriations  available  for 
the  payments  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  obligated. 
"operation  of  state  plans 

"Sec.  544.  If  the  Secretary,  after  reasonable  notice 
and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  State  agency  administer- 
ing or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan 
approved  under  this  part,  finds — 

"(1)  that  the  plan  has  been  so  changed  that  it 

no  longer  complies  with  the  provisions  of  section  542;  or 
"(2)  that  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  there 

is  a  failure  to  comply  substantially  with  any  such 

provision; 

the  Secretary  shall  notify  such  State  agency  that  further 
payments  will  not  be  made  to  the  State  (or,  in  his  discre- 
tion, that  payments  will  be  limited  to  categories  under  or 
parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such  failure)  until 
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the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  there  will  no  longer  be  any 
such  failure  to  comply.  Until  he  is  so  satisfied  he  shall  make 
no  further  payments  to  such  State  ( or  shall  limit  payments 
to  categories  under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected 
by  such  failure) . 

"definitions 
"Sec.  545.  For  the  purposes  of  this  part — 
"(a)  The  term  'child'  means  a  needy  child  who  (1) 
has  not  attained  the  age  of  eighteen,  (2)  has  been  deprived 
of  parental  support  or  care,  and  (3)  is  not  (and  upon  mak- 
ing proper  application  therefor  would  not  be)  entitled  to 
receive  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  under  the 
State  plan,  approved  under  section  402  of  this  Act,  of  the 
State  in  which  he  lives. 

"(b)  The  term  'aid',  when  applied  to  a  child-  under 
foster  care,  means  (1)  money  payments  with  respect  to  such 
child,  plus  (2)  medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of 
remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in  behalf  of  such 
child. 

"(c)  The  term  'foster  family  home  means  a  private 
family  home,  which  is  licensed  by  the  State  in  which  it  is 
situated  or  has  been  approved  by  the  agency  of  such  State 
responsible  for  licensing  homes  of  this  type  as  meeting  the 
standards  established  for  such  licensing. 


254 

"(d)  The  term  'child-care  institution'  means  a  public 
or  nonprofit  private  institution  which  provides  foster  care 
for  children  and  which  is  licensed  by  the  State  in  which  it  is 
situated  or  has  been  approved,  by  the  agency  of  such  State 
responsible  for  licensing  institutions  of  this  type,  as  meeting 
the  standards  established  for  such  licensing. 

"(e)  A  child  shall  be  considered  to  be  'under  foster 
care'  only  if  (1)  he  is  actually  living  in  a  foster  family  home 
or  a  child-care  institution,  and  (2)  (A)  he  has  been  placed 
in  such  home  or  institution  as  a  result  of  a  determination, 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  or  of  a  public  welfare 
or  other  public  agency  having  a  legal  responsibility  for  his 
welfare,  to  the  effect  that  his  welfare  can  best  be  promoted 
by  his  placement  therein,  or  (B)  his  having  been  placed 
in  such  a  home  or  institution  is  approved  by  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency  officially  concerned  with  his  welfare 
except  that  no  child  shall  be  considered  to  be  under  foster 
care  if  he  is  living  with  an  individual  who  is  one  of  the 
relatives  specified  in  section  406  (a)  of  such  child. 

"(f)  The  term  'Federal  percentage'  means  the  Fed- 
eral percentage  as  defined  in  section  1101(a)  (8)  except 
that,  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
Guam,  the  Federal  percentage  shall  be  50  per  centum. 
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(b)(1)  Section  1116(a)  (1 )  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  "or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XIX," '. 

(2)  Section  1116(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  "544"  after  "404". 

(3)  Section  1116(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XIX". 

(4)  Section  1116(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XIX". 

(e)(1)  Clause  (1)  of  the  first  sentence  of  section 
1901  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  needy  de- 
pendent children  under  foster  care  entitled  to  benefits  under 
part  5  of  title  V"  after  "families  with  dependent  children". 

(2)  (A)  Section  1902 ( a)  (10)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  ",  and  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI" . 

(B)  Section  1902(a)  (17)  is  amended  by  inserting 
",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

(3)  Section  1902(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

(4)  Section  1903(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  ",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

(d)  Section  121(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1965  is  amended  by  inserting  ",  or  part  5  of  title 
V,"  after  "XVI". 
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(294)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF  CERTAIN 
RETIREMENT,  ETC.,  PAYMENTS  UNDER  EMPLOYER 
ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

Sec.  511.  (a)  Section  3121(a)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (11),  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "  ;  or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(13)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which 
is  made  or  begins — 

"(A)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disability 
of  the  employee,  and 

"(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer 
which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or 
a  class  or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such 
employees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their 
dependents)  J ' 

(b)  Section  3306(b)  of  such  Code  (definition  of  wages) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8), 
by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9)  and 


257 

inserting  in  lieu  thereof  11 ;  or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(10)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  ivhich 
is  made  or  begins — 

"(A)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disability 
of  the  employee,  and 

"(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer 
which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or 
a  class  or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such  em- 
ployees or  class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their 
dependents) ." 

(c)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (definition  of 
wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
section (k),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection 
(I)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or",  and  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (I)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(m)  Any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  em- 
ployer to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is 
made  or  begins — 

"(1)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disability 
of  the  employee,  and 

"(2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer 
H.R.  12080  Amdts.  17 
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which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or 
a  class  or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such  em- 
ployees or  class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their 
dependents)." 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(295)Page  207,  after  line  21,  insert: 

TITLE  VI— QUALITY  AND  COST  CONTROL 
STANDARDS  FOR  DRUGS 

QUALITY  AND  COST  CONTROL  FOR  DRUGS  PAYABLE 
FROM  FEDERAL  FUNDS 

Sec.  601.  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  below  the  heading  of  such 
title  the  following:  "Part  A — Miscellaneous"  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  such  title  the  following  new  part: 
"Part  B— Quality  and  Cost  Control  for  Drugs 
Payable  From  Federal  Funds 

"Sec.  1130.  (a)(1)  There  is  hereby  established, 
within  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
a  Formulary  Committee,  a  majority  of  whose  members  shall 
be  physicians  and  which  shall  consist  of  three  officials  of 
such  Department  designated  by  the  Secretary,  and  of  six 
individuals  (not  otherwise  in  the  regular  full-time  employ  of 
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the  Federal  Government)  who  are  of  recognized  professional 
standing  in  the  fields  of  medicine  and  pharmacy,  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the 
competitive  service.  The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  shall 
be  elected,  from  the  appointed  members  thereof,  by  majority 
vote  of  the  members  of  the  Committee.  The  term  of  office 
of  the  Chairman  shall  be  one  year,  but  the  same  person  may 
hold  such  office  for  any  number  of  terms. 

"(2)  Each  appointed  member  of  the  Formulary  Com- 
mittee shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  five  years,  except  that 
any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was 
appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term, 
and  except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first  taking 
office  shall  expire,  as  designated  by  the  Secretary  at  the  time 
of  appointment,  one  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  one  at  the 
end  of  the  second  year,  one  at  the  end  of  the  third  year,  one 
at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year,  and  one  at  the  end  of  the  fifth 
year,  after  the  date  of  appointment.  A  member  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  serve  continuously  for  more  than  two  terms. 

"(b)  Appointed  members  of  the  Formulary  Commit- 
tee, while  attending  meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  other- 
wise serving  on  business  of  the  Committee,  shall  be  entitled 


260 

to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but 
not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including  traveltime,  and 
while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 
business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  as  authorized 
by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  persons 
in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

"(c)(1)  The  Formulary  Committee  is  authorized  to 
engage  such  technical  assistance  as  may  be  required  to  carry 
out  its  functions,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make 
available  to  the  Formulary  Committee  such  secretarial, 
clerical,  and  other  assistance  as  the  Formulary  Committee 
may  require  to  carry  out  its  functions. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  furnish  to  the  Formulary 
Committee  such  office  space,  materials,  and  equipment  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  Formulary  Committee  to  carry 
out  its  functions. 

"formulary  of  the  united  states 

"Sec.  1131.  (a)(1)  The  Formulary  Committee  shall 
compile,  publish,  and  make  available  a  Formulary  of  the 
United  States  (hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  the 
'Formulary' ) . 

"(2)  The  Formulary  Committee  shall  periodically  re- 
vise the  Formulary  and  the  listing  of  drugs  so  as  to  maintain 
currency  in  the  contents  thereof. 

"(b)(1)  The  Formulary  shall  contain  an  alphabeti- 
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cally  arranged  listing,  by  established  name,  of  those  drugs 
which  the  Formulary  Committee  finds  are  necessary  for  re- 
cipients of  aid,  assistance,  benefits,  or  services  under  the  sev- 
eral programs  operated  or  supported  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  for  which  Federal 
funds  are  to  be  expended.  The  Formulary  Committee  may 
exclude  from  the  Formulary  any  drugs  which  the  Formulary 
Committee  determines  are  not  necessary  for  proper  patient 
care,  taking  into  account  other  drugs  that  are  available  from 
the  Formulary. 

"(2)  The  Formulary  Committee  may  also  include  in 
the  Formulary,  either  as  a  separate  part  (or  parts)  thereof 
or  as  a  supplement  (or  supplements)  thereto,  any  or  all  of 
the  following  information: 

"(A)  A  supplemental  list  or  lists,  arranged  by 
diagnostic,  prophylactic,  therapeutic,  or  other  classifica- 
tions, of  the  drugs  included  in  the  listing  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1). 

"(B)  The  proprietary  names  under  which  a  drug 
listed  in  the  Formulary  by  established  name  is  sold,  and 
the  names  of  each  supplier  ( as  manufacturer,  wholesaler, 
or  distributor)  of  such  a  listed  drug  who,  on  the  basis  of 
inspection,  sample  examination,  and  a  scientific  review  of 
promotional  claims  is  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee 
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producing  or  distributing  such  drug  in  conformity  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  and  (where  applicable)  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act. 

"(C)  Prescribing  information  (including  condi- 
tions of  use  required  in  the  interest  of  rational  drug 
therapy)  which  will  promote  the  safe  and  effective  use, 
under  professional  supervision,  of  the  drugs  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1). 

"(D)(i)  A  listing  of  the  prices  charged  by  the 
suppliers  named  in  the  Formulary ;  and  (ii)  the  guide  or 
guides  as  to  reasonable  cost  ranges  issued  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 1133. 

"(E)  A  prominent  statement  that  payment  from 
Federal  funds  is  restricted  to  a  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range,  plus  fee,  established  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
this  part,  for  a  drug  listed  in  the  Formulary,  unless  the 
prescriber,  in  his  order,  has  specifically  designated  a 
drug  by  its  established  name  together  with  the  name  of 
the  manufacturer  of  the  final  dosage  form  thereof. 

"(F)  Any  other  information  ivhich  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Formulary  Committee  would  be  useful  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  part. 
"(c)  In  considering  whether  (under  the  authority  con- 
tained in  subsection  (b)  )  a  particular  drug  shall  be  included 
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in  the  Formulary,  the  Formulary  Committee  is  authorized 
to  obtain  (upon  request  therefor)  any  record  pertaining  to 
the  characteristics  of  such  drug  which  is  available  to  any 
other  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and,  as  a  condition  of  such  inclusion,  to  require 
suppliers  of  drugs  to  make  available  to  the  Committee 
information  (including  information  to  be  obtained  through 
testing)  relating  to  such  drug.  If  any  such  record  or  informa- 
tion ( or  any  information  contained  in  such  record)  is  of  a  con- 
fidential nature,  the  Formulary  Committee  shall  exercise 
utmost  care  in  preserving  the  confidentiality  of  such  record 
or  information  and  shall  limit  its  usage  thereof  to  the  proper 
exercise  of  such  authority. 

"(d)(1)  The  Formulary  Committee,  in  addition  to 
such  data  and  testing  as  it  mag  require  of  a  proponent  of 
the  listing  of  a  drug  in  the  Formulary,  shall  have  authority 
to  cause  to  be  made  such  tests,  and  shall  establish  such  pro- 
cedures, as  may  be  necessary  to  determine  the  propriety 
of  the  inclusion  or  exclusion,  in  the  Formulary,  of  any  drug. 
The  Formulary  Committee  may  enter  into  agreements,  on  a 
reimbursable  basis  or  otherwise,  with  public  or  private  agen- 
cies or  organizations  which  the  Formulary  Committee  finds 
qualified  to  conduct  such  tests  under  which  such  agencies 
or  organizations  will  make  all  or  any  of  such  tests  for  and 
on  behalf  of  the  Formulary  Committee. 
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"(2)  The  Formulary  Committee,  prior  to  making  a 
final  determination  to  remove  from  listing  in  the  Formulary 
any  drug  which  would  otherwise  be  included  under  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section,  shall  afford  a  reasonable  opportunity 
for  a  hearing  on  the  matter  to  any  person  engaged  in  manu- 
facturing, preparing,  propagating,  compounding,  or  proc- 
essing such  product  who  shows  reasonable  grounds  for  such 
a  hearing.  Any  person  adversely  affected  by  the  final  deci- 
sion of  the  Formulary  Committee  may  obtain  judicial  review 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  specified  in  section  505 
(h)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 

"(3)  Any  person  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  prepa- 
ration, propagation,  compounding,  or  processing  of  any  drug 
not  included  in  the  Formulary  which  such  person  believes 
to  possess  the  requisites  to  entitle  such  drug  to  be  included 
in  the  Formulary  pursuant  to  subsection  (b),  may  petition 
for  inclusion  of  such  drug  and,  if  such  petition  is  denied  by 
the  Formulary  Committee,  shall,  upon  request  therefor, 
showing  reasonable  grounds  for  a  hearing,  be  afforded  a 
hearing  on  the  matter.  The  final  decision  of  the  Formulary 
Committee  shall,  if  adverse  to  such  person,  be  subject  to 
judicial  review  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  specified 
in  section  505(h)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic 
Act. 
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"QUALIFIED  DRUG 

"Sec.  1132.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  'qualified 
drug'  means  a  drug — 

"(a)  which  (1)  is  listed  in  the  Formulary,  or  (2) 
is  furnished  to  a  patient  by  a  hospital  which  (A)  is 
accredited  by  the  Joint  Commission  on  Accreditation 
of  Hospitals  or  the  American  Osteopathic  Association 
and  (B)  utilizes  a  formulary  system  established  by  a 
pharmacy  and  therapeutics  committee  for  equivalent 
committee)  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by 
such  commission  or  association,  or  (3)  is  a  prescription 
legend  drug  prescribed  in  the  handwriting  of  a  lawful 
prescriber  by  its  established  name  together  with  the 
name  of  the  manufacturer  of  the  final  dosage  form 
thereof,  and 

"(b)  the  label  on  the  package  or  container  from 
or  in  which  such  drug  is  dispensed-  in  final  dosage  form 
bears,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary, 
the  registration  number  (assigned  under  section  510(e) 
of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act)  of  the 
person  or  establishment  which  manufactured,  prepared, 
propagated,  compounded,  or  processed  such  drug  in  such 
form  and.  if  different,  also  the  registration  number  (so 
assigned)  of  the  final  packager  of  such  drug. 
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"reasonable  acquisition  cost  range 
"Sec.  1133.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  establish 
and  publish  (and  periodically  revise  so  as  to  keep  current) 
a  guide  or  guides  showing  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  (to  establishments  dispensing  drugs)  of  each  qualified 
drug  listed  in  the  Formulary  and  the  names  of  the  suppliers 
of  the  products  upon  which  the  cost  range  for  a  qualified  drug 
is  based.  If  the  sources  from  which  such  a  drug  is  available 
charge  different  prices  therefor  to  different  classes  or  types 
of  dispensers,  the  Secretary  may,  in  establishing  the  reason- 
able acquisition  cost  range  for  any  drug,  establish  such  a 
range  for  each  class  or  type  of  dispenser  of  such  drug. 

"(2)  (A)  The  reasonable  acquisition  cost  range  of 
any  particular  drug  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  or  amounts 
at  which  such  drug  is  generally  available  for  sale  (to  estab- 
lishments dispensing  drugs)  in  a  given  strength  or  dosage 
form  by  its  established  name  or,  if  lower,  by  proprietary  des- 
ignation; and  in  any  case  in  which  a  drug  is  so  available  and 
so  sold  by  more  than  one  supplier,  the  Secretary  shall  ex- 
clude, in  determining  such  cost  range,  amounts  (at  which 
such  drug  is  so  available  and  so  sold)  which  vary  significantly 
from,  the  amounts  at  which  such  drug  is  so  available  and  sold 
by  other  suppliers  thereof.  If  a  particular  drug  in  the 
Formulary  is  available  from  more  than  one  supplier,  and 
such  drug  as  available  by  proprietary  designation  possesses 
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distinct  therapeutic  advantages  (as  determined  by  the  For- 
mulary Committee ) .  then  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 
range  of  the  drug  bearing  such  proprietary  designation  shall 
be  the  price  at  which  it  is  generally  available  to  such  estab- 
lishments. 

"(3)  In  considering  (for  purposes  of  establishing  a 
reasonable  acquisition  cost  range  for  any  drug)  the  various 
sources  from  which  and  the  varying  prices  at  which  such  drug 
is  generally  available,  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  the 
price  of  any  drug  which  does  not  meet  the  conditions  set 
forth  in  section  1132(b). 

"reasonable  charge  foe  drugs 
"Sec.  1134.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  part,  the  term 
"reasonable  charge"  means  the  following: 

"(1)  When  used  with  respect  to  a  prescription  legend 
drug,  such  term  means  the  lesser  of — 

"(A)(i)  those  charges  for  a  qualified  drug  which 
do  not  exceed  the  actual  or  accounting  basis  cost  to  the 
dispenser  of  the  drug  dispensed  and  which,  in  the  case 
of  a  drug  described  in  section  1132(a)  (1)  or  (2).  arc 
within  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost  range  established 
pursuant  to  section  1133.  plus  (ii)  a  reasonable  fee  as 
determined  pursuant  to  this  section,  or 

"(B)  the  usual  or  customary  charge  at  which  the 
dispenser  sells  or  offers  such  drug  to  the  public. 
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"(2)  When  used  with  respect  to  a  prescribed  non- 
legend  drug,  such  term  means  those  charges  which  do  not 
exceed  the  usual  or  customary  price  at  which  the  dispenser 
offers  or  sells  the  product  to  the  general  public,  plus  a  rea- 
sonable billing  allowance. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall,  after  appropriate  consulta- 
tion with  private  organizations  representing  those  who  render 
pharmaceutical  services  and  governmental  agencies  affected, 
establish  criteria  for  determining  the  amounts  of  (1)  the  fee 
(which  shall  include  but  shall  not  be  limited  to  costs  of 
overhead,  professional  services,  and  a  fair  profit)  and  (2) 
reasonable  billing  allowances  for  prescribed  nonlegend  drugs 
dispensed. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  on  a  reimbursable  basis  or 
otherwise,  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any  State  which 
designates  a  public  agency  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
reasonable  fees  for  the  dispensing  of  drugs  in  such  State 
under  which  agreement  such  agency  will  (for  purposes  of 
this  title)  determine,  in  accordance  with  such  criteria,  and 
after  appropriate  consultation  with  organizations  and  agen- 
cies of  the  kinds  referred  to  in  subsection  (b),  reasonable 
fees  or  billing  allowances  for  or  in  connection  with  the  dis- 
pensing of  drugs  in  such  State. 

"(d)  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that,  in  a 
particular  State  or  other  geographic  area,  the  price  at  which 
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a.  particular  drug  is  generally  available  varies  substantially 
from  the  price  at  which  such  drug  is  usually  sold  in  other 
areas,  he  may  make  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  reason- 
able acquisition  cost  range  for  such  drug  with  respect  to  such 
area. 

"(e)  Xothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to 
prevent  any  supplier  or  dispenser  of  any  drug  from  charging 
less  than  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost  or  reasonable  charge. 

"definitions 
"Sec.  1135.  For  the  purposes  of  this  part — 
"(1)  The  term  'drug'  means  a  'drug    as  defined  in 
section  201  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(including  those  specified  in  section  351  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act) . 

"(2)  The  term  'established  name'  with  respect  to  a 
drug  means  its  'established  name'  as  defined  in  section 
502(e)  of  such  Act. 

"(B)  The  term  'prescription  legend  drug  means  a 
drug  described  in  section  503(b)(1)  (A).  (B).  or  (C) 
of  such  Act. 

"(4)  The  term  'prescribed  nonlegend  drug'  means  a 
drug  which  is  not  a  prescription  legend  drug  but  is  dis- 
pensed upon  prescription  of  a  practitioner  licensed  by  law  to 
administer  such  drug. 
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"limitations  on  federal  liability  for  charges  of 
providers  of  services 
"Sec.  1136.  Any  supplier  of  drugs  whose  services  (in- 
cluding the  cost  of  the  drug  supplied)  are  reimbursable  under 
any  title  of  this  Act  on  the  basis  of  'reasonable  cost'  shall  not 
be  entitled  to  a  fee  or  billing  allowance  as  determined  pur- 
suant to  this  part;  nor  shall  such  fee  or  billing  allowance  be 
payable  under  any  such  title  with  respect  to  any  drug  that 
can  (as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations)  be  self- 
administered,  is  furnished  as  an  incident  to  a  physician's 
professional  service,  and  is  of  a  kind  commonly  furnished  in 
physicians'  offices  and  commonly  either  rendered  without 
charge  or  included  in  the  physicians'  bills." 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  LIABILITY  UNDER 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  AND  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Effective  with  respect  to  expenditures 
made  after  June  30, 1970,  section  1903  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

" (g)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
section,  in  determining  ( for  purposes  of  subsection  (a))  the 
amounts  expended  as  medical  assistance  by  a  State  under  its 
State  plan  approved  under  this  title,  there  shall  not  be 
counted  (1)  so  much  of  the  cost  of  any  drug  as  exceeds  the 
reasonable  charge  for  such  drug  as  determined  under  section 
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1134,  or  (2)  any  part  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  if  such  drug 
is  not  a  qualified  drug  as  determined  under  section  1132T 

(b)  With  respect  to  services  furnished  after  June  30, 
1970,  section  1861  (v)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph  : 

"(5)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
subsection,  if  any  services  provided  under  this  title  include 
the  furnishing  of  any  drug  or  biological  to  an  individual, 
there  shall  not  be  counted  in  determining  the  cost  of  such 
services — 

"(A)  so  much  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  or  biological 
as  exceeds  the  reasonable  charge  therefor  as  determined 
under  section  1134,  or 

"(B)  any  part  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  or  bio- 
logical if  it  is  not  a  qualified  drug  as  determined  under 
section  1132!' 

ASSIGNMENT     OF    REGISTRATION    NUMBERS     TO  DRUG 
PRODUCTS — USE  OF  SUCH  X UMBER  OX  DRUG  LABEL 

Assignment  of  Registration  Xumbers 
Sec.  603,  (a)  Section  510(e)  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug  and  Cosmetic  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)  The  Secretary  shall  assign  a  registration  number 
to  every  person  or  establishment,  registered  in  accordance 
with  this  section,  that  manufactures,  prepares,  propagates, 
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compounds,  or  processes  a  drug  or  drugs  in  final  dosage 
form,  or  that  (if  different)  is  the  final  packager  (as  defined 
by  regulation)  of  such  drug  or  drugs  in  such  form,  and  he 
may  assign  a  registration  number  to  any  other  person  or 
establishment  so  registered." 

Label  Disclosure  of  Registration  Number — When  Required 

or  Prohibited 

(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  510  and  before  section  511  the  following  new  section: 

PLACEMENT  OF  REGISTRATION  NUMBER  ON  DRUG  LABEL — 
WHEN  REQUIRED  OR  PROHIBITED 

"Sec.  510 A.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
subsection  (b) — 

"(1)  every  person  who  owns  or  operates  an  es- 
tablishment, registered  under  section  510,  in  which  is 
manufactured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or 
processed,  in  final  dosage  form,  a  drug  or  drugs  intended 
for  use  by  man,  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations, 
cause  the  registration  number  assigned  to  such  person 
or  establishment  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  such  sec- 
tion and  the  complete  name  of  such  person  or  establish- 
ment to  be  placed  on  the  label  of  each  package  or 
container  containing  any  such  drug  so  manufactured, 
prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or  processed,  in  such 
establishment,  and 
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"(2)  unless  the  establishment  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  is  also  the  final  packager  (as  defined  by  regu- 
lation) of  such  drug  or  drugs  in  such  form,  the  person 
who  owns  or  operates  the  establishment  which  is  such 
final  packager  shall  cause  to  be  placed  on  the  label  of 
each  final  package  or  container  of  such  drug  so  packaged 
both  the  complete  name  and  registration  number  (as- 
signed pursuant  to  section  510(e))  of  such  person  or 
final  packaging  establishment  and  the  name  and  regis- 
tration number  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1). 
"(b)  Any  other  person  owning  or  operating  an  estab- 
lishment having  a  registration  number  assigned  pursuant  to 
section  510  may,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsection 
(c)   or  by  regulation,  place  such  registration  number  on 
packages  of  drugs  of  which  it  is  a  manufacturer,  packer,  or 
distributor. 

"Prohibition  Against  Placing  of  Registration  Number  on 
Packages  of  Drugs  Made  During  Period  of  Law  Violation 
"  (c)(1)  If  the  Secretary  has,  by  order,  determined 
that  a  drug  that  is  intended  for  use  by  man  and  that  is 
being  manufactured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or 
processed  by  a  person  to  whom,  or  in  an  establishment  to 
which,  a  registration  number  has  been  assigned  pursuant 
to  section  510(e).  is  not  in  conformity  with  applicable  law. 
the  registration  number  assigned  to  such  person  or  to  such 
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establishment  (as  may  be  specified  in  such  order)  may  not, 
after  the  Secretary  has  served  notice  of  such  order  (or, 
if  the  order  specifies  a  later  effective  date,  then  such  date) 
and  while  such  order  is  in  effect,  be  placed,  by  anyone  hav- 
ing notice  of  such  order,  on  the  label  of  any  package  of  such 
drug  manufactured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or 
processed  by  such  person  or  in  such  establishment.  The 
Secretary  s  order  shall  set  forth  the  respects  in  which  he  has 
determined  that  such  drug  is  not  in  conformity  with  appli- 
cable law. 

"(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a  drug  shall, 
with  respect  to  any  person  or  establishment  referred  to  in  an 
order  pursuant  to  such  paragraph,  be  deemed  not  to  be  in 
conformity  with  applicable  law  if  such  drug  (A)  is  deemed 
to  be  adulterated  or  misbranded  ivithin  the  meaning  of  this 
Act,  or  (B)  is  a  new  drug  with  respect  to  which  there  is 
not  in  effect  an  approval  of  an  application  filed  pursuant  to 
section  505(b)  of  this  Act  or  which  is  not  in  conformity 
with  such  approved  application,  or  (C)  is  a  drug  with  re- 
spect to  which  occurs  an  act  or  omission  (attributable  to 
such  person  or  establishment  or  to  any  person  in  his  employ 
or  under  his  control)  that  is  prohibited  by  section  301  (e), 
(f)>  (i)>  (o)>  (q)i  or  (s)  of  this  Act,  or  (D)  is  a  product 
referred  to  in  section  351  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 
and  (i)  fails  to  meet  a  standard  relating  thereto  prescribed 
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pursuant  to  that  section,  or  (ii)  with  respect  to  which  there  is 
not  in  effect  a  required  license  issued  by  the  Secretary,  or 
(Hi)  with  respect  to  which  there  is  a  violation  of  subsection 
(b)  or  (c)  of  that  section. 

"(3)  Notice  of  the  Secretary's  order  issued  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  served  by  telecommunication,  or 
in  the  manner  specified  in  section  505(g),  upon  the  person 
registered  under  section  510  and  referred  to  in  such  order, 
and  thereupon  such  person  and  all  other  persons  in  such 
person's  employ  or  under  his  control  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
notice  of  such  order  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection. 

"(4)  The  Secretary  shall  terminate  an  order  issued  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  a  drug  when 
he  is  satisfied  that  the  conditions  or  practices  giving  rise  to 
such  drug's  not  being  in  conformity  with  applicable  law  no 
longer  obtain. 

''(5)  Any  person  adversely  affected  by  an  order  of  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  may.  at  any  time  while 
such  order  is  in  effect,  file  utith  the  Secretary  a  petition  to 
modify,  revoke,  or  terminate  such  order.  The  Secretary,  prior 
to  making  a  final  decision  on  such  petition,  shrill  afford  to  the 
petitioner,  upon  a  showing  of  reasonable  grounds  therefor,  a 
reasonable  opportunity  for  a  hearing  on  the  matter.  When  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  the  public  interest  will  not  be 
jeopardized  thereby  he  mag  stay  the  effectiveness  of  his  order 
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pending  his  final  decision  on  such  petition.  The  petitioner, 
if  adversely  affected  by  the  final  decision  of  the  Secretary, 
may  obtain  judicial  review  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  specified  in  section  505(h) . 

"(6)  The  Secretary  may  cause  such  inspections  to  be 
made  of  the  establishments  of  persons  registered  as  producers 
of  drugs  under  section  510,  and  such  samples  of  drugs  to  be 
obtained  from  such  persons  and  establishments  and  analyzed, 
and  in  conjunction  with  the  Formulary  Committee  (estab- 
lished by  title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  employ  such 
other  tests  and  procedures,  as  may  be  necessary  to  deter- 
mine, on  a  current  basis,  whether  any  drug  being  manu- 
factured, prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or  processed 
by  any  such  person  or  establishment  for  use  by  man  is  not 
in  conformity  with  applicable  law  within  the  meaning  of  this 
subsection.  In  conducting  such  inspections  (or  any  investi- 
gation or  other  proceeding  related  thereto)  the  Secretary 
may  exercise  any  authority  conferred  upon  him  under  this 
Act  with  respect  to  inspections  and  other  procedures  for  the 
enforcement  of  section  510  T 

(c)  Section  301  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(r)  The  placing,  or  permitting  to  be  placed,  on  the 
label  of  any  package  containing  any  drug  a  registration  num- 
ber in  violation  of  section  510 A  (c). 
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"(s)(l)  The  failure  to  place  on  the  label  of  a  drug 
package  a  registration  number  or  other  information  required 
to  be  placed  thereon  by  section  510  A  (a). 

"(2)  The  labeling  of  any  drug  in  such  manner  as  to 
indicate  or  imply,  contrary  to  fact,  that  the  label  of  any 
package  of  such  drugs  conforms  to  paragraph  (1)  or  (2) 
( or  both )  of  section  510 A  (a)  ( when  read  without  regard 
to  the  exception  preceding  such  paragraphs) ." 

(d)  Section  301  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  the  following  immediately  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (i) :  "or  by  section  510 A" . 

(e)  Section  503(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing the  following  after  "labeling  or  packaging  requirement  of 
this  Act":  ",  except  any  applicable  requirement  of  section 
510A(a);\ 

Attest : 


Secretary. 
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90th  congress 

1  st  Session 


R  R.  12080 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

November  22  (legislative  day,  November  21),  1%7 
Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in 
benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance system,  to  provide  benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assistance  program  and 
programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act,  with  the  following  table  of  contents,  may  be 

4  cited  as  the  "Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967". 
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1  TITLE   I— OLD-AGE,    SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY, 

2  AND  HEALTH  INSURANCE 

3  Part  1 — Benefits  Under  the  Old- Age,  Survivors,  and 

4  Disability  Insurance  Program 

5  increase  in  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 

6  insurance  benefits 

7  Sec.  101.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
i)  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  table  and  inserting  in 
9  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

(2) 

^"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY ^ 

BENEFITS 


"I 

n 

m 

rv 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary  Insurance  benefit 

Insurance 

(Primary  insur- 

(Maximum family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

ance  amount) 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  1965 

Act) 

If  an  Individual's  primary 

Or  Ms 

Or  his  average  monthlv 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit  (as  de- 

primary 

wage  (as 

determined 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termined  under   sub  sec. 

insurance 

under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in  the 

fits  payable  (as 

(d))  is— 

amount 

preceding  para- 

provided in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

graphs of  this 

203(a))  on  the 

mined 

subsection  shall 

basis  of  his  wages 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

be— 

and  self-employ- 

At least— 

more  than— 

subsec. 

At  least — 

more  than — 

ment  income 

(c))  is— 

shall  be — 

$13.48 

$44.00 

$67 

$50.00 

?75. 00 

$13. 49 

14.00 

45.00 

$68 

69 

50.70 

76. 10 

14.01 

14.48 

49.00 

70 

70 

51.80 

77.70 

14.49 

15.00 

47.00 

71 

52.90 

79.40 

15.01 

15.60 

48.00 

73 

74 

54.00 

81.00 

15. 61 

16.20 

49.00 

75 

76 

55.20 

82.80 

16.21 

16.84 

50.00 

78 

56.30 

84.50 

16.85 

17.60 

51.00 

79 

80 

57. 40 

86. 10 

17.  61 

18.40 

52.00 

81 

81 

58.  50 

87.80 

18.41 

19.  24 

53.00 

82 

83 

59.70 

89.60 

19.25 

20.00 

54  00 

84 

85 

60.80 

91.20 

20.01 

20.64 

55.00 

86 

87 

61.90 

9190 

20.65 

21.28 

56.00 

88 

89 

63.00 

94.50 

21.29 

21.88 

57.00 

90 

90 

64.20 

96.30 

21.89 

22.28 

58.00 

91 

92 

65.30 

v-.  :■■:< 

22.29 

22.68 

59.00 

93 

94 

66  40 

99.  6C 

22.69 

23.08 

60.00 

95 

96 

67.  50 

101.30 

23.09 

23.44 

61.00 

97 

97 

68.70 

103. 10 

23.45 

23.76 

62. 10 

98 

99 

69.90 

104.90 

23.77 

24.20 

63.20 

100 

101 

71. 10 

106.70 

24. 21 

24.60 

64.20 

102 

102 

72.30 

108.50. 

24. 61 

25.00 

65.30 

103 

104 

73.50 

110.30 

25.01 

25.48 

66.40 

105 

106 

74.70 

11110 

25.49 

25.92 

67.50 

107 

107 

76.00 

114.00 

25. 93 

26.40 

68.50 

108 

109 

77.10 

115.70 

26.  41 

26.94 

69.60 

110 

113 

78.30 

117.50 

2a  95 

27.46 

70.  70 

114 

118 

79.  GO 

119.40 

27. 47 

28.00 

71.70 

119 

122 

80.70 

121.10 

28.01 

28.68 

72.80 

123 

127 

81.90 

122.90 

28.69 

29.25 

73.90 

128 

132 

83.20 

124.  80 

29.26 

29.68 

74.90 

133 

136 

S4.30 

126.50 

29.69 

30.36 

76.00 

137 

141 

85.50 

128.30 

30.37 

30.92 

77. 10 

142 

146 

S6.80 

1  i  L  2t 

30.93 

31.36 

78.20 

147 

150 

88.00 

132.00 

31.37 

32.00 

79.20 

151 

155 

89. 10 

133.70 

32.01 

32.60 

SO.  30 

156 

160 

90.40 

135.60 

32.61 

33.20 

81.40 

161 

164 

■•*) 

137.  40 

k  33.21 

33.88 

82.40 

165 

169 

92.70 

139. 10 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS— Continued 


L 

ii 

III 

rv 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

insurance 

(Primary  insur- 

(Maximum family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

ance  amount) 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  1965 

Act) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit  (as  de- 

primary 

wage  (as 

determined 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termined  under  subsec. 

insurance 

under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in  the 

fits  payable  (as 

le- 
va;; 15 — 

amount 

preceding  para- 

provided in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

graphs of  this 

203(a))  on  the 

— .  

mined 

subsection  shall 

basis  of  his  wages 

■Rut  Tint 

under 

Rut  not 

be— 

and  self-employ- 

At IPAfit  

mArfl  tVi fin 

subsec. 

At  IffLSt  

mnm  fhnn  

ment  income 

(c))  is— 

shall  be — 

tOO  QQ 
£  OO.  ou 

$34  60 

$83.50 

$170 

$174 

$94.00 

$141. 00 

"iA  £1 
Ol.  01 

35  00 

84.60 

175 

178 

95.20 

142.80 

00.  Ul 

q^  en 

OO.  oU 

85.60 

179 

183 

96.30 

146.40 

35. 81 

Qft  /in 

OO.  4U 

86.  70 

184 

188 

97.60 

150.40 

Qft  A  1 

Q7  ft& 
O/ .  U5 

87.80 

189 

193 

98.80 

154.40 

37. 09 

Q7  Aft 
O*  .  OU 

88. 90 

194 

197 

100.10 

157.60 

37. 61 

Qfi  Oft 

89.90 

198 

202 

101.20 

161.60 

38. 21 

QQ  TO 

91.00 

om 

tMo 

207 

102.40 

165.60 

QQ   1 Q 
OU.  AO 

39  68 

92. 10 

208 

211 

103. 70 

168.80 

QO  ftQ 

oy.  ow 

40  33 

93. 10 

212 

216 

104.80 

172.80 

4ft  *XA 
4U.  04 

41  12 

94.20 

217 

221 

106.00 

176.80 

1  Q 

41.  10 

41  76 

95.30 

222 

225 

107. 30 

180.00 

41. 77 

42  44 

96.30 

226 

230 

108.40 

184.00 

40  AK 

.4Q  Oft 
4a.  Z\J 

97.40 

231 

235 

109.60 

188.00 

43. 21 

At  7fi 
40.  *0 

98.60 

236 

239 

110.90 

191.20 

4Q  77 
40.  /  * 

44  44 

99.60 

240 

244 

112. 10 

195. 20 

A  A  Art 

44.  40 

44  88 

100.60 

245 

249 

113.20 

199.20 

A  A  QO. 

44.  ow 

a  e  en 
40.  OU 

101.70 

250 

253 

114. 60 

202.40 

102. 80 

254 

258 

115. 70 

206.40 

103. 80 

259 

263 

116.80 

210. 40 

104  90 

264 

267 

118. 10 

213.60 

106.00 

268 

272 

119.30 

217.60 

107.00 

273 

277 

120. 40 

221.60 

108. 10 

278 

281 

121.70 

224.80 

109. 20 

282 

286 

122. 90 

228.80 

110.30 

287 

291 

124.10 

232.80 

111.30 

292 

295 

125. 30 

236.00 

112. 40 

296 

300 

126. 50 

240.00 

113. 50 

301 

305 

127. 70 

244.00 

114. 50 

306 

309 

128.90 

247. 20 

115.60 

310 

314 

130. 10 

251.20 

116. 70 

315 

319 

131. 30 

255.20 

117. 70 

320 

323 

132. 50 

258.40 

118. 80 

324 

328 

133. 70 

262.40 

119. 90 

329 

333 

134.90 

266.40 

121. 00 

334 

337 

136.20 

269.60 

122. 00 

338 

342 

137. 30 

273.60 

123. 10 

343 

347 

138.50 

277. 60 

124.20 

348 

351 

139. 80 

280.80 

125. 20 

352 

356 

140.90 

284.80 

126. 30 

357 

361 

142. 10 

288.80 

127. 40 

362 

365 

143.40 

292.00 

128.  40 

366 

370 

144.50 

296. 00 

129.50 

371 

375 

145. 70 

300.00 

130.60 

376 

379 

147.00 

303.20 

131. 70 

380 

384 

148. 20 

307. 20 

132. 70 

385 

389 

149. 30 

311.20 

133. 80 

390 

393 

150. 60 

314.40 

134. 90 

394 

398 

151.80 

318.40 

135. 90 

399 

403 

152.90 

322.40 

137.00 

404 

407 

154.20 

325.60 

138. 00 

408 

412 

155.30 

329.60 

139.00 

413 

417 

156.40 

333.60 

140.00 

418 

421 

157.50 

336. 80 

141. 00 

422 

426 

158. 70 

34a  80 

142. 00 

427 

431 

159.80 

342.80 

143.00 

432 

436 

160.90 

344.80 

144. 00 

437 

440 

162. 00 

346.40 

145. 00 

441 

445 

163.20 

348.40 

146. 00 

446 

450 

164.30 

350.40 

147^00 

451 

454 

165.40 

352.00 

148. 00 

455 

459 

166.60 

354.00 

149.00 

460 

464 

167. 70 

356.00 

150.00 

465 

468 

168.80 

357.60 

151. 00 

469 

473 

169.90 

359.60 

152.00 

474 

478 

171.00 

361.60 

153. 00 

479 

482 

172.20 

363.20 

154.00 

483 

487 

173. 30 

365.20 

155. 00 

488 

492 

174.40 

367.20 

156.00 

493 

496 

175.50 

368.80 

157.00 

497 

501 

176. 70 

370.80 

158. 00 

602 

606 

177.80 

372.80 

159. 00 

507 

510 

178.90 

374.40 

160.00 

611 

616 

180.00 

376.40 

161. 00 

616 

620 

181.20 

378.40 

b 

162. 00 

521 

624 

182. 30 

380.00  t 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  ^ 

BENEFITS-Continued 


"I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

insurance 

(Primary 

(Maximum  family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modified) 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

insurance  amount) 

benefits) 

under  1965 

Act) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit  (as deter- 

primary 

wage  (as 

determined 

The  amount 

amount  of  benefits 

mined  under  subsec.  (d)) 

insurance 

under  subsec.  (b))  is— 

referred  to  in  the 

payable  (as  pro- 

is 

amount 

preceding  para- 

vided in  sec.  203 

(as  de- 

graphs of  this  sub- 

(a)) on  the  basis 

■ 

termined 

section  shall  be — 

of  his  wages  and 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

self-employment 

A  t  least — 

more  than — 

subsec. 

A  t least  

more  than — ■ 

income  shall  be— 

(c))  Is— 

$163.  00 

$525 

$529 

$183.40 

$382.00 

164.00 

530 

534 

184.50 

384.00 

165.00 

535 

538 

185. 70 

385.60 

166.00 

539 

543 

186.80 

387.  60 

167.  00 

544 

548 

187.90 

389.60 

168.00 

549 

552 

189.00 

391.20 

553 

556 

190.00 

392.80 

557 

559 

191.00 

394.00 

560 

563 

192.00 

395.60 

.564 

566 

193.00 

396. 80 

567 

569 

194.00 

398.00 

570 

573 

195.00 

399.60 

574 

576 

196.00 

400.80 

577 

580 

197.00 

402.40 

581 

583 

198.00 

403.60 

584 

587 

199.00 

405.20 

588 

590 

200.00 

406.40 

591 

594 

201.00 

408.00 

595 

597 

202.00 

409.20 

598 

601 

203.00 

410.80 

602 

604 

204.00 

412.00 

605 

608 

205.00 

413.60 

609 

611 

206.00 

414.80 

612 

615 

207.00 

416.40 

616 

618 

208.00 

417. 60 

619 

622 

209.00 

419.20 

623 

625 

210.00 

420.40 

626 

628 

211.00 

421.60 

629 

633 

212.00 

423. 60" 

"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 


I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary  inturance  benefit 

insurance 

(Primary  insur- 

(Maximum family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

ance  amount) 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  1965 

Act) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit  (as  de- 

primary 

(as     determined  under 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termined   under  subsec. 

insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in  the 

fits  payable  (as 

W)  U- 

amount 

preceding  para- 

provided in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

graphs of  this 

203(a))  on  the 

mined 

subsection  shall 

basis  of  his  wages 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

be— 

and  self-employ- 

At least— 

more  than — 

subsec. 

At  least — 

more  than— 

ment  income 

(c))  is- 

shall  be— 

$23.08 

$60.00 

$96 

$70.00 

$105. 00 

or  lets 

$iS.09 

23.  U 

61.00 

$97 

97 

70.20 

106.30 

BS.iB 

23.76 

62.10 

98 

99 

71.60 

107.30 

23.77 

2i.t0 

63.  tO 

100 

101 

7S.70 

109. 10 

ti.il 

Si.  60 

64.20 

102 

Wt 

73.90 

110.90 

Si.  61 

S6.00 

66.30 

103 

104 

76.10 

lit.  70 

16.01 

S6.i8 

66.40 

106 

106 

76.40 

114.60 

tt.Jfi 

26.92 

67.60 

107 

107 

77.70 

116.60 

26.93 

26.  i0 

68.50 

108 

109 

78.80 

118. tO 

t6.il 

26.94 

69.60 

no 

US 

80.10 

120.20 

16.96 

27.  i6 

70.70 

Hi 

118 

81.40 

121. 10 

17.  a 

28.00 

71.70 

119 

122 

82.60 

123.80 

t8.01 

28.68 

72.80 

123 

127 

8S.80 

126. 70 

28.69 

29.26 

73.90 

128 

132 

85.00 

1S7.60 

29.  te 

29.68 

74.90 

133 

136 

86.20 

1S9.S0 

29.69 

30.36 

76.00 

137 

141 

87.40 

131. 10 

S0.S7 

30.92 

77.10 

142 

146 

88.70 

1SS.  10 

SO.  93 

31. 36 

78.  SO 

147 

160  1 

90.00 

135.00 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 


•'I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

(.Primary   insurance  benefit 

insurance 

(Primary  insur- 

(Maximum family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

ance  amount) 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  1965 

Act) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit   (as  de- 

primary 

(as     determined  under 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termined   under  subsec. 

insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in  the 

fits  payable  (as 

(</))  is— 

amount 

preceding  para- 

provided in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

graphs of  this 

205(a))  on  the 

mined 

subsection  shall 

basis  of  his  wages 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

be— 

and  self-employ- 

At least — 

more  than — 

subsec. 

At  least — 

more  than — 

ment  income 

(0)  is- 

shall  be — 

$31.37 

$32.00 

$79. 20 

$161 

$166 

$91.10 

$136. 70 

SB.  01 

32.60 

80.  SO 

166 

160 

92.40 

138.60 

S2.fi/ 

33.20 

81.40 

161 

164 

93.70 

140. 60 

SS.il 

SS.88 

82.40 

166 

169 

94. 80 

142.20 

SS.89 

34.60 

83.50 

170 

174 

96. 10 

144-20 

34.  SI 

35.00 

84.60 

175 

178 

97.30 

146.00 

35.01 

35.80 

86.60 

179 

183 

98.60 

147.80 

35. 81 

36.40 

86.70 

184 

188 

99.80 

160.40 

se.  41 

37.08 

87.80 

189 

193 

101.00 

164.40 

37.09 

37.60 

88.90 

194 

197 

102.  SO 

167.60 

37. 61 

38.20 

89.90 

198 

202 

103. 40 

161.60 

38.21 

39.12 

91.00 

203 

207 

104. 70 

165.60 

39. 13 

39.68 

92.10 

208 

211 

106.00 

168.80 

39.69 

40.33 

9S.  10 

212 

216 

107. 10 

172.80 

40.34 

41.12 

94.20 

217 

221 

108. 40 

176.80 

41.13 

41.76 

96.  SO 

222 

225 

109. 60 

180.00 

41.77 

42.44 

96.30 

226 

2S0 

110.80 

184.00 

42.46 

43.20 

97.40 

231 

235 

112.10 

188.00 

43.  tl 

43.76 

98.60 

236 

239 

US.  SO 

191.20 

43.77 

44-  44 

99.60 

240 

244 

114.60 

195.20 

44-45 

44-88 

100.60 

245 

249 

115. 70 

199.20 

4, .89 

46.60 

101.70 

250 

253 

117.00 

202.40 

102. 80 

254 

258 

118.30 

206.40 

10S.  80 

269 

263 

119. 40 

210.40 

104.90 

264 

267 

120. 70 

213.  60 

106.00 

268 

272 

121.90 

217.60 

107.00 

27S 

277 

12S.  10 

221.60 

108. 10 

278 

281 

124.40 

224. 80 

109. 20 

282 

286 

125.60 

228.80 

110.  SO 

287 

291 

126.90 

232.80 

111.30 

292 

295 

128.00 

236.00 

112.40 

296 

300 

129.  SO 

240.00 

113.60 

SOI 

305 

ISO.  60 

244.OO 

114-  60 

306 

309 

131.  70 

247. 20 

116.60 

310 

314 

133.00 

261.20 

116.70 

315 

319 

134.  SO 

256. 20 

117.70 

320 

S23 

136.  40 

258. 40 

118.80 

324 

S28 

136. 70 

262. 40 

119.90 

329 

333 

137.90 

266. 40 

121.00 

334 

337 

139. 20 

269. 60 

122.00 

338 

342 

140.  SO 

27S.60 

123. 10 

343 

347 

141.  60 

277.60 

124. 20 

348 

361 

142.90 

280. 80 

125.  20 

352 

356 

144.00 

284. 80 

126.  SO 

S57 

361 

145.  SO 

288. 80 

127. 40 

362 

365 

146.60 

292.00 

128.  40 

366 

370 

147.  70 

296.00 

129.  60 

371 

S75 

149.00 

300.00 

ISO.  60 

376 

S79 

150.  20 

SOS.  20 

131.  70 

S80 

384 

161. 60 

307.20 

132.  70 

385 

S89 

162. 70 

311.20 

133. 80 

390 

S9S 

163.90 

31140 

134.90 

394 
399 

S98 

166. 20 

318. 40 

135.90 

403 

166.  SO 

322.40 

137.00 

404 

407 
412 

167. 60 

325.  60 

138.00 

408 

158. 70 

329. 60 

139.00 

413 

417 

169.90 

333. 60 

140.00 

418 

421 

161.00 

SS6. 80 

141-00 

422 

426 

162.20 

340. 80 

142.00 

427 

4S1 

163.  SO 

344-80 

143.00 

432 

436 

164.50 

348.80 

144-00 

437 

440 

166. 60 

352.00 

145.00 

W 

446 

166.80 

356.00 

146.00 

446 

450 

167.90 

360.00 

147.00 

451 

454 

169. 10 

361. 60 

148.00 

456 

459 

170.20 

363. 60 

149.00 

460 

464 

171. 40 

366.60 

160.00 

465 

468 

172.50 

367.20 

161.00 

469 

473 
478 

173. 70 

369.20 

152.00 

474 

174.80 

371.20 

153.00 

479 

482 

176.00 

372.80 

154.00 

483 

487 

177. 10 

374.80 

155.00 

488 

492 

178.  SO 

S76. 80 

156.00 

493 

496 

179.40 

378.40 

157.00 

497 

601 

180.60 

380.  40 

168.00 

602 

506 

181.  70 

382. 40 

169.00 

607 

510 

182.90 

384.00 

160.00 

511 

616 

184.00 

S86.00 

161.00 

616 

620 

185.20 

388.00 

162.00 

621 

624 

186.30 

S89.60 

163.00 

626 

629 

187.50 

S91.60 

164.00 

630 

6S4 

188. 60 

S9S.60 
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'  TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 


"I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

(Maximum  family 

(Primary   insurance  benefit 

insurance 

(Primary  insur- 

under 1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

ance  amount) 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  1965 

Act) 

IJ  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit   (as  de- 

primary 

(as     determined  under 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termin d    under  sub3ec. 

insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in  the 

fits  payable  (as 

(d))  is- 

amount 

preceding  para- 

provided in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

graphs of  this 

203(a))  on  the 

mined 

subsection  shall 

basis  of  his  wages 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

be— 

and  self-employ- 

At least — 

more  than — 

subsec. 

At  least — 

more  than — 

ment  income 

(c))  is- 

shall  be — 

$165. 00 

$535 

$538 

$189. 80 

$395.  20 

166.00 

539 

543 

190.90 

397.20 

167.00 

544 

548 

192. 10 

399.20 

168.00 

649 

651 

193.20 

400.40 

552 

666 

194-00 

402.00 

556 

659 

195.00 

403.60 

660 

662 

196.00 

404. 80 

563 

666 

197.00 

406.40 

567 

669 

198.00 

407.60 

670 

673 

199.00 

409.20 

674 

676 

200.00 

410.40 

577 

580 

201.00 

412.00 

681 

683 

202.00 

413.20 

584 

587 

203.00 

414.80 

588 

691 

204.00 

416. 40 

592 

594 

205.00 

417.60 

695 

698 

206.00 

419. 20 

599 

601 

207.00 

420.  40 

602 

606 

208.00 

422.00 

606 

608 

209.00 

423-20 

609 

612 

210.00 

424-  80 

613 

616 

211.00 

426.40 

617 

619 

212.00 

427.60 

620 

623 

213.00 

429.20 

624 

626 

214.00 

430-40 

627 

630 

215.00 

432-00 

631 

633 

216.00 

433.20 

634 

637 

217.00 

434-80 

638 

641 

218.00 

436-40 

642 

644 

219.00 

437.60 

645 

648 

220.00 

439.20 

649 

861 

221.00 

440.40 

662 

665 

222.00 

442-00 

666 

658 

223.00 

443-20 

659 

662 

224.00 

444-80 

663 

665 

225.00 

446-00 

666 

669 

226.00 

447-60 

670 

673 

227.00 

449.20 

674 

676 

228.00 

460.40 

677 

680 

229.00 

452.00 

681 

683 

230.00 

463.20 

684 

687 

231.00 

464.80 

688 

690 

232.00 

456.00 

691 

694 

233.00 

467.60 

695 

698 

234.00 

469. 20 

699 

701 

235.00 

460.40 

702 

705 

236.00 

462.00 

706 

709 

237.00 

463. 60 
466.20 

710 

713 

238.00 

714 

716 

239.00 

466.40 

717 

720 

240.00 

468.00 

721 

724 

241.00 

469. 60 

726 

728 

242.00 

471.20 

729 

732 

243.00 

472.80 

733 

736 

244.00 

474.00 

736 

739 

246.00 

476. 60 

740 

743 

246.00 

477.20 

744 

747 

247.00 

478.80 

748 

760 

248.00 

480.00 

751 

764 

249.00 

481.60 

756 

758 

250.00 

483.20 

769 

762 

251.00 

484-80 

763 

766 

262.00 

486-40 

767 

769 

263.00 

487.60 

770 

773 

264.00 

489.20 

774 

777 

255.00 

490.80 

778 

781 

256.00 

492.40 

782 

785 

267.00 

494.00 

786 

788 

258.00 

496-20 

789 

792 

269.00 

496.80 

79S 

796 

260.00 

498-40 

797 

800 

261.00 

600.00 

801 

804 

282.00 

601.60 

806 

807 

263.00 

602.80 

808 

811 

264-00 

604.40 

812 

816 

266.00 

606.00 

816 

819 

266.00 

607.60 

820 

823 

267.00 

609. 20 

824 

826 

268.00 

610.40 

827 

830 

269.00 

612.00 

i  i 

831 

834 

270.00 

613. 60 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 


••I 

(.Primary   insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 
fied) 

(  T^TlYfl  (ITU 

insurance 
amount 
under  1965 
Act) 

/// 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

TV 

(Primary  insur- 
ance amount) 

V 

(Maximum  family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined   under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 

(C)) 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 
(as     determined  under 
subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred  to  in  the 
preceding  para- 
graphs of  this 
subsection  shall 
be  

And  the  maximum 
amount  of  bene- 
fits payable  (as 
provided  in  sec 
203(a))  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages 

fmti  rpI f-fiTnnlmi- 

Tnent  income 
shall  be — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more  than — 

$836 

$838 

$271,00 

$616.20 

839 

842 

272.00 

616.80 

843 

845 

273.00 

618.00 

846 

849 

274.00 

619.60 

8S0 

863 

276.00 

521.20 

864 

867 

276.00 

522. 80 

868 

861 

277.00 

524.40 

862 

864 

278.00 

525. 60 

865 

868 

279.00 

527.20 

869 

872 

280.00 

628.80 

873 

876 

281.00 

630.  40 

877 

880 

282.00 

632.00 

881 

883 

283.00 

533.  20 

884 

887 

284.00 

634. 80 

888 

891 

285.00 

536.  40 

892 

896 

286.00 

538.00 

896 

899 

287.00 

639.  60 

900 

900 

288.00 

640. 00" 

(b)  Section  203  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing : 

"(2)  when  two  or  more  persons  were  entitled 
(without  the  application  of  section  202  (j)  (1)  and  sec- 
tion 223  (b)  )  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or 
223  for  (3)the  accond  month  following  the  month  m 
which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  el  1967  are 
enacted  the  month  of  March  1968  on  the  basis  of  the 
wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such  insured  in- 
dividual, such  total  of  benefits  for  such  (4)sccond  month 
or  any  subsequent  month  shall  not  be  reduced  to  less 
than  the  larger  of — 

"(A)  the  amount  determined  under  this  sub- 
section without  regard  to  this  paragraph,  or 
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1  "(B)   an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the 

2  amounts  derived  by  multiplying  the  benefit  amount 

3  determined  under  this  title  (including  this  subsec- 

4  tion,  but  without  the  application  of  section  222  (b) . 

5  section  202  (q) ,  and  subsections  (b) ,  (c) ,  and  (d) 

6  of  this  section)  ,  as  in  effect  prior  to  (5)such  second 

7  month,  for  each  such  person  for  such  seeend-  month, 

8  March  1968,  for  each  such  person  for  March  1968, 

9  by  (6)112.5  115  percent  and  raising  each  such  in- 

10  creased  amount,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple  of  $0.10,  to 

11  the  next  higher  multiple  of  $0.10 ; 

12  but  in  any  such  case  (i)  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 

13  section  shall  not  be  applied  to  such  total  of  benefits  after 

14  the  application  of  subparagraph  (B),  and  (ii)  if  sec- 

15  tion  202  (k)  (2)  (A)  was  applicable  in  the  case  of  any 

16  such  benefits  for  (7)suoh  second  month,  the  month  of 

17  March  1968,  and  ceases  to  apply  after  such  month,  the 

18  provisions  of  subparagraph  (B)  shall  be  applied,  for  and 

19  after  the  month  in  which  section  202  (k)  (2)  (A)  ceases 

20  to  apply,  as  though  paragraph  ( 1 )  had  not  been  appli- 

21  cable  to  such  total  of  benefits  for  (8)s«eh  second  month. 

22  March  1968,  or". 

23  (c)(1)  Section  215(b)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 


24    read  as  follows: 

H.R,  12080  2 
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1  "(4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  ap- 

2  plicable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

3  "(A)  who  becomes  (9)cntitlcd,  m  er  after  the 

4  second  month  following  the  month  m  which  the  Social 

5  Security  Amendments  of  1967  are  enaetedy  entitled,  after 

6  February  1968,  to  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  or 

7  section  223;  or 

8  "(B)  who  dies  (10)m  or  after  sueh  second  month 

9  after  February  1968  without  being  entitled  to  benefits 

10  under  section  202  (a)  or  section  223 ;  or 

11  "  (0)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required 

12  to  be  recomputed  under  subsection  (f)  (2) ." 

13  (2)  Section  215  (b)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

14  (d)  Section  215(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

15  follows : 

16  "Primary  Insurance  Amount  Under  1965  Act 

17  "(c)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  II  of  the  table 

18  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's 

19  primary  insurance  amount  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis 

20  of  the  law  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social 

21  Security  Amendments  of  1967. 

22  "(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  ap- 

23  plicable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  became  en- 

24  titled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  or  section  223  before 

25  the  (1  l)seoond  month  following  the  month  in  which  the 
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1  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  me  enacted  of  whe  died 

2  before  sueh  second  month  month  of  March  1968  or  who  died 

3  before  such  month." 

4  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

5  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the 

6  Social  Security  Act  for  (12)a«d  after  the  second  month  fel- 

7  lowing  the  month  m  which  this  Aet  is  enacted  months  after 

8  February  1968  and  with  respect  to  lump-sum  death  pay- 

9  ments  under  such  title  in  the  case  of  deaths  occurring  (13)m 

10  of  after  such-  second  month  after  February  1968. 

11  (f)  If  an  individual  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insur- 

12  ance  benefit  under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

13  for  the  month  (14)f  olio  wing  the  month  m  which  this  Aet  ea- 

14  acted  of  February  1968  and  became  entitled  to  old-age  in- 

15  surance  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  for  the 

\  r\  Mi  ^         /-WW  \  rl  t  v\  r\in  •f.li,  T,r\  1 1  r>i"\TTiy>  ft*  j'.i'x  o  tv>  nin  fcJa  in  sxzllaj    \~\  yja  i  c    A  r*  j~  m 

lv  ■  It'  FoU  v  l/TlTl    IllUllUll    1U11U\>  111^,    111 V    TTXT711  HI    TTT    \V I11U11    ulllo1   TXtTT  T7S 

17  enacted,  o*  he  died  in  sueh  second  month,  month  of  March 

18  1968,  or  who  died  in  such  month,  then,  for  purposes  of  sec- 

19  tion  215(a)  (4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (if  applicable) 

20  the  amount  in  column  IV  of  the  table  appearing  in  such  sec- 

21  tion  215  (a)  for  such  individual  shall  be  the  amount  in  such 

22  column  on  the  line  on  which  in  column  II  appears  his  pri- 

23  mary  insurance  amount  (as  determined  under  section  215 

24  (c)  of  such  Act)  instead  of  the  amount  in  column  IV  equal 
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1  to  the  primary  insurance  amount  on  which  his  disability  in- 

2  surance  benefit  is  based. 

3  INCREASE  IN  BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS  AGE  7  2 

4  AND  OVER 

5  Sec.  102.  (a)  (1)  Section  227  (a)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

6  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$35"  and  inserting 

7  in  lieu  thereof  (16)^0^  "$50",  and  by  striking  out 

8  "$17.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (17)^0^  "$25". 

9  (2)  Section  227  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

10  out  in  the  second  sentence  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

11  (18)"$10"  "$50". 

12  (b)  (1)  Section  228  (b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

13  striking  out  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (19)"$10" 

14  "$50". 

15  (2)  Section  228(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

16  striking  out  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (20)"$40" 

17  "$50",  and  by  striking  out  "$17.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  (21)"$20"  "$25". 

19  (3)  Section  228(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

20  striking  out  "$17.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (22) 

21  i<$3Qii  "$25". 

22  (4)  Section  228  (c)  (3)  (A)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

23  striking  out  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (23)"$10" 

24  "$50". 

25  (5)  Section  228  (c)  (3)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
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1  striking  out  "$17.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (24) 

2  if$30^  "$25". 

3  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 

4  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II 

5  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  (25)aftd  after  the  second  month 

6  following  the  month  m  which  this  Aet  is  enacted  months 

7  after  February  1968. 

8  MAXIMUM  AMOUNT  OF  A  WIFE'S  OR  HUSBAND'S  INSUB- 

9  ANCE  BENEFIT 

10  Sec.  103.  (a)  Section  202(b)  (2)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

11  rity  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

12  "  (2)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q) ,  such  wife's 

13  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  whichever 

14  of  the  following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  one-half  of  the  primary 

15  insurance  amount  of  her  husband  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  di- 

16  vorced  wife,  her  former  husband)  for  such  month,  or  (B) 

17  $105." 

18  (b)  Section  202  (c)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 

19  as  follows : 

20  "(3)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q) ,  such  hus- 

21  band's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to 

22  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  one-half  of 

23  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  his  wife  for  such  month,  or 

24  (B)  $105." 
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1  (c)  Section  202  (e)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

2  striking  out  "50  per  centum  of  the  primary  insurance  amount 

3  of  the  deceased  individual  on  whose  wages  and  self-employ- 

4  ment  income  such  benefit  is  based"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  "whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  one- 

6  half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the  deceased  indi- 

7  vidual  on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  such 

8  benefit  is  based,  or  (B)  $105". 

9  (d)  Section  202  (f)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

10  striking  out  "50  per  centum  of  the  primary  insurance  amount 

11  of  the  deceased  individual  on  whose  wages  and  self-employ- 

12  ment  income  such  benefit  is  based"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller :  (A)  one- 

14  half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the  deceased  indi- 

15  vidual  on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  such 

16  benefit  is  based,  or  (B)  $105". 

17  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a) ,  (b) , 

18  (c) ,  and  (d)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits 

19  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  (26)aftd  after  the 

20  gocond  month  following  the  month  m  which  this  Aet  is 

21  enacted  months  after  February  1968. 

22  (27)benefits  *e  disabled  widows  a^d  widowers 

23  Seer  -404r  (a)  (1)  Subparagraph  -{Bf  of  section  303 

24  (o)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Aet  is  amended      read  as 

25  follows : 
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1  -  (B)  (i)  has  attained  age  60y  or  -(4*)-  has  attained 

2  age  £0  but  has  set  attained  age  £0  and  is  under  a 

3  disability  -(as  defined  in  section  223  (d) )  which  began 

4  before  the  end  of  the  period  specified  m  paragraph  (5) ,". 

5  -{-S-)-  So  much  of  section  202  (c)  (1)  of  sues  Aet  as 

6  follows  subparagraph  -fE}-  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

7  "shall  be  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  eaeh 

8  month,  beginning  with — 

9  -  (F)  if  she  satisfies  subparagraph  -(B)-  by  reason 
10  of  clause  -(if  thereof,  the  first  month  in  which  she  be- 
ll comes  so  entitled  to  sueh  insurance  benefits,  or 

12  -(G)  if  she  satisfies  subparagraph  -(Sf  by  reason 

13  of  clause  -(*)-  thereof — 

14  "■  (i)  the  first  month  after  her  waiting  period 

15  -(as  defined  is  paragraph  (6) )  is  which  she  be- 

16  comes  so  entitled  to  sueh  insurance  benefits,  or 

17  -  (ii)  the  first  month  during  aH  of  which  she  is 

18  under  a  disability  and  in  which  she  becomes  so  en 

19  titled  to  sueh  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  she  was 

20  previously  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under  this 

21  subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 

22  and  sueh  first  month  oecurs  -(if  in  the  period  speci 

23  fied  m  paragraph  -(#)-  and  (II)  after  the  month  in 

24  which  a  previous  entitlement  to  sueh  benefits  on 

25  sueh  basis  terminated, 
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1  ftfrd  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in 

2  which  any  ef  the  following  occurs :  she  remarries,  die&j 

3  becomes  entitled  te  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  er 

4  exceeding  82-^  percent  ef  the  primary  insurance  amount  el 

5  sueh  deceased  individual,  or?  if  she  became  entitled  to  sueh 

6  benefits  before  she  attained  age  6Qy  the  third  month  following 

7  the  month  in  which  her-  disability  ceases  (unless  she  attains 

8n  iYf\  qjs  Vkpf  fwr*  f  Vto  1  n qf-  flmr  of  omala  tin i t/1  nn^n  jja  \   * _ 

toFv  TTZT  ^CTxt  TTT  UU1  Wi  U  ul  I  vj  I  Mot  U.U/V  T7T  oU.L/11  OTTtTTt  IlltJll  till  j  • 

9        -(£)-  Section  202  (c)  ef  sueh  Aet  is  further  amended  by 

10  adding  after  paragraph  -(4)-  the  following  new  paragraphs : 

11  -  (5)  ¥he  period  referred  te  in  paragraph  (1)  (B)  (ii) , 

12  in  the  ease  ef  any  widow  er  surviving  divorcod  wife,  is  the 

13  period  beginning  with  whichever  ef  the  following  is  the 

14  latest: 

15  "  (A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  ef 

16  the  feHy  insured  individual  referred  te  is  paragraph  -fl-f 

17  en  whose  wages  an4  self  employment  income  her  bene 
fits  arc  or  would  be  based,  er 

19  "  (B)  the  last  month  for  which  she  was  entitled  te 

20  mother's  insurance  benefits  en  the  basis  ef  the  wages  and 

21  self  employment  income  ef  sueh  individual,  er 

22  -  (C)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement 

23  te  widow's  insurance  benefits  en  the  basis  ef  sueh  wages 

24  and  self  employment  income  terminated:  because  her 

25  disability  had  ceased, 
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1  asd  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  is  which  she 

2  attains  age  £Qr  0*7  if  earlier,  with  the  cIogc  ef  the  eighty 

3  fourth  month  following  the  month  with  which  sues  period 

4  began. 

5  -  (6)  ¥fee  waiting  period  referred  te  is  paragraph  -fif 

6  (G) ,  m  the  ease  ef  asy  widow  of  surviving  divorced  wife,  is 

7  the  earliest  period  ef  sis  consecutive  calendar  months — 

8  -  (A)  throughout  w^hioh  she  has  been  under  a  disa 

9  bility,  asd 

10  "  (B)  which  begins  net  earlier  than  with  whichever 

11  ef  the  following  is  the  later :  -(if  the  fifst  day  ef  the 

12  eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  her  applica 

13  ties  is  filed,  ef  -(ii)-  the  fifst  day  ef  the  sixth  month  be- 

14  fefe  the  month  is  wrhich  the  period  specified  is  para 

15  graph  -(£)-  begins." 

16  (b)  (1)   Subparagraph  -(£)-  ef  section  202(f)  (1)  ef 

17  sues  Aet  is  amended  te  fead  as  follows : 

18  -  (B)  (i)  has  attained  age  ££7  er  -(ii)-  has  attained 

19  age  §0  hut  has  set  attained  age  #3-  asd  is  under  a  dis- 

20  ability  -(as  defined  is  section  223  (d) )   wrhich  began 

21  before  the  end  ef  the  period  specified  is  paragraph 

23  -(3f  Se  faseh  ef  section  202(f)  (1)  ef  sueh  Aet  as 

24  follows  subparagraph  -(E)-  is  amended  te  fead  as  follows : 


26 

1  "shall  be  entitled  te  a  widower's  insurance  benefit  fer  each 

2  month,  beginning  with — 


3  -  (F)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  by  reason 

4  of  clause  -(if  thereof,  the  first  month  is  which  he 

5  becomes  se  entitled  te  such  insurance  benefits,  er 

6  -  (G)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  by  reason 

7  ef  clause  -{»)-  thereof — 

8  "  (i)  the  first  month  after  his  waiting  period 

9  -fas  defined  m  paragraph  (7) )  m  which  he  be- 

10  comes  se  entitled  te  such  insurance  benefits,  of 

11  "  (ii)  the  first  month  during  all  ef  which  he  is 

12  under  a  disability  and  m  which  he  becomes  se  en 

13  titled  te  sueh  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  he  was 

14  previously  entitled  te  insurance  benefits  under  this 

15  subsection  en  the  basis  ef  being  under  a  disability 

16  and  sueh  first  month  occurs  -(if  m  the  period 

17  specified  in  paragraph  -(#)-  and   (II)  after  the 

18  month  m  which  a  previous  entitlement" te  sueh  bene 

19  fits  en  sueh  basis  terminated, 


20  and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  is 

21  which  any  ef  the  following  occurs:  he  remarries,  dies,  er 

22  becomes  entitled  te  an  old  age  insurance  benefit  equal  te  er 

23  exceeding  83-§-  percent  ef  the  primary  insurance  amount  ef 

24  Ms  deceased  wife,  er  the  third  month  following  the  month 
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1  m  which  his  disability  ceases  (unless  he  attains  age  62 

2  eft  of  before  the  last  day  ef  sueh  third  month) ." 

3  -(-3-)-  Section  202  (f)  (3)  ef  stteh  Aet  is  amended  by 

4  inserting  "subsection  -fo-)-  and"  after  "provided 

5  -{4)-  Section  202  (f)  ef  sfteh  Aet  is  further  amended  by 

6  adding  after-  paragraph  -f&f  the  following  sew  paragraphs : 

7  -  (6)  ¥he  period  referred  te  in  paragraph  (1)  (B)  (ii) , 

8  m  the  ease  ef  any  widower,  is  the  period  beginning  with 

9  whichever  ef  the  following  is  the  latest: 

10  -  (A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  ef  the 

11  faHy  insured  individual  referred  te  in  paragraph  -fl-)- 

12  en  whoso  wages  and  self  employment  income  his  bene 

13  fits  would  be  based,  ef 

14  -  (B)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement 

15  te  widower's  insurance  benefits  en  the  basis  ef  sueh 

16  wages  and  self  employment  income  iterminatcd  because 

17  his  disability  had  ceased, 

18  and  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  he 

19  attains  age  02j  e¥j  if  earlier,  with  the  close  ef  the  eighty 

20  fourth  month  following  the  month  with  which  sueh  period 

21  began. 

22  "  (7)  ¥he  waiting  period  referred  te  in  paragraph  -{4)" 

23  (G1) ,  in  the  ease  ef  any  widower,  is  the  earliest  period  ef 

24  six  consecutive  calendar  months 
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1  -  (A)  throughout  which  he  has  been  under  a  dis- 

2  ability,  and 

3  -  (B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever 

4  of  fe  following  is  the  later:  4*)-  the  first  day  of  the 

5  eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  his  applica 

6  tien  is  filed,  or  -(ii)-  the  first  day  of  the  sixth  month  be- 

7  fore  the  month  in  which  the  period  3pccificd  in  para 

8  graph  -(£)-  begins." 

9  (c)  (1)  ^Ehe  heading  of  section  202  (q)  of  such  Aet  is 

10  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

11  "Reduction  of  Benefit  Amounts  for  Certain  Beneficiaries" 

12  So  much  of  section  202  (q)  (1)  of  sueh  Aet  as 

13  precedes  subparagraph  -fA)-  is  amended  by  striking  oat  ^er 

14  widow's"  and  inserting  m  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  or  wid 

15  owcr's". 

16  43)-  Subparagraph  -fAf  of  section  202  (q)  (1)  of  sueh 

17  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  out  ££or  widow's"  and  inserting 

18  is  lies  thereof  ^  widow's,  or  widower's". 

19  -(4f  Section  202  (q)  (1)  of  sueh  Aet  is  amended  by 

20  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following ; 

21  ^A  widow's  or  widower's  insurance  benefit  reduced  pursuant 

22  to  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  further  required  by — 

23  -  (C)  4%vs  of  4-  percent  of  the  amount  of  sueh 

24  benefit,  multiplied  by 

25  "(D)  (i)  the  number  of  months  m  the  additional 
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1  reduction  period  for  sues  benefit   (determined  under 

2  paragraph  (6) ) ,  if  sseh  benefit  is  for  a  month  before 

3  the  month  m  which  such  individual  attains  retirement 

4  age?  of 

5  -  (ii)  the  number  of  months  is  the  additional  ad- 

6  justed  reduction  period  for  sseh  benefit  (determined 

7  under  paragraph  (7) ) ,  if  sseh  benefit  is  for  the  month 

8  m  which  sseh  individual  attains  retirement  age  of  for 

9  asy  month  thereafter." 

10  -(&)-  Section  202 (q)  (3)  (A)  of  such  Aefe  is  amended 

11  -(A)-  hf  striking  est  ffer  widow's"  eaeh  place  it  ap- 

12  pears  and  inserting  is  lies  thereof  "widow's,  of  widow 

13  eF^4 

14  hf  striking  est  ^  widow's"  as4  inserting  is 

15  fees  thereof  ^  widow's  of  widower V ;  as4 

16  -(Of  by  striking  est  li6Q^  as4  inserting  is  lies 

17  thereof  ^50^ 

18  -(&)-  Section  202  (q)  (3)  (C)  ef  sseh  Aet  is  amended 

19  hf  striking  est  ifer  widow's"  eaeh  tisie  it  appears  ass  insert 

20  iftg  is  lies  thereof  "widow's,  of  widower's". 

21  -iffj-  Section  202  (q)  (3)  (D)  ef  sseh  Aet  is  amended 

22  hf  striking  est  ^of  widow's"  ass  inserting  is  lies  thereof 

23  "widow's,  of  widower's". 

24  -(gf  Section  202  (q)  (3)  (E)  ef  sseh  Aet  is  amended 
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1  -fArf  by  striking  oat  £Lfef  would,  to  for  subsection 

2  (c)  (1),  bo) -  and  ingcrting  in  hen  thorool  "  (or  would, 

3  bat  subsection  (o)  (1)  in  the  ease  ef  a  widow  Of 

4  surviving  divorced  wife  or  subsection  (f)  (1)  in  the  ease 

5  el  a  widower,  be) "; 

6  -(B)-  by  striking  out  *  'widow's' '  eaeh  place  it  ap- 

7  pears  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  "widow's  of  widow 

8  cr'o" ;  and 

9  -(G)-  by  striking  eat  "she"  and  inserting  in  hen 

10  thereof  ^^she  or  he^ 

11  -(Of  Section  202  (q)  (3)  {¥)  ef  saeh  Aet  is  amended 

12  -(A)-  by  striking  en*  -  (or  would,  but  for  subsection 

13  (c)  (1) ,  be)  "  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  "  (or  would, 

14  bnt  for  subsection  (o)-(l)  in  the  ease  ef  a  widow  ef 

15  surviving  divorced  wife  or  subsection  (f)  (1)  in  the 

16  ease  ef  a  widower,  be)  "; 

1  -(£)-  by  striking  eat  "widow's"  eaeh  place  it  appears 

18  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  "widow's  er  widower's" ; 

19  and 

20  -(£)-  by  striking  out  "she"  and  inserting  in  hen 

21  thereof  ££she  or  he^ 

22  (10)  Section  202-(q)  (3)  (G)  ef  an  eh  Aet  is  amended — 

23  -(A)-  by  striking  eat  "  (or  would,  bnt  for  subsection 

24  (o)  (1),  be) "  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  would, 

25  bnt  for  subsection  (c)  (1)  in  the  ease  ef  a  widow  or  sur 
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1  viving  divorced  wife  ef  subsection  (f)  (1)  is  the  ease 

2  el  &  widower,  be) 

3  -fB^-  by  striking  est  "widow's"  asd  inserting  is  ses 

4  thereof  'Widow's  ef  widower' a" ;  and. 

5  -fO)-  by  striking  est  "ho"  asd  inserting  is  sea 

6  thereof  "she  ef  se^r 

7  (11)  Section  202  (q)  (6)  ef  sseh  Aet  is  amended  te 

8  fead  as  follows : 

9  -  (6)  5e?  the  purposes  ef  this  subsection — 

10  -  (A)  the  'reduction  period'  fef  as  individual's  eld- 

11  age?  wife's,  hssband's,  widow's,  ef  widower's  insurance 

12  benefit  is  the  period — 

13  ^-(if  beginning— 

14  -  (I)  is  the  ease  ef  as  old  ago  ef  husband's 

15  insurance  benefit,  with  the  sfsfe  day  ef  the  fifst 

16  month  fef  which  sseh  individual  is  entitled 

17  te  sseh  benefit,  ef 

18  -  (II)  is  the  ease  ef  a  wife's  insui'ancc 

19  benefit,  with  the  fifst  day  ef  the  fifst  month 

20  fef  which  a  certificate  described  is  paragraph 

21  (5)  (A)  (i)  is  effective,  ef 

22  -  (III)  is  the  ease  ef  a  widow's  ef  widow 

23  ef^s  insurance  benefit,  with  the  fifst  day  ef  the 

24  fifst  month  fef  which  sseh  individual  is  entitled 

25  te  sseh  benefit  ef  the  fifst  day  ef  the  month  is 


32 

1  which  saeh  individual  attains  age  whichever 

2  is  the  later,  and 

3  -  (ii)  ending  with  the  last  ejay  ef  the  month 

4  before  the  month  m  which  sueh  individual  attains 

5  retirement  egef  and 

6  "  (B)  the  'additional  reduction  period*  fer  an  in 

7  dividual^  widow's  or  widower's  insurance  benefit  is  the 

8  period — 

9  h^ginning  with  the  first  4ay  ef  the  first 

10  month  for  which  sueh  individual  is  entitled  to  sueh 

11  benefit,  hut  only  if  sueh  individual  has  net  attained 

12  age  4)0  m  such  first  month,  and 

13  "  (ii)  ending  with  the  last  4ay  ef  the  month 

14  before  the  month  in  which  sueh  individual  attains 

15  age  60» 

16  -{±2)-  Section  202  (q)  (7)  ef  sueh  Aet  is  amended 

17  -(A)-  by-  inserting       'additional  adjusted  reduction 

18  period*  -  after  ^^the  'adjusted  reduction  period*  ^7 

19  -(Bf-  by  striking  out  ^%r  widow's**  an4  inserting  in 

20  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  er  widower's** ; 

21  -(Of  by  inserting  ^e?  additional  reduction  period 

22  -(as  the  ease  may  be)  *'  after  iithe  reduction  period" ; 

23  fted 

24  by  striking  out  "widow's**  in  subparagraph 

25  -(-&)-  em4  inserting  in  heu  thereof  "widow*s  er  widow 
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1  cr's",  by  striking  out  "she"  eaoh  place  it  appears  m 

2  suoh  subparagraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "she  or 

3  he^r  and  by  striking  out  "her"  in  sueh  subparagraph  and 

4  inserting  m  hou-  thereof  <(hcr  or  his". 

5  (13)  Section  202  (q)  (9)  of  snob  Aot  is  amended  by 

6  striking  oat  "widow's"  and  inserting  thereof  "widow's 

7  or  widower's". 

8  (d)  (1)  (  A)  The  ted  sentence  of  section  203  (o)  of 

9  sues  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  oat  ifor  any  subsequent 

10  month"  and  inserting  m  lieu  thereof  ^^or  any  subsequent 

11  month ;  nor  shall  any  deduction  be  made  under  this  subscc 

12  tion  from  any  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  any  month  in 

13  which  the  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  is  entitled  and 

14  has  not  attained  age  &2  (but  only  if  she  became  so  entitled 

15  prior  to  attaining  age  60) ,  or  from  any  widower's  insurance 

16  benefit  for  any  month  in  which  the  widower  is  entitled  and 

17  bos  not  attained  age  f>2", 

18  -fBf  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(f)  (1)  of  such 

19  Aot  is  amended  by  striking  out  ^%r  (D) "  and  inserting  is 

20  lieu  thereof  the  following :  -  (D)  for  which  such  individual 

21  is  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  and  has  not  attained 

22  age  &2  (but  only  if  she  became  so  entitled  prior  to  attain 

23  ing  age  £0}-  or  widower's  insurance  benefits  and  has  not 

24  attained  age  ^  or  fE|", 

H.R.  12080  3 
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1  -fOf  Section  203  (f)  (2)  ef  such  Aet  is  amended  fey 

2  striking  eat  ^fid  (D)  -  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  (D) , 

3  aad-fE}^ 

4  -f£*f  Section  203  (f)  (1)  ef  suefe  Aet  is  amended  fey 

5  striking  eat  "  (D) "  and  inserting  in  lies  thereof  -  (E) ". 

6  -(2)-  Section  216  (i)  (1)  ef  such  Aet  is  amended  fey 

7  inserting  '-202  (c) ,  202  (f) ,"  ate  "202  (d) ,". 

8  (3)  (A)  Section  222  (a)  ef  such  Aet  is  amended  fey 

9  inserting  "widow's  insurance  benefits,  ef  widower's  insurance 

10  benefits/ '  after  "benefits,". 

11  -(B)-  Section  222(b)  (1)  ef  suefe  Aet  is  amended  fey 

12  striking  eut  "child's  insurance  benefits  er-  if^  and  inserting  is 

13  Meu  thereof  "child's  insurance  benefits,  a  widow  er  surviving 

14  divorced  wife  wfee  has  net  attained  age  60j  ft  widower  wfee 

15  has  net  attained  age  £2?  er^r 

16  (1)  (A)  Section  222(d)  (1)  ef  sueh  Aet  is  amended 

17  fey  inserting  "or"  ftt  the  end  ef  subparagraph  (B) ,  &nd  fey 

18  inserting  after  suefe  subparagraph  the  following 

19  paragraphs : 

20  "  (C)  entitled  te  widow's  insurance  benefits  under 

21  section  202  (c)  prior  te  attaining  age  er 

22  -  (D)  entitled  te  widower's  insurance  benefits  undor 

23  section  202  (f)  prior  fce  attaining  age  62,". 

24  Section  222  (d)  (1)  ef  seeh  Aet  is  further  amended 

25  fey  striking  eat  "who  have  attained  age  48  and  afe  under 
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1  &  disability,"  m  the  first  sentence  frfid  inserting  m  hea 

2  thereof  the  following :  "who  have  attained  age  1-8  asd  are 

3  under  a  disability,  the  benefits  under  section  202  (c)  for 

4  widows  and  surviving  divorced  wives  whe  have  Ret  attained 

5  age  60  and  are  under  a  disability,  the  benefits  under  section 

6  202  (f )  for  widowers  whe  have  net  attained  age  62,". 

7  (5)  (A)  The  first  scntcnee  ef  section  23£  ef  an  eh  Aet 

8  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "under  section  202  (d) ,"  the 

9  following :  ^^er  that  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  whe 

10  has  net  attained  age  60  and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under 

11  section  202  (c) ,  er  that  a  widower  whe  has  set  attained  age 

12  62  and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (f) 

13  The  first  sentence  ef  section  2-25  ef  saeh  Aet  is 

14  further  amended  hy  striking  eat  ^22£  er  202(d)-'  and  ffl- 

15  sorting  is  lies  thereof  "202  (d) ,  302-fe^  202  (f) ,  er  223^ 

16  -(e)-  The  amendments  made  hy  this  section  shall  apply 

17  with  respect  te  monthly  benefits  under  title  H  ef  the 

18  Social  Security  Aet  for  asd  after  the  second  month  fei- 

19  lowing  the  month  is  which  this  Aet  is  enacted,  hat  esly 

20  es  the  basis  ef  applications  fer  saeh  benefits  filed  is  er  after 

21  the  month  is  which  this  Aet  is  enacted. 

22  BENEFITS  FOR  DISABLED   WIDOWS  AND  WIDOWERS 

23  Sec.  104.  (a)(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  202 

24  (e)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

25  follows: 
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1  "(B)  (i)  has  attained  age  60,  or  (ii)  is  under  a 

2  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(d))  which  began 

3  before  the  end  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  (5),". 

4  (2)  So  much  of  section  202(e)(1)  of  such  Act  as 

5  follows  subparagraph  (E)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  "shall  be  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each 

7  month,  beginning  with — 

8  "(F)  if  she  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  solely  by 

9  reason  of  clause  (i)  thereof,  the  first  month  in  which 

10  she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

11  "(G)  if  she  satisfied  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason 

12  of  clause  (ii)  thereof — 

13  "(i)  the  first  month  after  her  waiting  period 

14  ( as  defined  in  paragraph  (6)  )  in  which  she  becomes 

15  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

16  "(ii)  the  first  month  during  all  of  which  she  is 

17  under  a  disability  and  in  which  she  becomes  so  en- 

18  titled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  she  was 

19  previously  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under  this 

20  subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 

21  and  such  first  month  occurs  (I)  in  the  period  speci- 

22  fied  in  paragraph  (5)  and  (II)  after  the  month  in 

23  which  her  previous  entitlement  to  such  benefits  on 

24  such  basis  terminated, 

25  and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which 
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2  any  of  the  following  occurs:  she  remarries,  dies,  or  becomes 

2  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or  exceeding 

3  82y  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased 

4  individual,  or  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  her 

5  disability  ceases  (unless  she  attains  age  62  on  or  before  the 
q  last  day  of  such  third  month)." 


7  (3)  Section  202(e)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

8  adding  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

9  "(5)  The  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  (B )  (ii) , 

10  in  the  case  of  any  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife,  is  the 

11  period  beginning  with  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  latest: 

12  "(A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  of  the 

13  fuMy  insured  individual  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 

14  on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  her  benefits 

15  are  or  would  be  based,  or 

16  "(B)  the  last  month  for  which  she  was  entitled  to 

17  mothers  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and 

18  self-employment  income  of  such  individual,  or 

19  "(G)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement  to 

20  widow's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and 

21  self-employment  income  terminated  because  her  disability 

22  had  ceased, 

23  and  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  she 

24  attains  age  62,  or,  if  earlier,  with  the  close  of  the  eighty- 
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1  fourth  month  following  the  month  with  which  such  period 

2  began. 

3  "(6)   The  waiting  period  referred  to  in  paragraph 

4  (1)  (G),  in  the  case  of  any  widow  or  surviving  divorced 

5  wife,  is  the  earliest  period  of  six  consecutive  calendar  months — 

6  "(A)  throughout  which  she  has  been  under  a  dis- 

7  ability,  and 

8  "(B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever 

9  of  the  following  is  the  later:  (i)  the  first  day  of  the 

10  eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  her  applica- 

11  tion  is  filed,  or  (ii)  the  first  day  of  the  sixth  month 

12  before  the  month  in  which  the  period  specified  in  para- 

13  graph  (5)  begins. 

14  "(7)  A  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  entitled  to 

15  benefits  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  entitled 

16  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability  for  any  month  in 

17  which  she — 

18  "(A)  has  not  attained  age  62,  and 

19  "(B)  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section 

20  223  (d)  )  which  began  before  the  expiration  of  the  period 

21  in  paragraph  (5), 

22  but  only  if — 

23  "(C)  in  the  6  calendar  months  preceding  such 

24  month  she  was  also  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined), 

25  or 
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1  "(D)  such  period,  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 

2  (B)  of  this  paragraph,  begins  as  of  the  month  specified 

3  in  subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph  (5)." 

4  (4)  Section  202 (q)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

5  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

6  "(E)  A  widow's  insurance  benefit  which  has  been 

7  reduced  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1),  for  a  month  for 

8  which  she  is  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under 

9  a  disability  and  which  occurs  before  the  month  in  which 

10  she  attains  age  62,  shall  be  reduced  for  such  month  and 

11  subsequent  months  by  the  amount  (if  any)  such  widow's 

12  insurance  benefit  would  be  reduced  under  such  para- 

13  graph  had  such  individual  attained  age  62  in  the  first 

14  month  for  which  she  was  entitled  to  such  benefits  on  the 

15  basis  of  being  under  such  disability" 

16  (b)(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  202(f)(1)  of 

17  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

18  "(B)(i)  has  attained  age  62,  or  (ii)  is  under  a 

19  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(d))  which  began 

20  before  the  end  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  (6)". 

21  (2)  So  much  of  section  202(f)(1)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 

22  lows  subparagraph  (E )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "shall 

23  be  entitled  to  a  widower  s  insurance  benefit  for  each  month, 

24  beginning  with — 

25  "(F)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  solely  by 
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1  reason  of  clause  (i)  thereof,  the  first  month  in  which  he 

2  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

3  "(G)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason  of 

4  clause  (ii)  thereof — 

5  "(%)  the  first  month  after  his  waiting  period  ( as 

6  defined  in  paragraph  (7))  in  tvhich  he  becomes  so 
1  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  or 

8  "(H)  the  first  month  during  all  of  which  he  is 

9  under  a  disability  and  in  which  he  becomes  so 

10  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  he 

11  was  previously  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under 

12  this  subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  dis- 

13  ability  and  such  first  month  occurs  (I)  in  the  period 

14  specified  in  paragraph  (6)  and  (II)  after  the  month 

15  in  which  his  previous  entitlement  to  such  benefits  on 

16  such  basis  terminated, 


17  and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in 

18  which  any  of  the  following  occurs:  he  remarries,  dies,  or 

19  becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or 

20  exceeding  82^  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of 

21  his  deceased  wife,  or  the  third  month  following  the  month  in 

22  which  his  disability  ceases  (unless  he  attains  age  62  on  or 

23  before  the  last  day  of  such  third  month)." 

24  (3)  Section  202(f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

25  adding  after  paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  paragraphs: 
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1  "(6)  The  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 

2  (ii),  in  the  case  of  any  widower,  is  the  period  beginning 

3  with  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  latest: 

4  "(A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  of  the 

5  fully  insured  individual  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 

6  on  whose  wages  and  self -employment  income  his  benefits 

7  are  or  would  be  based,  or 

8  "(B)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement  to 

9  widower  s  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  wages 

10  and  self-employment  income  terminated  because  his  dis- 

11  ability  had  ceased, 

12  and  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  he 

13  attains  age  62,  or,  if  earlier,  with  the  close  of  the  eighty-fourth 

14  month  following  the  month  with  which  such  period  began. 

15  "(7)  The  waiting  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1), 

16  in  the  case  of  any  widower,  is  the  earliest  period  of  six  con- 

17  secutive  calendar  months — 

18  "(A)  throughout  which  he  has  been  under  a  dis- 

19  ability,  and 

20  "(B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever 

21  of  the  following  is  the  later;  (i)  the  first  day  of  the 

22  eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  his  applica- 

23  tio-n  is  filed,  or  (ii)  the  first  day  of  the  sixth  month 

24  before  the  month  in  which  the  period  specified  in  para- 

25  graph  (6)  begins. 
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1  "(8)  A  widower  entitled  to  benefits  under  this  section 

2  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  entitled  on  the  basis  of  being  under 

3  a  disability  for  any  month  in  which  he — 

4  "(A)  has  not  attained  age  62,  and 

5  "(B)  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section 

6  223(d) )  which  began  before  the  expiration  of  the  period 

7  in  paragraph  (6), 

8  but  only  if— 

9  "(C)  in  the  six  calendar  months  preceding  such 

10  month  he  was  also  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined). 

11  or 

12  "(D)  such  period  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 

13  (B)  of  this  paragraph  begins  as  of  the  month  specified 

14  in  subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (6)." 

15  (c)  (1)  (A)  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(c)  of  such 

16  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  any  subsequent  month" 

17  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  any  subsequent  month;  nor 

18  shall  any  deduction  be  made  under  this  subsection  from  any 

19  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  any  month  in  which  the  widow 

20  or  surviving  divorced  wife  is  entitled,  or  from  any  widower's 

21  insurance  benefit  for  any  month  in  which  the  widower  is 

22  entitled,   to  such  benefit  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 

23  disability". 

24  (B)  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(f)(1)  of  such 

25  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  (D)"  and  inserting  in 
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2  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(D)  for  which  such  individual  is 

2  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  or  widower  s  insurance 

3  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability,  or  (E)". 

4  (C)  Section  203(f)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

5  striking  out  "and  (D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(D), 
q  and  (E)". 

7  (D)  Section  203(f)(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

8  striking  out  "(D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(E)". 

9  (2)  Section  216(i)(l)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 

10  sorting  "202(e),  202(f)"  after  "202(d)". 

11  (3)  (A)  Section  222(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 

12  serting  "individuals  who  are  entitled  to  widow's  insurance 

13  benefits  or  widower  s  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being 

14  under  a  disability"  after  "determination  of  disability" . 

15  (B)  Section  222(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

16  striking  out  "child's  insurance  benefits  or  if"  and  inserting  in 

17  lieu  thereof  "child's  insurance  benefits,  a  widow  or  surviving 

18  divorced  wife  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled 

19  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 

20  disability,  a  widower  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is 

21  entitled  to  widower  s  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being 

22  under  a  disability,  or" . 

23  (4)  (A)  Section  222(c)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

24  striking  out  "or  202(d)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  202 

25  (d).  202(e).  or  202(f)". 
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1  (B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  222(c)  (3)  of  such  Act 

2  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "A  period  of  trial  work  for 

3  any  individual  shall  begin  (i)  in  the  case  of  an  individual 

4  who  is  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits,  ivith  the  month 

5  in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits,  (ii)  in  the  case 

6  of  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  who  has  not  attained 
1  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  on  the 

8  basis  of  being  under  a  disability,  with  the  month  in  which  she 

9  becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits,  (Hi)  in  the  case  of  a  widower 

10  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  widower's 

11  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability. 

12  with  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits, 

13  or  (iv)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  attained  age  18 

14  and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(d)  ( and  is  under 

15  a  disability),  with  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to 

16  such  benefits,  or  the  month  in  which  he  attains  age  18,  which- 

17  ever  is  later" 

18  (5)  (A)  Section  222 ( d)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

19  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B),  and  by  in- 

20  serting  after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new  subpara- 

21  graphs: 

22  "(C)  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  under 

23  section  202(e)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 

24  prior  to  attaining  age  62,  or 

25  "(D)  entitled  to  widower  s  insurance  benefits  under 
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^  section  202(f)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability 

2  prior  to  attaining  age  62," . 

3  (B)  Section  222(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

4  by  striking  out  "ivho  have  attained  age  18  and  are  under  a 

5  disability"  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
q  the  following:  "who  have  attained  age  18  and  are  under  a 

7  disability,  the  benefits  under  section  202(e)  for  widows  and 

8  surviving  divorced  wives  who  have  not  attained  age  62  and 

9  are  under  a  disability,  the  benefits  under  section  202(f)  for 

10  widowers  who  have  not  attained  age  62  and  are  under  a 

11  disability". 

12  (6)  (A)  The  first  sentence  of  section  225  of  such  Act  is 

13  amended  by  inserting  after  "under  section  202(d),"  the 

14  following:  "or  that  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  who 

15  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 

16  202(e)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a  disability,  or  that  a 

17  widower  who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  bene- 

18  fits  under  section  202(f)  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 

19  disability  " . 

20  (B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  225  of  such.  Act  is 

21  further  amended  by  striking  out  "223  or  202(d)"  and  in- 

22  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "202(d),  202(e),  202(f),  or  223". 

23  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

24  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  of 

25  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  February  1968, 
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1  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits  filed  in 

2  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

3  (28)reduced  BENEFITS  AT  AGE  60 

4  Sec.  105.  (a)(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (a) 

5  of  section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 

6  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

7  (2)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such  section 

8  202  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  wherever  it  appears 

9  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

10  (3)  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such 

11  section  202  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  wherever 

12  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

13  (4)  (A)  Paragraph  (1)(B)  (as  amended  by  section 

14  104(b)  of  this  Act)  and  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (f) 

15  of  such  section  202  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "62" 

16  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

17  "60". 

18  (B)  Paragraph  (1)(C)  of  subsection  (f)  of  such  sec- 

19  tion  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  was  entitled"  and  insert- 

20  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "or  was  entitled,  after  attainment  of  age 

21  62,". 

22  (C)  Paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 

23  amended  by  inserting  "subsection  (q)  and"  after  "Except 

24  as  provided  in". 

25  (D)  Paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (f)  of  such  section 
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1  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

2  "60". 

3  (5)  (A)  Paragraph  (1)(A)  of  subsection  (h)  of  such 

4  section  202  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting 

5  in  lieu  thereof  "60". 

q  (B)   Paragraph    (2)  (A)   of  such  subsection   (h)  of 

7  such  section  is  amended  by  inserting  "subsection  (q)  and" 

8  after  "Except  as  provided  in". 

9  (C)  Paragraph  (2)(B)  of  such  subsection  (h)  of  such 

10  section  is  amended  by  inserting  "subsection  (q)  and"  after 

11  "except  as  provided  in". 

12  (D)  Paragraph    (2)(C)   of  such  subsection   (h)  is 

13  amended  by — 

14  (i)  striking  out  "shall  be  equal"  and  inserting  in 

15  lieu  thereof  "shall,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q) 

16  be  equal";  and 

17  (ii)  inserting  "and  section  202 (q)"  after  "section 

18  203(a)". 

19  (b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  202 (q)  is  amended  to 

20  read  as  follows: 

21  "reduction  of  benefit  amounts  for  certain 

22  beneficiaries" 

23  (2)  Paragraph  (1)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended 

24  by  striking  out  "or  widows"  each  time  it  appears  and  insert- 

25  ing  in  lieu  thereof  ",  widow's,  widower  s,  or  parent's" . 
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1  (3)  (A)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 

2  amended  (i)  by  striking  out  ( each  place  it  appears  therein ) 

3  "or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  widow's, 

4  widowers  or  parent's"  and  (ii)  by  deleting  "62  (in  case 

5  of  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit)  or  age  60  (in 

6  the  case  of  a  ividow's  insurance  benefit)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

7  thereof  "60". 

8  (B)  Paragraph   (3)  (B)   of  such  subsection  (q)  is 

9  amended  by  striking  out  "or  husband's"  ( each  place  it  appears 

10  therein)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  husband's,  widow's, 

11  widower's,  or  parent's". 

12  (C)  Paragraph  (3)(C)   of  such  subsection  (q)  is 

13  amended  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  ( each  place  it  appears 

14  therein)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ividow's,  widower's, 

15  or  parent's". 

16  (D)  Paragraph  (3)(D)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 

17  amended  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "widow's,  widower's,  or  parentis". 

19  (E)  Paragraph  (3)(E)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is 

20  amended  (i)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

21  (e)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to  which 

22  such  individual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  she" 

23  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

24  (e)(1),   (f)(1),  or  (h)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's, 

25  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such  indi- 
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1  vidual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  such  individual" , 

2  fii)  by  striking  out  "the  amount  by  which  such  widow's 

3  insurance  benefit'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  amount 

4  by  which  such  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance 

5  benefit" ',  and  (Hi)  by  striking  out  "over  such  widow's  insur- 

6  ance  benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "over  such  widow's, 

7  widower  s,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit" . 

8  (F)  Paragraph   (3)(F)   of  such  subsection  (q)  is 

9  amended  (i)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

10  (e)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to  which 

11  such  individual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  she" 

12  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

13  (e)(1),  (f)(1),  or  (h)(1)  be)  entitled  to  a  widow' s,  widow- 

14  er's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such  individual 

15  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  such  individual" ,  (ii) 

16  by  striking  out  "the  amount  by  which  such  widow's  insur- 

17  ance  benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  amount  by 

18  which  such  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  bene- 

19  fit" ,  and  (Hi)  by  striking  out  "over  such  widow's  insurance 

20  benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "over  such  widow's, 

21  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit" . 

22  ( G )   Paragraph   (3)(G)   of  such  subsection   (q)  is 

23  amended  (i)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

24  (e)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit"  and 

H.R.  12080  4 
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1  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e) 

2  (1),  (f)(1),  or  (h)(1),  be)  entitled  to  a  widow's,  widow- 

3  er's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit'",  and  (ii)  by  striking  out 

4  "the  amount  such  widow's  insurance  benefit"  and  inserting 

5  in  lieu  thereof  "the  amount  such  widow's,  widower's,  or 

6  parent's  insurance  benefit". 

7  (4)   Paragraph   (5)(B)   of  such  subsection   (q)  is 

8  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  "60". 

10  (5)  Paragraph  (6)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended 

11  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  (each  place  it  appears  therein) 

12  and  inserting  in   lieu   thereof   "widow's,   widower's,  or 

13  parent's" ;  and 

14  (6)  Paragraph  (7)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  and  inserting  in 

16  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's" ;  and 

1?  (B)  by  striking  out,  in  subparagraph  (E),  "wid- 

18  ow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  widowers, 

19  or  parent's". 

20  (?)  Paragraph  (9)  of  such  subsection  (q)  is  amended 

21  by  striking  out  "widow's  insurance  benefit"  and  inserting  in 

22  Ueu  thereof  "widow's,  widower's,   or  parent's  insurance 

23  benefit". 

24  (c)  Section  202 ( r)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

25  ing  out  "or  husband's"  (each  place  it  appears  therein)  and 
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1  inserting  in  lieu  thereof       husband's,  widow's,  widower's, 

2  or  parent's" . 

3  fdj  Subsection  ( a)  of  section  214  of  such  Act  is  amended 

4  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A),  by  redesignating  sub- 

5  paragraphs  (B)  and  (C)  as  subparagraphs  (C)  and  (D), 

6  respectively,  and  by  inserting  the  following  new  subpara- 

7  graphs  (A)  and  ( B)  : 

8  "(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  died,  the  year 

9  in  which  she  died  or  (if  earlier)  the  year  in  which  she 

10  attained  age  62, 

11  "(B)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  not  died,  the 

12  year  in  which  she  attained  (or  would  attain)  age  62,". 

13  (e)(1)  Subsection  (b)(3)  of  section  215  of  such  Act  is 

14  amended  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A),  by  redesignating 

15  subparagraph  (B)  and  (C)  as  subparagraph  (C)  and  (D) 

16  respectively,  and  by  inserting  the  following  new  subpara- 

17  graphs  (A)  and  ( B )  : 

18  "(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  died,  the  year 

19  in  which  she  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after  1960, 

20  the  year  in  which  she  attained  age  62, 

21  "(B)  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  has  not  died,  the 

22  year  occurring  after  1960  in  which  she  attained  (or 

23  would  attain)  age  62," . 

24  (2)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  215(f)  of  such  Act  (as 
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1  added  by  section  155(a)  (6)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended 

2  by  (A)  inserting  after  "attained  age  65,"  the  following: 

3  "or  in  the  case  of  a  woman  who  became  entitled  to  such  bene- 

4  fits  and  died  before  the  month  in  which  she  attained  age 

5  62" ;  (B)  striking  out  "his"  each  place  it  appears  therein 

6  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "his  or  her";  and  (C)  striking 

7  out  "he"  each  place  after  the  first  place  it  appears  therein 

8  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "he  or  she". 

9  (f)(1)  Subsection  (b)(3)(A)  of  section  216  of  such 

10  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

11  thereof  "60". 

12  (2)  Subsection   (c)(6)(A)   of  such  section  216  is 

13  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

14  "60". 

15  (3)  Subsection   (f)(3)(A)   of  such  section  216  is 

16  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

17  "60". 

18  (4)  Subsection  (g)(6)(A)   of  such  section  216  is 

19  amended  by  striking  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

20  "60". 

21  (d)(1)  Paragraph  (5)  (A)  of  subsection  (q)  of  section 

22  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "No  wife's  insur- 

23  once  benefit"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "No  wife's  insur- 

24  ance  benefit  to  which  a  wife  is  entitled". 
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1  (2)  Paragraph  (5)(G)  of  such  subsection  is  amended 

2  by  striking  out  "woman"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife  ' . 

3  (3)  Paragraph    (6 )  (A)  (ii)    of   such   subsection  is 

4  amended  (A)  by  striking  out  "wife's  insurance  benefit"  and 

5  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's  insurance  benefit  to  which 

6  a  wife  is  entitled",  and  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the 

7  end  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "or  in  the 

8  case  of  a  wife's  insurance  benefit  to  which  a  divorced  wife  is 

9  entitled,  with  the  first  day  of  the  first  month  for  which  such 

10  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefit,  and". 

11  (4)  Paragraph  (7)(B)  of  such  subsection  is  amended 

12  by  striking  out  "wife's  insurance  benefits"  and  inserting  in 

13  lieu  thereof  "wife's  insurance  benefits  to  which  a  wife  is 

14  entitled". 

15  (h)  Section  224(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

16  out  "62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60" . 

17  (i)  Paragraph  (5)(E)  of  section  202  (q)  of  such  Act 

18  (as  added  thereto  by  section  104(a)(5)  of  this  Act)  is 

19  further  amended  by — 

20  (1 )  striking  out  "A  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

21  thereof  "A  widow's  or  widower' s" ; 

22  (2)  striking  out  "she"  (each  place  it  appears  there- 

23  in)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "she  or  he" :  and 
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1  (3)  striking  out  "such  widow's"  and  inserting  in 

2  lieu  thereof  "such  widow's  or  widower' s" . 

3  (j)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

4  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 

5  Security  Act  for  months  after  November  1968,  but  only  on 

6  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits  filed  after  August 

7  31,1968. 

8  INSURED  STATUS  FOB  YOUNGER  DISABLED  WORKERS 

9  Sec.  (29>i#§  106.  (a)  Subparagraph  (B)  (ii)  of  sec- 

10  tion  216  (i)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 

11  striking  out  "and  he  is  under  a  disability  by  reason  of  blind- 

12  ness  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (1)  ) ". 

13  (b)  Subparagraph  (B)  (ii)  of  section  223(c)  (1)  of 

14  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "before  he  attains,, 

15  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "before  the  quarter  in  which 

16  he  attains",  and  by  striking  out  "and  he  is  under  a  disability 

17  by  reason  of  blindness  (as  denned  in  section  216  (i)  (1) ) ". 

18  (c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

19  apply  only  with  respect  to  applications  for  disability  deter- 

20  minations  filed  under  section  216  (i)  of  the  Social  Security 

21  Act  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted.  The 

22  amendments  made  by  subsection    (b)    shall  apply  with 

23  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  such  Act  for 

24  (3  0)and  after  the  second  month  f ollowmg  tho  month  m  "which 

25  &m  Aefc  is  cnaietcd,  months  after  February  1968  but  only 
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1  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits  filed  in  or  after 

2  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

3  BENEFITS  IN  CASE  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE  UNIFORMED 

4  SERVICES 

5  Sec.  (3iy±m  107.  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

6  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

7  section : 

8  "benefits  in  case  of  membees  of  the  uniformed 

9  services 

10  "Sec.  229.  (a)  For  purposes  of  determining  entitle- 

11  ment  to  and  the  amount  of  any  monthly  benefit  for  any 

12  month  after  December  1967,  or  entitlement  to  and  the 

13  amount  of  any  lump-sum  death  payment  in  case  of  a  death 

14  after  such  month,  payable  under  this  title  on  the  basis  of 

15  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  any  individual, 

16  and  for  purposes  of  section  216  (i)  (3),  such  individual 

17  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  paid,  in  each  calendar  quarter 

18  ocxflirring  after  1967  in  which  he  was  paid  wages  for  serv- 

19  ice  as  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service  (as  denned  in  sec- 

20  tion  210  (m)  )  which  was  included  in  the  term  'employment' 

21  as  defined  in  section  210  (a)  as  a  result  of  the  provisions 

22  of  section  210  (1) ,  wages  (in  addition  to  the  wages  actually 

23  paid  to  him  for  such  service)  of — 

24  "  (1)  $100  if  the  wages  actually  paid  to  him  in 

25  such  quarter  for  such  services  were  $100  or  less, 
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1  "(2)  $200  if  the  wages  actually  paid  to  him  in 

2  such  quarter  for  such  services  were  more  than  $100  but 

3  not  more  than  $200,  or 

4  "  (3)  $300  in  any  other  case. 

5  "(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 

6  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the 

7  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal 

8  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  annually,  as  benefits  under 

9  this  title  and  part  A  of  title  XVIII  are  paid  after  December 

10  1967,  such  sums  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary 

11  to  meet  (1)  the  additional  costs,  resulting  from  subsection 

12  (a) ,  of  such  benefits  (including  lump-sum  death  payments) , 

13  (2)  the  additional  administrative  expenses  resulting  there- 

14  from,  and  (3)  any  loss  in  interest  to  such  trust  funds  re- 

15  suiting  from  the  payment  of  such  amounts.  Such  additional 

16  costs  shall  be  determined  after  any  increases  in  such  benefits 

17  arising  from  the  application  of  section  217  have  been  made.,, 

18  LIBERALIZATION  OP  EARNINGS  TEST 

19  Sec.  (32>±W  108.  (a)  (I)  (A)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3), 

20  and  (4)  (B)  of  section  203  (f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are 

21  each  amended  by  striking  out  "$125"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  (33)"$110"  "$200". 

23  (2)  Paragraph  (1)  (A)  of  section  203  (h)  of  such  Act 

24  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$125"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

25  thereof  (34)^$440^  "$200". 
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1  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  (35)subscction  4af 

2  paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  apply  with  respect  to  taxable  years  end- 

3  ing  after  December  1967. 

4  (3  6)iy cnr asl  of  eab>~i>~gs  coryiED  pgr  bexeeit  a^© 

5  5as  rorosE? 

6  (a)  (1)  (A)  Section  200(a)  (1)  el  the  Se- 

7  eial  Security  Aet  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  prior  te 

8  ISS^  alter  '-1965". 

9  -(B)-  Section  209  (a)  el  seeh  Aet  is  further  amended  by 

10  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

11  "  (5)  That  part  el  remuneration  which,  after  rcmuncra 

12  ties  (other  than  romimeration  referred  te  is  the  succeeding 

13  subsections  el  this  section)  equal  fee  87.600  with-  respect  fee 

14  employment  has  been  ^a44  te  as  indiTidual  during  aey  eaJ- 

15  endar  year  after  1067.  is  paid  fee  etteh  individual  during 

16  stteh  calendar  year;". 

17  (2)  (A)    Section    211(b)  (1)  (D)    el   stteh   Aet  is 

18  amended  by  inserting  ''and  prior  fee  1068"  altee  ''1065'".  and 

19  by  striking  eafe  %  er^  anel  inserting  in  Bea  thereof  %  and". 

20  -fBf  Section  211  (b)--(l)  el  saeh  Aet  is  further  amended 
-1  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new-  subpara 

22  graph : 

23  "  (E)  Eer  asy  taxable  yea?  ending  after  1067, 
2^  -(4}-  $7,600,  miriiis  -(»)-  the  amount  el  the  wages 
2o               paid  te  each  individual  during  the  taxable  year ;  er^r 
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1  |(3)  (A)    Section    213  (a)  (2)  (ii)    ef   sneh   Aet  is 

2  amended  by  striking  eat  "after  1065"  and  inserting  in  lien 

3  thereof  %fter  4065  and  hefere  ^£687  or  $7,600  in  the  ease 

4  of  a  calendar  year  after  1967". 

5  -(&)-  Section  213  (a)  (2)  (iii)  of  sneh  Aet  is  amended 

6  by  striking  ent  "after  1965"  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof 

7  ^after  ±065  and  hefere  40G8t  ef  $7,600  in  the  ease  of  a 

8  taxable  year  ending  after  1967". 

9  -f4)-  Section  215  (c)  (1)  of  sneh  Aet  is  amended  hy 

10  striking  ont  "and  the  excess  over  $6,600  in  the  ease  of  any 

11  calendar  year  after  1965"  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  ^^the 

12  excess  over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 

13  40G5  and  before  1968,  and  the  excess  over  $7,600  in  the 

14  ease  of  any  calendar  year  after  1967". 

15  (b)  (1)  (A)  Section  1102(b)  (1)  (D)  of  the  Internal 

16  Ecvcnuc  Code  of  1954  -(relating  to  definition  of  self  employ 

17  mcnt  income)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1968" 

18  after  "1965",  and  by  striking  ent  —,  er^  and  inserting  in  hen 

19  thereof  ^^nd^v 

20  -{&)-  Section   1102(b)  (1)   of  sneh  €ode  is  further 

21  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

22  subparagraph : 

23  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  4967, 

24  -(+)-  $7,600,  minus  -(ii)-  the  amount  of  the  wages 

25  pai4  to  sneh  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or^r 
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1  -{£)-  Section  3121  (a)  ft)  ef  seek  €eee   (relating  te 

2  definition  ef  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  eet  "$6,600" 

3  eaeh  plaee  it  appears  aed  inserting  ie  Sea  thereof  "$7,600". 

4  -f3f  ¥fee  second  sentence  el  section  £4££  ef  seeh  Code 

5  (relating  te  Federal  service)  is  amended  e¥  striking  eat 

6  "86,600"  aee  inserting  a  iiee  thereof  "$7,600". 

7  -(4f  Section  ef  saeh  Code   (relating  te  returns 

8  is  the  ease  ef  governmental  employees  is  Guam,  American 

9  Samoa,  aed  fee  District  ef  Columbia)  is  amended  by  striking 

10  est-  "$6,600"  eaeh  place  it  appears  aed  inserting  »  lieu- 

11  thereof  "S7.600". 

12  -fe>  Section  6113(c)  (1)   ef  seeh  €ede   (relating  te 

13  special  refunds  ef  employment  tecs)  is  amended — 

14  -(At)-  ey  inserting  "and  prior  te  the  oalondar  yea* 

15  1968"  ate  ^the  calendar  yea*  1065"  ; 

16  -f^f  hf  insorting  ate  "exceed  $6,600,"  the  feJ- 
1"  lowing :                during  aey  calendar  yeaf  after  the 

18  calendar  wa?  1967,  the  wages  received  hy  him  during 

19  seeh  yea*  exceed  $7,600," ;  asd 

20  -fO}-  hy  inserting  before  the  period  at  fee  esd 

21  thereof  the  following :  "and  before  1968,  ef  which  ex- 

22  coeds  fee  tax  wife  respect  te  the  fet  $7,600  ef  saeh 
~-J  wages  received  in  seek,  calendar  ^  car  ate  1967". 

24  ■#)-  Section  6113  (c)  (2)  (A)  ef  seeh  €ede  (relating 
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1  te  refunds  ef  employment  taxes  m  the  ease  ef  Federal  em- 

2  ployccs)  is  amended  fey  striking  eat  ^^er  $6,600  for  any 

3  calendar  year  after  1965"  and  inserting  is  hen  thereof 

4  "$6,600  for  the  calendar  year  r3#66  ef  4&67r  ef  $7,600  fog 

5  any  calendar  year  after  1967". 

6  -(e)-  3?ke  amendments  mode  fey  subsections  (a)  (1)  and 

7  (a)  (3)  (A),  and  the  amendments  made  fey  subsection  -fbf 

8  (except  paragraph  -ft)-  thereof) ,  shall  apply  enly  with  re- 

9  spect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  1067.  ¥he 

10  amendments  made  fey  subsections   (a)  (2) ,    (a)  (3)  (B) , 

11  and  (b)  (1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  te  taxable  years 

12  ending  after-  1967.  3?he  amendment  made  fey  subsection  -(a)- 

13  -(4)-  shall  apply  only  wife  respect  te  calendar  years  after 
14 

15  (3&)lNCREASE  OF  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOR  BENEFIT  AND 

16  TAX  PURPOSES 

17  Sec.  109.  (a)(1)(A)  Section  209(a)(4)  of  the  So- 

18  cial  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  prior  to 

19  1968"  after  "1965". 

20  (B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

21  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

22  "(5)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remunera- 

23  Hon  (other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding 

24  subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $8,000  with  respect  to 

25  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  during  the 
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2  calendar  year  1968,  is  paid  to  such  individual  during  such 

2  calendar  year; 

3  "(6)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuner- 

4  ation  ( other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding 

5  subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $8,800  with  respect  to 
q  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  during  any  calen- 

7  dar  year  after  1968  and  prior  to  1972,  is  paid  such  indi- 

8  vidua!  during  any  such  calendar  year; 

9  "(7)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remunera- 

10  tion  (other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding 

11  subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $10,800  with  respect  to 

12  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  during  any 

13  calendar  year  after  1971,  is  paid  to  such  individual  during 

14  such  calendar  year;". 

15  (2)  (A)  Section  211  (b)(1)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

16  by  inserting  "and  prior  to  1968"  after  "1965" ,  by  striking 

17  out  " ;  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and" . 

18  (B)  Section  211(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

19  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 

20  graphs: 

21  "(E)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1967  and 

22  prior  to  1969,  (i)  $8,000  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of 

23  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 

24  "(E)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1968  and 
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1  prior  to  1972,  (i)  $8,800  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of 

2  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable 

3  year;  and 

4  "(G)  for  anV  taxable  year  ending  after  1971,  (i) 

5  $10,800,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to 

6  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or". 

7  (3)  (A)  Section  213 (a)(2)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

8  by  striking  out  "after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  "after  1965  and  before  1968,  or  $8,000  in  the  case  of 

10  calendar  year  1968,  or  $8,800  in  the  case  of  a  calendar 

11  year  after  1968  and  before  1972,  or  $10,800  in  the  case 

12  of  a  calendar  year  after  1971" . 

13  (B)  Section  213 (a)  (2)  (Hi)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

14  striking  out  " after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after 

15  1965  and  prior  to  1968,  or  $8,000  in  the  case  of  a  taxable 

16  year  ending  after  1967  and  prior  to  1969,  or  $8,800  in 

17  the  case  of  a  taxable  year  ending  after  1968  and  prior  to 

18  1972,  or  $10,800  in  the  case  of  a  taxable  year  ending  after 

19  1971". 

20  (4)  Section  215  (e)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

21  ing  out  "and  the  excess  over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calen- 

22  dar  year  after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  excess 

23  over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1965  and 

24  before  1968,  the  excess  over  $8,000  in  the  case  of  calen- 

25  dar  year  1968,  the  excess  over  $8,800  in  the  case  of  any 
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1  calendar  year  after  196$  and  before  1972.  and  the  excess 

2  over  810,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1971" . 

3  (b)(1)  (A)  Section  1402(b)(1)(D)  of  the  Internal 

4  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employ- 

5  ment  income)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1968" 

6  after  "1965",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and  inserting  in 

7  lieu  thereof  ";  and". 

8  (B)  Section    1402(b)(1)    of  such    Code   is  further 

9  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

10  subparagraphs : 

11  "(E)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  196?  and 

12  before  1969.  (i)  $8,000  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the 

13  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year: 

14  and 

15  l'(F)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1968  and 

16  before  1972.  (i)  $8,800  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the 
1'  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 

18  and 

19  "(G)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1971.  (i) 
-"  S10.800  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to 

21  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or'. 

22  (2)  (A)  Section  3121(a)(1)  of  such  Code  (relating 

23  to  definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$6,600" , 

24  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,000". 
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1  (B)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1968,  sec- 

2  tion  3121(a)  (1)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 

3  "$8,000"  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 

4  thereof  "$8,800". 

5  (C)   Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1971, 

6  section  3121(a)  (1)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "$8,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "$10,800". 

9  (3)  (A)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such 

10  Code  (relating  to  Federal  service)  is  amended  by  striking 

11  out  "$6,600"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,000". 

12  (B)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1968,  the 

13  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code  is  amended  by 

14  striking  out  "$8,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,800". 

15  (C)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1971,  the 

16  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code  is  amended 

17  by  striking  out  "$8,800"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

18  "$10,800". 

19  (4)  (A)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating  to  returns 

20  in  the  case  of  governmental  employees  in  Guam,  American 

21  Samoa,  and  the  District  of  Columbia)  is  amended  by  striking 

22  out  "$6,600"  where  it  appears  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and 

23  (c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,000". 

24  (B)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1968,  sec- 

25  Hon  3125  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$8,000" 
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1  each  place  it  appears  in  subsection  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  and 

2  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$8,800". 

3  (C)  Effective  with  remuneration  paid  after  1971,  sec- 

4  tion  3125  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$8,800" 

5  where  it  appears  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  and  in- 

6  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "$10,800" . 

7  (5)  Section  6413(c)  (1)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  spc- 

8  cial  refunds  of  employment  taxes)  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  inserting  "prior  to  the  calendar  year  1968" 

10  after  "the  calendar  year  1965" , 

11  (B)  by  inserting  after  "exceed  $6,600"  the  follow- 

12  ing:  "or  (D)  during  the  calendar  year  1968,  the  wages 

13  received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $8,000,  or 

14  (E)  during  any  calendar  year  after  calendar  year  1968 

15  and  prior  to  the  calendar  year  1972,  the  wages  received 

16  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $8,800,  or  (F)  during 

17  any  calendar  year  after  the  calendar  year  1971,  the 

18  wages  received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $10- 

19  800,"  and 

20  (C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

21  the  following:  "and  before  1968,  or  which  exceeds  the 

22  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $8,000  of  such  wages  received 

23  in  the  calendar  year  1968,  or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with 

24  respect  to  the  first  $8,800  of  such  wages  received  in  such 
H.E.  12080  5 
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1  calendar  year  after  1968  and  before  1972,  or  which 

2  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $10,800  after 

3  1971". 

4  (6)  Section  6413(c)  (2)  (A)  of  such  Code  (relating 

5  to  refunds  of  employment  taxes  in  the  case  of  Federal  em- 

6  ployees)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  $6,600  for  any 

7  calendar  year  after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

8  "$6,600  for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  1967,  or  $8,000 

9  for  the  calendar  year  1968,  or  $8,800  for  the  calendar 

10  year  1969,  1970,  or  1971,  or  $10,800  for  any  calendar 

11  year  after  1971." 

12  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(1)  and 

13  (a)  (3)  (A) ,  and  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b) 

14  (except  paragraph  (1)  thereof),  shall  apply  only  with  re- 

15  spect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  1967.  The 

16  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(2),  (a)  (3)  (B) ,  and 
(b)(1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 

18  after  1967.  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)(4) 

19  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after  1967. 

20  (37)CIIANGES        ¥A5  SCIIEDULEB 

21  SeOt  ±Q&7  (a)  (1)  Section  1101(a)    ef  the  Internal 

22  Revenue  Code  ef  1954  (relating  to  rate  ef  te  en  self- 

23  employment  income  fer-  purposes  ef  old  age,  survivors,  and 
2^  disability  insurance)  is  amended  fey  striking  eut  paragraphs 
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1  -fH7  i^h  €ffi^:  "W"        inserting  is  Sea  thereof  fee 

2  following: 

3  ^-flf  ifi  the        ef  ftiFr  taxable  yea?  beginning  after 

4  December  g4r  4&££t  ftft4  before  January-  4r  4#££t  the 

5  te  shall  fee  equal  to  er#  percent  ef  the  amount  ef  the 

6  self  employment  income  feg  sueh  taxable  year; 

7  "(2)  ie  fee  ease  ef  aey  taxable  yea?  beginning  aftor 

8  December  34t  1968,  aee!  before  January  -It  1971,  the 

9  te  shall  be  equal  te  £r£  percent  ef  the  amount  ef  the 

10  self  employment  income  fef  sueh  taxable  year ; 

11  "  (3)  ffl  fee  ease  ef  aey  taxable  yea?  beginning  after 

12  December  1970.  &e4  before  J anuary  4-7  1973,  the 

13  to®  shah  he  equal  to  percent  ef  the  amount  ef  the 

14  self  employment  income  fof  such  taxable  year ;  aft4 

15  £i{4)-  ffi  the  ease  ef  aey  taxable  yea?  beginning  a4tor 

16  December  £4r  1972,  the  tax  sha44  ee  equal  to  ^TtO  percent 
1~  ef  the  amount  ef  the  self  employment  income  fee  s»eh 

18  taxable  year." 

19  -(Sf  Section  3101  (a)  ef  sueh  £e4e  (relating  to  rate 

20  ef  tax  e&  employees  fer  purposes  ef  old  age,  survivors,  a»4 

21  disability  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  eut  paragraphs 

22  -(#)-t  ae4  -f4f  a*4  inserting  is  lies  thereof  the 

23  f  olio  wing : 

2^  "  (1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  ea4- 
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1  endar  years  1967  m&  1968,  fee  rate  shall  be  per- 

2  oont; 

3  -  (2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  fee 

4  calendar  years  1969  aftd  1970,  fee  fate  shall  fee  4r§ 

5  percent ; 

6  "  (3)  wife  respect  te  wages  received  during  fee 

7  calendar  years  1971  and  1972,  fee  rate  shall  be  4t6 

8  percent ;  aftd 

9  -  (1)  wife  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decern 

10  ber  My  1972,  fee  rate  shall  be  #rO  percent." 

11  -(3-)-  Section  3111  (a)  el  seek  Code  (relating  to  rate 


12  ef  tas  eft  employers  for  purposes  ef  old  age,  survivors,  aftd 

13  disability  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  eat  paragraphs 

14  (1) ,  (2) ,  (3) ,  aed  -f4)-  aed  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  fee 

15  following: 


16  "  (1)  wife  respect  te  wages  paid  during  fee  eal- 

17  ondar  years  1967  and  1968,  fee  rate  shall  be  Sr9  per- 

18  cent ; 

19  -  (2)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  fee  eal- 

20  endar  years  1969  aftd  1970,  fee  rate  shall  be  4-£  per 

21  cent; 

22  ^Mty-  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  fee  eal- 

23  endar  years  1971  aftd  1972,  fee  rate  shall  be  4t6  per- 

24  cent;  and 
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1  -  (4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December 

2  My  1972,  the  rate  M  be  &0  pereent^ 

3  -(fe)-(4)-  Section  1101  (b)  of  sueh  Code  (relating  to  rate 

4  of  tax  en  self  employment  income  tor  ■purposes  of  hospital 

5  insurance)   is  amended  fey  striking  out  paragraphs  -{4}- 

6  through  -f6f  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

\  J-  /      TTT    ftro    tTttoT/    V7T     Mil  \      tHA.U'T71U     T  UU1  UUgllllllll^; 

8  alter  December  My  4M6T  and  before  January  4y  1969, 

9  the  tax  shall  fee  equal  to  0.50  percent  of  the  amount  of 

10  the  self  employment  income  for  sueh  taxable  year; 

11  "  (2)  in  the  ease  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

12  after  December  My  1968y  and  before  January7-  4y  1973, 

13  the  tax  shall  fee  equal  to  0.60  percent  of  the  amount  of 

14  the  self  employment  income  for  sueh  taxable  year ; 

15  -  (3)  in  the  ease  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

16  after  December  My  1972,  and  before  J anuary  4y  1976, 

17  the  tax  shall  fee  equal  to  0.65  percent  of  the  amount  of 

18  the  self  employment  income  for  suefe  taxable  year ; 

19  £1(4}-  in  the  ease  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

20  after  December  My  1975,  and  before  January  4y  1980, 

21  the  tax  shall  fee  equal  to  0^70  percent  of  the  amount  of 

22  the  self  employment  income  for  sueh  taxable  year ; 

23  -  (5)  in  the  ease  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

24  after  December  My  1979,  and  before  J  anuary  4y  1987, 
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1  the  tax-  shall  be  equal  te  0.80  percent  of  the  amount  ef 

2  the  self  employment  income  for  sueh  taxable  year ;  and 

3  ^H^)"  ***  the  ease  ef  any  taxable  year  beginning 

4  after  December  My  1986,  the  tax  shall  he  equal  te  Qr&9 

5  percent  ef  the  amount  ef  the  self  employment  income 

6  for  sueh  taxable  year." 

7  -f£)-  Section  3101  (b)  ef  sueh  Code  (relating  to  rate  ef 

8  tax  en  employees  for  purposes  ef  hospital  insurance)  is 

9  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  -ftf  through  and 

10  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

11  -  (1)  with  respect  te  wragcs  received  during  the  eah- 

12  endar  years  1967  and  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  Qt§0  per- 

13  eentf 

14  "  (2)  with  respect  te  wragcs  received  during  the  eal- 

15  endar  years  ±9£9r  49Wr  a»d          the  rate  shall 

16  be  0t60  percent ; 

17  -  (3)  with  respect  te  wragcs  received  during  the  eal- 

18  en4ar  years  ±93^  and         the  rate  shall  be  0r66 

19  percent ; 

20  "  (4)  with  respect  te  wages  received  during  the  ea4- 

21  endar  years  ±9^  WVh  and  44m^  the  rate  shall 

22  be  OtTO  percent; 

23  "  (5)  with  respect  te  wragcs  received  during  the  eal- 

24  en4ar  yea*s  -4980r  m%h  4#8^  ±984^  ±98^  and 

25  4086r  the  rate  shall  be  Ot80  percent ;  and 


71 

1  "  (6)  with  respect  te  wages  received  alter  Decern 

2  her       408%  the  rate  sM  fee  0r90  percent." 

3  -(gf  Section  3111  (b)  of  sueh  €ede  (relating  te  fate 

4  el  tax  ee  employers  fer  purposes  ef  hospital  insurance)  is 

5  amended  by  striking  eut  paragraphs  -(44"  through  -(#)-  an4 

6  inserting  m  hea  thereof  the  following : 

7  "  (1)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  the  ea4- 

8  eedar  years  40S7-  and  IMSj  the  rate  shall  fee  0r§0 

9  percent ; 

10  "  (2)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  the  eafe- 

11  eadar  years  IMfy  497^  49747  aed  iOTSy  the  rate  shah 

12  fee  &m  percent; 

13  "-(3)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  the  eai- 

14  eedar  years  1073,  18717  asd  1975,  the  rate  shall  fee 

15  0.65  percent; 

16  "  (i)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  the  eaJ- 

17  eedar  years  497%  4£Wr  4#7%  ane  497%  the  rate  shall 

18  fee  OrTO  percent ; 

19  "  (5)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  during  the  eal- 

20  eedar  years  408%  49847  4&8%  408%  4084y  4£8%  as4 

21  1086,  the  rate  shall  fee  0r8Q  percent;  and 

22  "  (6)  with  respect  te  wages  paid  after  December 

23  Mr  498%  the  rate  shah  fee  OtOQ  percent." 

2^  -(ef  ¥fee  amendments  made  fey  subsections    (a)  (1) 
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1  ftiwl  (b)  (1)  sfe&H  apply  enly  with-  respect  te  taxable  years 

2  beginning  after-  December  3-^  1967.  Tfee  remaining  amend 

3  mcnts  made  fey  this  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect 

4  to  remuneration  paid  after-  December  %^  1967. 

5  CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 

6  Sec.  110.  (a)(1)  Section  1401(a)   of  the  Internal 

7  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  self- 

8  employment  income  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and 

9  disability  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 

10  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

11  following: 


12  u(l)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 

13  December  31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1969,  the 

14  tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.8  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 

15  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

16  "(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 

17  December  31,  1968,  and  before  January  1,  1971,  the 

18  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.3  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 

19  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

20  u(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 

21  December  31,  1970,  and  before  January  1,  1973,  the 

22  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.9  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self- 

23  employment  income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

24  u  (4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

25  after  December  31,  1972,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  7.0 
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1  'percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for 

2  such  taxable  year!' 

3  (2)  Section  3101(a)  -of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 


4  tax  on  employees  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 

5  ability  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 

6  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu,  thereof  the 

7  following: 


8  "(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

9  calendar  year  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

10  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

11  calendar  years  1969  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.2 

12  percent; 

13  "(3)   with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

14  calendar  years  1971  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  4.6 

15  percent; 

16  "(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  cal- 

17  endar  years  1973,  1974,  and  1975,  the  rate  shall  be 

18  5.0  percent;  and 

19  "(5)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decem- 

20  ber  31.  1975.  the  rate  shall  be  5.05  percent.'' 

21  (3)  Section  3111(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 


22  tax  on  employers  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 

23  ability  insurance)   is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs 

24  (l)f  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

25  following: 
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1  "(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 

2  year  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

3  "(&)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 

4  years  1969  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.2  percent; 

5  "(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 

6  years  1971  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  4.6  percent;  and 

7  "(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

8  dar  years  1973,  1974,  and  1975,  the  rate  shall  be  5.0 

9  percent;  and 

10  "(5)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December 

H  31, 1975,  the  rate  shall  be  5.05  percent." 

12  (b)(1)  Section  1401(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate 


13  of  tax  on  self -employment  income  for  purposes  of  hospital 

14  insurance)   is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs   (1 ) 

15  through  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 


16  11  (1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

17  after  December  31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1973, 

18  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.60  percent  of  the  amount  of 

19  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

20  u  (2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 

21  December  31,  1972,  and  before  January  1,  1980,  the 

22  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.65  percent  of  the  amount  of 

23  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

24  "(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 

25  December  31,  1979,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.75  per- 
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1  cent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for 

2  such  taxable  year!'' 

3  (2)  Section  3101(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 

4  tax  on  employees  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and 

6  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

7  "(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  cal- 

8  endar  years  1968, 1969, 1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate 

9  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

10  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  col- 
li endar  years  1973,  1974,  1975,  1976,  1977,  1978,  and 

12  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent;  and 

13  "(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decem- 

14  ber  31,  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.75  percent:' 

15  (3)  Section  3111(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 

16  tax  on  employers  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is 

17  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and 

18  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

19  "(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

20  dar  years  1968,  1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate 

21  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

22  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

23  dar  years  1973,  1974,  1975,  1976,  1977,  1978,  and 

24  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent;  and 
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1  "(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December  31, 

2  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.75  percent:' 

3  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(1)  and 

4  (b)(1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  be- 

5  ginning  after  December  31,  1967.  The  remaining  amend- 

6  ments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 

7  remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967. 

8  ALLOCATION  TO  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

9  Sec.  (38)440  111.  (a)  Section   201(b)(1)    of  the 

10  Social  Security  Act  is  amended — 

11  ( 1 )  by  inserting  "  (A)  "  after  "  ( 1 ) " ; 

12  (2)  by  striking  out  "1954,  and"  and  inserting  in 

13  lieu  thereof  "1954,  (B)  "; 

14  (3)  by  inserting  "and  before  January  1,  1968," 

15  after  "December  31,  1965,";  and 

16  (4)  by  inserting  after  "so  reported,"  the  following: 

17  "and  (C)  0.95  of  1  per  centum  of  the  wages  (as  so  de- 

18  fined)  paid  after  December  31,  1967,  and  so  reported," 

19  (b)  Section  201  (b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

20  (1)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(2)"; 

21  (2)  by  striking  out  "1966,  and"  and  inserting  in 

22  lieu  thereof  "1966,  (B)  ";  and 

23  (3)  by  inserting  after  "December  31,  1965,"  the 
2^  following:  "and  before  January  1,  1968,  and  (C) 
25  0.7125  of  1  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  self-employ- 
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1  ment  income  (as  so  denned)  so  reported  for  any  taxable 

2  year  beginning  after  December  31,  1967,". 

3  (3&)extension  of  time  for  filing  application  for 

4  disability   freeze   where  failure   to  make 

5  timely  application  is  due  to  incompetency 

6  Sec.  112.  (a)  Section  216(i)(2)  of  the  Social  Security 

7  Act  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "No"  in  subparagraph 

8  (E)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  is  otherwise 

9  provided  in  subparagraph  (F),  no",  (2)  by  redesignating 

10  subparagraph  (F)  as  subparagraph  (G),  and  (3)  by  add- 

11  ing  after  subparagraph  (E)  the  following  new  subpara- 

12  graph: 

13  U(F)  An  application  for  a  disability  determination 

14  which  is  filed  more  than  12  months  after  the  month  pre- 

15  scribed  by  subparagraph  (D)  as  the  month  in  which  the 

16  period  of  disability  ends  (determined  without  regard  to  sub- 

17  paragraphs  (B)  and  (E) )  shall  be  accepted  as  an  applica- 

18  Hon  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph  if — 

19  "(%)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  or  on  be- 

20  half  of  an  individual  with  respect  to  a  disability  which 

21  ends  after  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 

22  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  such  application  is  filed 

23  not  more  than  36  months  after  the  month  in  which  such 

24  disability  ended,  such  individual  is  alive  at  the  time  the 
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application  is  filed,  and  the  Secretary  finds  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  him  that  the  failure  of 
such  individual  to  file  an  application  for  a  disability 
determination  within  the  time  specified  in  subparagraph 
(E)  was  attributable  to  a  physical  or  mental  condition 
of  such  individual  which  rendered  him  incapable  of 
executing  such  an  application,  and 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  an  individual  with  respect  to  a  period  of  dis- 
ability which  ends  in  or  before  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted, 

"(I)  such  application  is  filed  not  more  than  12 
months  after  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted, 

"(II)  a  previous  application  for  a  disability 
determination  has  been  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  such 
individual  (1)  in  or  before  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  and 
(2)  not  more  than  36  months  after  the  month  in 
which  his  disability  ended,  and 

"(III)  the  Secretary  finds  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  him,  that  the  failure  of 
such  individual  to  file  an  application  within  the 
time  specified  in  subparagraph  (E)  was  attributable 
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1  to  a  physical  or  mental  condition  of  such  individual 

2  which  rendered  him  incapable  of  executing  such  an 

3  application. 

4  Jn  making  a  determination  under  this  subsection,  with 

5  respect  to  the  disability  or  period  of  disability  of  any  in- 

6  dividual  whose  application  for  a  determination  thereof  is 

7  accepted  solely  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  this  subpara- 

8  graph  (F),  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  (other  than  the 

9  provisions  of  this  subparagraph)  shall  be  applied  as  such 

10  provisions  are  in  effect  at  the  time  such  determination  is  made. 

11  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  no  monthly 

12  insurance  benefits  under  this  title  shall  be  payable  or  increased 

13  by  reason  of  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  subparagraph 

14  for  any  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 

15  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted." 

16  (40)marriage  not  to  terminate  child's  benefits  of 

17  certain  children  who  are  full-time  students 

18  Sec.  113.  (a)  Section  202(d)  of  the  Social  Security 

19  Act  (as  amended  by  section  151  of  this  Act)  is  further 

20  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

21  paragraph: 

22  "(10)  (A)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions   of  para- 

23  graph  (1)(D),  the  entitlement  of  a  child  to  benefits  under 
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1  this  subsection  shall  not  be  terminated  by  reason  of  the 

2  marriage  of  such  child  for  any  period  during  which  such 

3  child  is  a  full-time  student,  and  (in  case  such  child  is  a 

4  female)  her  husband  is  also  a  full-time  student. 

5  "(B)  A  child  whose  entitlement  to  child's  insurance 

6  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment 

7  income  of  an  insured  individual  is  terminated  by  reason  of 

8  the  marriage  of  such  child  may  again  become  entitled  to  such 

9  benefits  for  any  period — 

10  "(i)  during  which  he  is  a  full-time  student,  and 

11  (in  the  case  such  child  is  a  female)  her  husband  is 

12  also  a  full-time  student,  and 

13  wtih  respect   to  which  such  child  would 

14  (except  for  such  marriage)  have  otherwise  been  entitled 

15  to  such  benefits; 

16  except  that  no  such  child  shall  become  reentitled  to  such 

17  benefits  unless  he  has  filed  application  for  reentitlement 

18  thereto:' 

19  (b)   The  amendments  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

20  apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  section 

21  202(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  February 

22  1968,  and,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  ivas  not  entitled 

23  to  a  monthly  benefit  under  such  section  for  the  month  in 

24  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  only  on  the  basis  of  an  application 

25  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 
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1  (4 1  ^BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  ADOPTED  CHILDREN 

2  Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  202(d)(9)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

3  rity  Act  is  amended — 

4  (1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

5  paragraph  (D),  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  11 ; 

6  or",  and 

7  (2)  by  adding  after  and  below  subparagraph  (D) 

8  the  following  new  subparagraph : 

9  "(E)  was  legally  adopted  by  such  individual— 

10  "(%)  in  an  adoption  which  took  place  under 

11  the  supervision  of  a  public  or  private  child-place- 

12  merit  agency, 

13  "(H)  in  an  adoption  decreed  by  a  court  of 

14  competent  jurisdiction  within  the  United  States, 

15  "(Hi)  on  a  date  immediately  preceding  which 

16  such  individual  had  continuously  resided  for  not  less 
1"  than  one  year  within  the  United  States; 

IS  "(iv)  at  a  time  prior  to  the  attainment  of  age 

19  18  by  such  child/' 

20  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection    (a)  shall 

21  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title 

22  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  February 
2^  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  after  the  date 
24  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

H.E.  12080  6 
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1  (42)CHILD  OVER  AGE  18  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  IN  CARE  OF 

2  MOTHER   IF   CHILD   IS  FULL-TIME  STUDENT  IN  ELE- 

3  MENTARY  OR  SECONDARY  SCHOOL 

4  Sec.  114a.  (a)  Section  202(s)(l)  or  the  Social  Seew- 

5  rity  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 

6  period  the  following:  ".  or  unless  such  child  Is  a  full-time  stu- 

7  dent  (for  purposes  of  subsection  (d) )  in  an  elementary  or 

8  secondary  school". 

9  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be 

10  applicable  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 

11  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  beginning  with  the  second 

12  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted:  but 

13  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  not  entitled  to  a  monthly 

14  insurance  benefit  under  section  202  of  such  Act  for  the  first 

15  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

16  only  on  the  basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month 

17  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

18  (43JSTUDY  OF  OLD-AGE  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

19  Sec.  114b.  That  the   Social  Security  Administration 

20  cause  a  study  to  be  made  and  reported  to  Congress  relative 

21  to  an  increase  in  old-age  insurance  benefit  amounts  on  ac- 

22  count  of  delayed  retirement. 
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1  Paet  2— Coverage  Under  the  Old- Age,  Survivors. 

2  and  Disability  Insurance  Program 

3  coverage  of  ministers 

4  Sec.  115.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  section  211  (c)  of 

5  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or  (5)  shall  not  apply 

7  to  service  Qi4^)(  other  than  service  performed  by  a  member  of 

8  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member 

9  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  individual  unless  an  exemp- 

10  tion  under  section  1402  (e)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

11  of  1954  is  effective  with  respect  to  him." 

12  (b)  (1)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1402(c)  of  the 

13  Internal  Eevenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of 

14  trade  or  business)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

15  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or  (5)  shall  not  apply 

16  to  service  (45)  f other  than  service  performed  by  a  member  of 

17  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member 

18  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  individual  unless  an  exemp- 

19  tion  under  subsection  (e)  is  effective  with  respect  to  him." 

20  (2)  Section  1402(e)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  min- 

21  isters,  members  of  religious  orders,  and  Christian  Science 

22  practitioners)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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1  "(e)  Ministers,  Members  of  Religious  Orders, 

2  and  Christian  Science  Practitioners. — 

3  "(1)  Exemption.— Any  individual  who  is  (A) 

4  a  duly  ordained,  commissioned,  or  licensed  minister  of  a 

5  church  or  a  member  of  a  religious  order  (4:6) (other  than 

6  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of 

7  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order)  or  (B)  a  Chris- 

8  tian  Science  practitioner,  upon  filing  an  application  (in 

9  such  form  and  manner,  and  with  such  official,  as  may 
10  be  prescribed  by  regulations  made  under  this  chapter)  to- 
ll gether  (47)with  a  statement  that  he  is  conscientiously 

12  opposed  to  the  acceptance  with  a  statement  that  either  he 

13  is  conscientiously  opposed,  to,  or  because  of  religious  prin- 

14  ciples  he  is  opposed  to,  the  acceptance  (with  respect  to 

15  services  performed  by  him  as  such  minister,  member,  or 

16  practitioner)  of  any  public  insurance  which  makes  pay- 

17  ments  in  the  event  of  death,  disability,  old  age,  or 

18  retirement  or  makes  payments  toward  the  cost  of,  or 

19  provides  services  for,  medical  care  (including  the  bene- 

20  fits  of  any  insurance  system  established  by  the  Social 

21  Security  Act) ,  shall  receive  an  exemption  from  the  tax 

22  imposed  by  this  chapter  with  respect  to  services  per- 

23  formed  by  him  as  such  minister,  member,  or  practi- 

24  tioner.     Notwithstanding    the    preceding  sentence, 

25  an  exemption  may  not  be  granted  to  an  individual 
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1  under  this  subsection  if  he  had  filed  an  effective  waiver 

2  certificate  under  this  section  as  it  was  in  effect  before 

3  its  amendment  in  1967. 

4  "(2)  Time  foe  filing  application. — Any  indi- 

5  vidual  who  desires  to  file  an  application  pursuant  to 

6  paragraph  (1)  must  file  such  application  on  or  before 

7  whichever  of  the  following  dates  is  later:  (A)  the  due 

8  date  of  the  return  (including  any  extension  thereof)  for 

9  the  second  taxable  year  for  which  he  has  net  earnings 

10  from  self-employment   (computed  without  regard  to 

11  subsections  (c)  (4)  and  (c)  (5))  of  $400  or  more,  any 

12  part  of  which  was  derived  from  the  performance  of 

13  service  described  in  subsection   (c)  (4)   or  (c)  (5)  ; 

14  or  (B)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including  any  ex- 

15  tension  thereof)  for  his  second  taxable  year  ending  after 

16  1967. 

17  "(3)  Effective  date  of  exemption— An  ex- 

18  emption  received  by  an  individual  pursuant  to  this  sub- 

19  section  shall  be  effective  for  the  first  taxable  year  for 

20  which  he  has  net  earnings  from  self-employment  (com- 

21  puted  without  regard  to  subsections  (c)  (4)  and  (c) 

22  (5)  )  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of  which  was  derived 

23  from  the  performance  of  service  described  in  subsection 

24  (c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5) ,  and  for  all  succeeding  taxable  years. 
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1  An  exemption  received  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 

2  be  irrevocable." 

3  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 

4  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending  after 

5  1967. 

6  COVERAGE  OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL  EMPLOYEES 

7  Sec.  116.  (a)  Section  218(d)  (6)  (D)  of  the  Social 

8  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (i) "  after  "(D)", 

9  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

10  "  (ii)  Notwithstanding  clause  (i).  the  State  may,  pur- 

11  suant  to  subsection  (c)  (4)  (B)  and  subject  to  the  conditions 

12  of  continuation  or  termination  of  coverage  provided  for  in 

13  subsection  (c)  (7),  modify  its  agreement  under  this  section 

14  to  include  services  performed  by  all  individuals  described  in 

15  clause  (i)  other  than  those  individuals  to  whose  services  the 

16  agreement  already  applies.  Such  individuals  shall  be  deemed 

17  (on  and  after  the  effective  date  of  the  modification)  to  be 

18  in  positions  covered  by  the  separate  retirement  system 

19  consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  of  the  division  or  part 

20  who  desire  coverage  under  the  insurance  system  established 

21  under  this  title." 

22  (b)  (1)  (A)  Section218(c)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

23  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A),  and  by  redesignating 

24  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  as  subparagraphs  (A)  and 

25  (B) ,  respectively. 
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1  (B)  Paragraphs  (4)  and  (7)  of  section  218(c)  of 

2  such  Act,  and  paragraph  (5)  (B)  of  section  218  (d)  of  such 

3  Act,  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "paragraph  (3)  (C) " 

4  wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraph 

5  (3)  (B)". 

6  (C)  Paragraph  (4)  (C)   of  section  218(d)  of  such 

7  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)  (3)  (C)" 

8  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (c)  (3)  (B)'\ 

9  (2)  Section  218  (c)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

10  (A)   by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

11  graph  (C)  ; 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

13  paragraph  (D)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and"; 

14  and 

15  (C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

16  subparagraph: 

17  "  (E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as  an 
1^  employee  serving  on  a  temporary  basis  in  case  of  fire, 
l^  storm,   snow,   earthquake,   flood,   or   other  similar 

20  emergency." 

21  (3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsection  shall  be 

22  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  on  or  after 

23  January  1,  1968. 

24  (c)  Section  218  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

25  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 
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1  "  (8)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  sec- 

2  tion,  the  agreement  with  any  State  entered  into  under  this 

3  section  may  at  the  option  of  the  State  be  modified  on  or 

4  after  January  1,  1968,  to  exclude  service  performed  by  elec- 

5  tion  officials  or  election  workers  if  the  remuneration  paid  in  a 

6  calendar  quarter  for  such  service  is  less  than  $50.  Any  modi- 

7  fication  of  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  be 

8  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  an  effective 

9  date,  specified  in  such  modification,  which  shall  not  be 

10  earlier  than  the  last  day  of  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the 

11  modification  is  mailed  or  delivered  by  other  means  to  the 

12  Secretary." 

13  (48) (d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  218(d)(6)(F)  of  the 

14  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1967"  and 

15  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

16  INCLUSION  OF  ILLINOIS  AMONG  STATES  PERMITTED  TO 

17  DIVIDE  THEIR  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

18  Sec.  117.  Section  218(d)  (6)  (C)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

19  rity  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "Illinois,"  after  "Georgia,". 

20  TAXATION  OF  CERTAIN  EARNINGS  OF  RETIRED  PARTNER 

21  Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  1402  (a)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 

22  nue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  net  earnings 

23  from  self-employment)  is  amended — 

24  (l)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

25  (8)  ; 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

2  graph  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and";  and 

3  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (9)  the  following 

4  new  paragraph: 

5  "  (10)  there  shall  be  excluded  amounts  received  by 

6  a  partner  pursuant  to  a  written  plan  of  the  partnership, 

7  which  meets  such  requirements  as  are  prescribed  by  the 

8  Secretary  (49)el  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate,  and  which 

9  provides  for  payments  on  account  of  retirement,  on  a 
10  periodic  basis,  to  partners  generally  or  to  a  class  or 
H  classes  of  partners,  such  payments  to  continue  at  least 

12  until  such  partner's  death,  if— 

13  "(A)  such  partner  rendered  no  services  with 

14  respect  to  any  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  such 

15  partnership  (or  its  successors)  during  the  taxable 

16  year  of  such  partnership  (or  its  successors) ,  end- 

17  ing  within  or  with  his  taxable  year,  in  which  such 

18  amounts  were  received,  and 

19  "(B)  no  obligation  exists  (as  of  the  close  of 

20  the  partnership's  taxable  year  referred  to  in  sub- 

21  paragraph  (A) )  from  the  other  partners  to  such 

22  partner  except  with  respect  to  retirement  payments 

23  under  such  plan,  and 

24  "(C)  such  partner's  share,  if  any,  of  the  capital 

25  of  the  partnership  has  been  paid  to  him  in  full  before 
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1  the  close  of  the  partnership's  taxable  year  referred 

2  to  in  subparagraph  (A) ." 

3  (b)  Section  211  (a)   of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

4  amended — 

5  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

6  (7) ; 

1  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

8  graph  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and";  and 

9  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (8)  the  following 

10  new  paragraph: 

11  "(9)  There  shall  be  excluded  amounts  received 

12  by  a  partner  pursuant  to  a  written  plan  of  the  partner- 

13  ship,  which  meets  such  requirements  as  are  prescribed 

14  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate,  and 

15  which  provides  for  payments  on  account  of  retirement, 

16  on  a  periodic  basis,  to  partners  generally  or  to  a  class 

17  or  classes  of  partners,  such  payments  to  continue  at  least 

18  until  such  partner's  death,  if — 

19  "(A)  such  partner  rendered  no  services  with 

20  respect  to  any  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  such 

21  partnership  (or  its  successors)  during  the  taxable 

22  year  of  such  partnership  ( or  its  successors ) ,  ending 

23  within  or  with  his  taxable  year,  in  which  such 

24  amounts  were  received,  and 

25  "(B)  no  obligation  exists  (as  of  the  close  of 
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1  the  partnership's  taxable  year  referred  to  in  sub- 

2  paragraph  (A)  )  from  the  other  partners  to  such 

3  partner  except  with  respect  to  retirement  payments 

4  under  such  plan,  and 

5  "(C)  such  partner's  share,  if  any,  of  the  cap- 

6  ital  of  the  partnership  has  been  paid  to  him  in  full 

7  before  the  close  of  the  partnership's  taxable  year 

8  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A) ." 

9  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
10  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after  De- 
ll comber  31,  1967. 

12  (pO)lNCLUSION  OF  PUERTO  RICO  AMONG  STATES  PER- 
IS MITTED   TO  INCLUDE  FIREMEN  AND  POLICEMEN 

14  Sec.  119.  (a)  Section  218  (p)  of  the  Social  Security 

15  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "Puerto  Rico"  after  "Oregon,'' '. 

16  (b)  In  any  case  in  which — 

17  (1)  an  individual  has  performed  services  prior  to 

18  the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  the  employ  of  a  political 

19  subdivision  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  in  a  fireman's 

20  position,  and 

21  (2)  amounts,  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes 

22  which  would  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and 

23  3111  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such 

24  services  constituted  employment  for  purposes  of  section 

25  21  of  such  Code  at  the  time  they  were  performed,  were 
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1  timely  paid  in  good  faith   to  the  Secretary  of  the 

2  Treasury,  and 

3  (3)  no  refunds  of  such  amounts  paid  in  lieu  of 

4  taxes  have  been  obtained, 


5  the  amount  of  the  remuneration  for  such  services  with  respect 

6  to  which  such  amounts  have  been  paid  shall  be  deemed  to 

7  constitute  remuneration  for  employment  as  defined  in  section 

8  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

9  (Jyl^COVERAGE  OF  FIREMEN1 S  POSITIONS  PURSUANT  TO  A 


10  STATE  AGREEMENT 

11  Sec.  120.  (a)  Section  218 (p)  of  the  Social  Security 

12  Act  is  amended  by — 

13  (1)  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(p)";  and 

14  (2)  adding  the  following  paragraph: 

15  "(2)  A  State,  not  otherwise  listed  by  name  in  para- 

16  graph  (1),  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  State  listed  in  such 

17  paragraph  for  the  purpose  of  extending  coverage  under 

18  this  title  to  service  in  firemen's  positions  covered  by  a. 

19  retirement  system,  if  the  governor  of  the  State,  or  an 

20  official  of  the  State  designated  by  him  for  the  purpose, 

21  certifies  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 

22  fare  that  the  overall  benefit  protection  of  the  employees  in 

23  such  positions  would  be  improved  by  reason  of  the  exten- 

24  sion  of  such  coverage  to  such  employees.  Notwithstanding 

25  the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of  such  paragraph 
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1  (1),  such  firemen's  positions  shall  be  deemed  a  separate 

2  retirement  system  and  no  other  positions  shall  be  in- 

3  eluded  in  such  system. 

4  (b)  Nothing  in  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a) 

5  shall  authorize  the  extension  of  the  insurance  system  estab- 

6  lished  by  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  under  the  pro- 

7  visions  of  section  218(d)  (6)  (C)  of  such  Act  to  service  in 

8  any  fireman's  position. 

9  (c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

10  in  the  case  of  any  State  with  respect  to  modifications  of  such 

11  State  agreement  under  section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

12  made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

13  (Jtif)VALIDATION  OF  COVERAGE  ERRONEOUSLY  REPORTED 

14  Sec.  121.  Section  218(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

15  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

16  "(3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2) 

17  of  this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  services  performed  by  indi- 

18  viduals  as  members  of  any  coverage  group  to  which  an  agree- 

19  ment  under  this  section  is  made  applicable,  and  with  respect  to 

20  which  there  were  timely  paid  in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary  of 

21  the  Treasury  amounts  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes  which 

22  would  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and  3111  of  the 

23  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such  services  constituted 

24  employment  for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such  Code  at  the 

25  time  they  were  performed,  and  with  respect  to  which  refunds 
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1  were  not  obtained,  such  individuals  may,  if  so  requested  by 

2  the  State,  be  deemed  to  be  members  of  such  coverage  group  on 

3  the  date  designated  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2) ." 

4  (53)COVERAGE  OF  FEES  OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN- 

5  MENT  EMPLOYEES  AS  SELF-EMPLOYMENT  INCOME 

6  SEC.  122.  (a)(1)  Section  211  (c)(1)  of  the  Social  Se- 

7  curity  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

g  u(l)  The  performance  of  the  functions  of  a  public 

9  office,  other  than  the  functions  of  a  public  office  of  a  State 

10  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect  to  fees 

H  received  in  any  period  in  which  the  functions  are  per- 
formed  in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis 

13  and  in  which  such  functions  are  not  covered  under  an 

14  agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  arid  the  Secretary 

15  pursuant  to  section  218;". 

16  (2)  Section  211(c)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (A) 

17  by  striking  out  uand"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C); 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

19  graph  (D)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and";  and  (C) 

20  by  adding  after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new 

21  subparagraph : 

22  "(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as 
^3  an  employee  of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision 

24  thereof  in  a  position  compensated  solely  o?i  a  fee 

25  basis  with  respect  to  fees  received  in  any  period  in 
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1  which  such  service  is  not  covered  under  an  agree- 

2  ment  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary 

3  pursuant  to  section  218;". 

4  (b)(1)  Section  1402(c)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

5  Code  of  1954  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  u(l)  the  performance  of  the  functions  of  a  public 

7  office,  other  than  the  functions  of  a  public  office  of  a  State 

8  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect  to  fees 

9  received  in  any  period  in  which  the  functions  are 

10  performed  in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee 

11  basis  and  in  which  such  functions  are  not  covered  under 

12  an  agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secre- 

13  tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to 

14  section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act;". 

15  (2)  Section  1402(c)  (2)  of  such  Code  is  amended  (A) 


16  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C);  (B) 

17  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D) 

18  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and";  and  (C)  by  adding 

19  after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new  subparagraph: 


20  "(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as 

21  an  employee  of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision 

22  thereof  in  a  position  compensated  solely  on  a  fee 

23  basis  with  respect  to  fees  received  in  any  period  in 

24  which  such  service  is  not  covered  under  an  agree- 
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1  ment  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary 

2  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to 

3  section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act;". 

4  (c)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and 

5  (b)  of  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fees  received 

6  after  1967. 

1  (2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a) 

8  and  (b)  of  this  section,  any  individual  who  in  1968  is  in  a 

9  position  to  which  the  amendments  made  by  such  subsections 

10  apply  may  make  an  irrevocable  election  not  to  have  such 

11  amendments  apply  to  the  fees  he  receives  in  1968  and  every 

12  year  thereafter,  if  on  or  before  the  due  date  of  his  income  tax 

13  return  for  1968  (including  any  extensions  thereof)  he  files 

14  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate,  in  such 

15  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate 

16  shall  by  regulations  prescribe,  a  certificate  of  election  of  ex- 

17  emption  from  such  amendments. 


18  (d)  Section  218  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add- 

19  ing  the  following  new  subsection: 

20  u Positions  Compensated  Solely  on  a  Fee  Basis 

21  "( u)  (1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this 

22  section,  an  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  may  be 

23  made  applicable  to  service  performed  after  1967  in  any  class 

24  or  classes  of  positions  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  to 

25  which  such  agreement  did  not  apply  prior  to  1968  only  if 
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1  the  State  specifically  requests  that  its  agreement  he  made  ap- 

2  plicable  to  such  service  in  such  class  or  classes  of  positions. 

3  "(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  sec- 

4  tion,  an  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  may  be 

5  modified,  at  the  option  of  the  State,  at  any  time  after  1967, 

6  so  as  to  exclude  services  performed  in  any  class  or  classes  of 

7  positions  compensation  for  which  is  solely  on  a  fee  basis. 

8  ''(3)  Any  modification  made  under  this  subsection  shall 

9  be  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  the  last 

10  day  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  modification  is  agreed 

11  to  by  the  Secretary  and  the  State. 

12  "(4)  If  any  class  or  classes  of  positions  have  been  ex- 

13  eluded  from  coverage  under  the  State  agreement  by  a  modifi- 

14  cation  agreed  to  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  and  the 

15  State  may  not  thereafter  modify  such  agreement  so  as  to 

16  again  make  the  agreement  applicable  with  respect  to  such 
IT  class  or  classes  of  positions.,, 

18  (p4^FAMILY  EMPLOYMENT  IN  A  PRIVATE  HOME 

19  Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  210(a)(3)(B)  of  the  Social 

20  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  semicolon  the 

21  following:  "except  that  the  provisions  of  this  subparagraph 

22  shall  not  be  applicable  to  such  domestic  service  if — 

-3               "(i)  the  employer  is  a-  surviving  spouse  or  a  divorced 
24         individual  and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  livin-g 
H.R,  12080  7 
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1  in  the  home  who  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition 

2  which  results  in  such  spouse 's  being  incapable  of  caring 

3  for  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  (referred 

4  to  in  clause  ( ii) )  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the 

5  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  and 

6  " (ii)  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  of 

7  such  employer  is  living  in  the  home,  and 

8  "(Hi)  the  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter 

9  (referred  to  in  clause  (ii) )  (I)  has  not  attained  age  18 

10  or  (II)  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  requires 

11  the  personal  care  and  supervision  of  an  adult  for  at  least 

12  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the 

13  service  is  rendered;" 

14  (b)  Section  3121(b)  (3)  (B)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

15  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  semicolon 

16  the  following:  "except  that  the  provisions  of  this  subparagraph 

17  shall  not  be  applicable  to  such  domestic  service  if — 

18  "(i)  the  employer  is  a  surviving  spouse  or  a  divorced 

19  individual  and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  living 

20  in  the  home  who  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition 

21  which  results  in  such  spouse's  being  incapable  of  caring 

22  for  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  ( referred  to 

23  in  clause  (ii))  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the 

24  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  and 
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1  "(ii)  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  of 

2  such  employer  is  living  in  the  home,  and 

3  "(Hi)  the  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter 

4  (referred  to  in  clause  (ii) )  (1)  has  not  attained  age  18 

5  or  (II)  has  a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  requires 

6  the  personal  care  and  supervision  of  an  adult  for  at  least 

7  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the 

8  service  is  rendered;" 

9  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

10  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  December  31,  1967. 

11  (^^termination  of  coverage  of  employees  of  the 

12  massachusetts  turnpike  authority 

13  Sec.  124.  (a)  Nothwitstanding  the  provisions  of  section 


14  218(g)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  the  Secretary  may, 

15  under  such  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate,  permit  the 

16  State  of  Massachusetts  to  terminate  the  coverage  of  the  em- 

17  ployees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  to  be  effec- 

18  tive  at  the  end  of  any  calendar  quarter  within  the  two  years 

19  next  following  the  filing  with  him  of  such  notice. 

20  (b)  If  the  coverage  of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts 

21  Turnpike  Authority  has  been  terminated  pursuant  to  sub- 

22  section  (a),  coverage  cannot  later  be  extended  to  the  em- 

23  ployees  of  such  Authority. 
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1  Part  3— Health  Insurance  Benefits 

2  METHOD  OF  PAYMENT  TO  PHYSICIANS  UNDER  SUPPLE- 

3  MENTARY   MEDICAL   INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

4  Sec.  125.  (a)  Section  1842(b)  (3)  (B)  of  the  Social 

5  Security  Act  is  amended- 

6  ( 1 )  by  striking  out  "  (i)  " ;  and 

7  (2)  by  striking  out  "and  (ii) "  and  all  that  fol- 

8  lows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "and 

9  such  payment  will  be  made — 

10  "  (i)  on  the  basis  of  (56)a  receipted  an  itemized 

11  bill;  or 

12  "  (ii)  on  the  basis  of  an  assignment  under  the 

13  terms  of  which  the  reasonable  charge  is  the  full 

14  charge  for  the  service ;  (57)er 

15  (58)"  (iii)  eft  the  basis  of  aft  itemized  bin  -(!}-  to 

16  the  physician  or  other  person  providing  the  service, 

17  if  such  bill  is  submitted  by-  him  m  sueb  form  aftd 

18  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  aftd  within 

19  sueh  time  as  may  be  specified  m  rogiilaitions  aftd  the 

20  mil  charge  is  found:  »ot  to  exceed  the  reasonable 

21  charge  for  the  service,  or  (II)  to  the  individual 

22  receiving  the  service,  if  payment  is  «et  made  in 

23  accordance  with  clause  -(I)-  (cither  because  fee 

24  charge  made  is  found  to  exceed  the  reasonable 
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1  charge  for  the  service,  or  because  the  physician  or 

2  other  person  providing  the  service  fails  to  submit 

3  the  Ml  under  clause  -ft)-  within  the  time  specified 

4  or  directs  that  payment  he  made  to  the  individual 

5  receiving  the  service)  and  the  hiH  is  submitted  m 

6  Stteh  form  and  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  pre- 

7  scribe ; 

8  but  (59)  ("m  the  case  of  bills  submitted,  or  requests  for 

9  payment  made,  after  March  1968)  only  if  the  bill  is  sub- 

10  mitted,  or  a  written  request  for  payment  is  made 

11  in  such  other  form  as  may  be  permitted  under  regula- 

12  tions,  no  later  than  the  close  of  the  calendar  year  follow- 

13  ing  the  year  in  which  such  service  is  furnished  (deeming 

14  any  service  furnished  in  the  last  3  months  of  any 

15  calendar  year  to  have  been  furnished  in  the  succeeding 

16  calendar  year)  ;", 


17  (60)-(h)-  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  -(af  shall 

18  apply  with  respect  to  payments  made  under  part  ©  of  title 

19  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  on  the  basis  of  biHs  re- 

20  ooived  after  December  34?  IWf: 

21  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 

22  with  respect  to  claims  on  which  a  final  determination  has  not 

23  been  made  on  or  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


102 

1  ELIMINATION  OF  REQUIREMENT  OF  PHYSICIAN  CERTIFICA- 

2  TION  IN  CASE  OF  CEKTAIN  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

3  Sec.  126.  (a)  Section  1814  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 

4  Act  (as  amended  by  section  129(c)  (5)  of  this  Act)  is 

5  amended-— 

6  (1)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A)  of  para- 

7  graph  (2)  ; 

8  (2)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs   (B) ,   (C) , 

9  (D),  and  (E)  of  paragraph  (2)   as  subparagraphs 

10  (A),  (B),  (C),and  (D) ,  respectively; 

11  (3)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3),  (4),  (5), 

12  and  (6)  as  paragraphs  (4),  (5),  (6),  and  (7),  re- 

13  spectively ; 

14  (4)  by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph  (2) 

15  the  following  new  paragraph: 

16  "(3)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services 
n  (other  than  inpatient  psychiatric  hospital  services  and 

18  inpatient  tuberculosis  hospital  services)  which  are  fur- 

19  nished  over  a  period  of  time,  a  physician  certifies  that 

20  such  services  are  required  to  be  given  on  an  inpatient 

21  basis  for  such  individual's  medical  treatment,  or  that 

22  inpatient  diagnostic  study  is  medically  required  and  such 

23  services  are  necessary  for  such  purpose,  except  that  (A) 

24  such  certification  shall  be  furnished  only  in  such  cases, 

25  with  such  frequency,  and  accompanied  by  such  sup- 
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1  porting  material,  appropriate  to  the  cases  involved,  as 

2  may  be  provided  by  regulations,  and  (B)  the  first  such 

3  certification  required  in  accordance  with  clause  (A) 

4  shall  be  furnished  no  later  than  the  20th  day  of  such 

5  period:";  and 

6  (5)  by  striking  out  "(D),  or  (E)  "  in  the  last 

7  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  (D)". 

8  (b)  Section  1835(a)  (2)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

9  by  inserting  after  "medical  and  other  health  services,"  the 

10  following:  "except  services  described  in  subparagraphs  (B) 

11  and  (C)  of  section  1861  (s)  (2),". 

12  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

13  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 

14  ment  of  this  Act. 

15  INCLUSION  OF  PODIATEISTS'  SERVICES  UNDER  SUP- 

16  PLEMENTARY  MEDICAL   INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

1"  Sec.  127.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security 

18  Act  is  amended — 

19  (1)  by  striking  out  "or  (2)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "(2)";  and 

21  (2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

22  the  following:  ".  or  (3)  except  for  the  purposes  of  sec- 

23  tion  1814(a).  section  1835.  and  (61)subGoction  4tf 

24  subsections  (j),  (k).  (m),  and  (o)  of  this  section,  a 

25  doctor  of  podiatry  or  surgical  chiropody,  but  (unless 
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1  clause  (1)  of  this  subsection  also  applies  to  him)  only 

2  with  respect  to  functions  which  he  is  legally  authorized 

3  to  perform  as  such  by  the  State  in  which  he  performs 

4  them". 

5  (b)  Section  1862  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

6  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

7  (11); 

8  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

9  graph  (12)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or";  and 

10  (3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (12)  the  follow- 

11  ing  new  paragraph : 

12  "(l^)  where  such  expenses  are  for — 

13  "  (A)  the  treatment  of  flat  foot  conditions  and 

14  the  prescription  of  supportive  devices  therefor, 

15  "(B)  the  treatment  of  subluxations  of  the  foot, 

16  or 

17  "(C)  routine  foot  care  (including  the  cutting 

18  or  removal  of  corns,  warts,  or  calluses,  the  trimming 

19  of  nails,  and  other  routine  hygienic  care) ." 

20  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and 

21  (b)   shall  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after 

22  December  31,  1967. 

23  EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN  SERVICES 

24  Sec.  128.  Section  1862(a)  (7)  of  the  Social  Security 

25  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "changing  eyeglasses,"  the 
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1  following:  "procedures  performed  (during  the  course  of  any 

2  eye  examination)  to  determine  the  refractive  state  of  the 

3  (62)cyC'S,".  eyes  ( other  than  procedures  performed  in  connec- 

4  tion  with  furnishing  prosthetic  lenses),''. 

5  TRANSFER  OF  ALL  OUTPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  TO 

6  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

7  Sec.  129.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (2)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

8  rity  Act  is  amended — 

9  (1)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(2)"; 

10  (2)  by  striking  out  "physicians'  bills"  and  all  that 

11  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

12  "physicians'  bills; 

13  "(B)  hospital  services  (including  drugs  and  bio- 

14  logicals  which  cannot,  as  determined  in  accordance  with 
1^  regulations,  be  self-administered)  incident  to  physicians' 

16  services  rendered  to  outpatients;  and 

17  "(C)  diagnostic  services  which  are — 

^  "  (i)  furnished  to  an  individual  as  an  outpatient 

19  by  a  hospital  or  by  others  under  arrangements  with 

20  them  made  by  a  hospital,  and 

21  "  (ii)  ordinarily  furnished  by  such  hospital  (or 

22  by  others  under  such  arrangements)   to  its  out- 

23  patients  for  the  purpose  of  diagnostic  study;". 

24  (b)  Section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 
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1  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  and  below  paragraph 

2  (11))  the  following  new  sentence : 

3  "There  shall  be  excluded  from  the  diagnostic  services  speci- 

4  fied  in  paragraph   (2)  (C)  any  item  or  service  (except 

5  services  referred  to  in  paragraph  ( 1 ) )  which— 

6  "  (12)  would  not  be  included  under  subsection  (b) 

7  if  it  were  furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital ;  or 

8  "(13)  is  furnished  under  arrangements  referred  to 
in  such  paragraph  (2)  (C)  unless  furnished  in  the  hos- 

10  pital  or  in  other  facilities  operated  by  or  under  the 

11  supervision  of  the  hospital  or  its  organized  medical  staff." 

12  (c)  (1)  Section  226(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

13  by  striking  out  "post-hospital  home  health  services,  and  out- 

14  patient  hospital  diagnostic  services"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  "and  post-hospital  home  health  services". 

16  (2)  Section  1812  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  ; 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  of  para- 

19  graph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period;  and 

20  (C)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (4) . 

21  (3)  Section  1813  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

22  ing  out  paragraph  (2),  and  by  redesignating  paragraphs 

23  (3)  and  (4)  as  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3) ,  respectively. 

24  (4)  (A)  Section  1813  (b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

25  by  striking  out  "or  diagnostic  study". 
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1  (B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1813  (b)  (2)  of  such 

2  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  diagnostic  study". 

3  (5)  (A)  Section  1814  (a)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

4  (i)  by  adding  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

5  (D)  ; 

6  (ii)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

7  graph  (E)  ;  and 

8  (iii)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (F) . 

9  (B)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1814(a)  of  such  Act 

10  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(E),  or  (F) "  and  inserting 

11  in  lieu  thereof  "or  (E) ". 

12  (6)  (63)(A)  Section  1814  (d)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

13  by  striking  out  "or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services". 

14  (64)^  Section  1832(a)(2)(B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

15  by  striking  out  "hospital"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

16  "hospital  and  the  services  for  which  payment  may  be  made 

17  pursuant  to  section  1 835  (b)  (2)". 

18  (7)  Section  1833  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

19  (A)  by  striking  out  "(or  regarded  under  clause 

20  (2)  as  incurred  in  such  preceding  year  with  respect  to 

21  services  furnished  in  such  last  three  months)  " ;  and 

22  (B)  by  striking  out  ",  and  (2)"  and  all  that 

23  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period. 

24  (8)  Section  1833  (d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

25  ing  out  "other  than  subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  thereof. 
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1  (9)  (A)  Section  1835(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

2  striking  out  "Payment"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Ex- 

3  cept  as  provided  in  subsection  (b) ,  payment". 

4  (B)  Section  1835  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

5  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  subsection  (c),  and  by 

6  inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the  following  new  subsection: 

7  "(b)  (65) )  Payment  may  also  be  made  to  any  hos- 

8  pital  for  services  (66)dcsoribcd  m  subparagraph  -fG)-  ef 

9  section  4-861  (s)  (2)  furnished  te  aft  individual  described  in 

10  section  1861  (s)  furnished  as  an  outpatient  service  by  a 

11  hospital  or  by  others  under  arrangements  made  by  it  to  an 

12  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  this  part  even  though 

13  such  hospital  does  not  have  an  agreement  in  effect  under 

14  this  title  if  (A)  such  services  were  emergency  (67)  sorv 

15  iocs  and.  services,  (B)  the  Secretary  would  be  required  to 

16  make  such  payment  if  the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement 

17  in  effect  and  otherwise  met  the  conditions  of  payment  (68) 

18  hereunder,  hereunder,  and  (C)  such  hospital  has  made  an 

19  election  pursuant  to  section  1814(d)  (1)  (C)  with  respect 

20  to  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  emergency  services  are 

21  provided.  Such  payments  shall  be  made  only  in  the  amounts 

22  provided  under  section  1833(a)  (2)  and  then  only  if  such 

23  hospital  agrees  to  comply,  with  respect  to  the  emergency 

24  services  provided,  with  the  provisions  of  section  (69) 

25  1666  (a)."  1866(a). 
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1  (70y(2)  Payment  may  also  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an 

2  itemized  bill  to  an  individual  for  services  described  in  para- 

3  graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  (A)  payment  cannot  be  made 

4  under  such  paragraph  (1)  solely  because  the  hospital  does  not 

5  elect,  in  accordance  with  section  1814(d)  (1 )  (C ) ,  to  claim 

6  such  payments  and  (B)  such  individual  files  application 

7  (submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form  and  manner, 

8  and  containing  and  supported  by  such  information  as  the 

9  Secretary  shall  by  regulations  prescribe)  for  reimbursement. 
10  The  amounts  payable  under  this  paragraph  shall,  subject  to 
H  the  provisions  of  section  1833,  be  equal  to  80  percent  of  the 
1^  hospitaVs  reasonable  charges  for  such  services." 

l^  (C)  Section  1861  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (i)  by  striking  out  "except  for  purposes  of  sec- 

15  tion  1814(d),"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "except 

16  for  purposes  of  sections  1814(d)  and  1835(b),";  and 

17  (ii)  by  striking  out  "  (including  determination  of 

18  whether  an  individual  received  inpatient  hospital  serv- 

19  ices  for  purposes  of  such  section)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "and  1835(b)    (including  determination  of 

21  whether  an  individual  received  inpatient  hospital  serv- 

22  ices  or  diagnostic  services  for  purposes  of  such  sections)  ". 

23  (10)  Section  1861  (p)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

24  (11)  Section  1861  (y)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
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1  striking  out  "1813  (a)  (4) "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

2  "1813(a)  (3)". 

3  (12)  (A)  Section  1866(a)  (2)  (A)  of  such  Act  is 

4  amended— 

5  (i)  hy  striking  out  ",  (a)  (2),  or  (a)  (4)"  and 
(B  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  (a)  (3 ) " ;  and 

7  (ii)  by  striking  out  "or,  in  the  case  of  outpatient 

8  hospital  diagnostic  services,  for  which  payment  is  made 

9  under  part  A". 

10  (B)  Section  1866(a)  (2)  (C)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

11  by  striking  out  "1813  (a)  (3) "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

12  "1813(a)  (2)". 

13  (13)  Section  21  (a)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 

14  of  1937  is  amended  by  striking  out  "post-hospital  home 

15  health  services,  and  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services" 

16  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  post-hospital  home  health 

17  services". 

18  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

19  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  (71)Dcccmbcr  &I7 

20  1967  March  31,  1968,  except  that  subsection  (c)(5)  of 

21  such  section  shall  become  effective  with  respect  to  services 

22  furnished  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


Ill 

1  BILLING  BY  HOSPITAL  FOR  SERVICES  FURNISHED  TO 

2  OUTPATIENTS 

3  Sec.  130.  (a)  Section  1835  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 

4  Act  (as  amended  by  section  129(c)  (9)  (A)  of  this  Act) 

5  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  "Except  as  provided  in 

6  subsection  (b),"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as 

7  provided  in  subsections  (b)  and  (72)  (c)  —.  (c),". 

8  (b)  Section  1835  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

9  129(c)  (9)  (B)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  redesignating 

10  subsection  (c)   (as  redesignated)  as  subsection  (d) ,  and  by 

11  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

12  "(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  this  section  and 

13  sections  1832,  1833,  and  1866  (a)  (1)  (A) ,  a  hospital  may, 

14  subject  to  such  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  regula- 

15  tions,  collect  from  an  individual  the  customary  charges  for 

16  services  specified  in  (73)  subparagraphs  -(&)-  as4  -(Of  ef  sec- 

17  tion  1861  (s)  (74)-f2f  and  furnished  to  him  by  such  hos- 

18  pital,  but  only  if  such  charges  for  such  services  do  not  exceed 

19  $50,  and  such  customary  charges  shall  be  regarded  as  ex- 

20  penses  incurred  by  such  individual  with  respect  to  which 

21  benefits  are  payable  in  accordance  with  section  1833  (a)  (1) . 

22  Payments  under  this  title  to  hospitals  which  have  elected 
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1  to  make  oolleefkms  from  individuals  in  accordance  with  the 

2  preceding  sentence  shall  be  adjusted  periodically  to  place 

3  the  hospital  in  the  same  position  it  would  have  been  had  it 

4  instead  been  reimbursed  in  accordance  with  section  1833 

5  (a)(2)." 

6  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

7  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  (75)  December  &I7 

8  l$m  March  31,  1968. 

9  PAYMENT  OF  REASONABLE  CHARGES  FOB  BADIOLOGICAL 
1°  OB  PATHOLOGICAL  SERVICES  FUBNISHED  BY  CERTAIN 

11  PHYSICIANS  TO  HOSPITAL  INPATIENTS 

12  Sec.  131.  (a)  Section  1833  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

13  rity  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "except  that"  and  inserting 

15  in  lieu  thereof  "except  that  (A) ",  and 

lg  (2)  by  striking  out  "of  subsection  (b)"  and  in- 

17  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  subsection  (b) ,  and  (B)  with 

18  respect  to  expenses  incurred  for  radiological  or  patho- 

19  logical  services  for  which  payment  may  be  made  under 

20  this  part,  furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital  by  a 

21  physician  in  the  field  of  radiology  or  pathology,  the 

22  amounts  paid  shall  be  equal  to  100  percent  of  the  rea- 

23  sonable  charges  for  such  services". 

24  (b)  Section  1833  (b)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  sec- 

25  tion  129  (c)  (7)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
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1  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "f  and  (2)  such 

2  total  amount  shall  not  include  expenses  incurred  for  radio- 

3  logical  or  pathological  services  furnished  to  such  individual 

4  as  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital  by  a  physician  in  the  field  of 

5  radiology  or  pathology". 

6  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

7  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  (76)  December 

8  ±£67  March  31,  1968. 

9  PAYMENT  FOR  PURCHASE  OF  DURABLE  MEDICAL 

10  EQUIPMENT 

11  Sec.  132.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (6)  of  the  Social  Se- 

12  curity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "rental  of",  and  by 

13  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

14  ing:  ",  whether  furnished  on  a  rental  basis  or  purchased". 

15  (b)  Section  1833  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

16  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

17  "  (f )  In  the  case  of  the  purchase  of  durable  medical 

18  equipment  included  under  section  1861  (s)  (6) ,  by  or  on 

19  behalf  of  an  individual,  payment  shall  be  made  in  such 

20  amounts  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  equivalent  to  pay- 

21  ments  that  would  have  been  made  under  this  part  had  such 

22  equipment  been  rented  and  over  such  period  of  time  as  the 

23  Secretary  finds  such  equipment  would  be  used  for  such  in- 

24  dividual's  medical  treatment,  except  that  with  respect  to 

H.R.  12080  8 
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1  purchases  of  inexpensive  equipment  (as  determined  by  the 

2  Secretary)  payment  may  be  made  in  a  lump  sum  if  the 

3  Secretary  finds  that  such  method  of  payment  is  less  costly 

4  or  more  practical  than  periodic  payments." 

5  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

6  only  with  respect  to  items  purchased  after  December  31, 

7  1967. 

8  (77)PAYMENT  FOB  PHYSICAL  TLTEKAPY  SERVICES 

9  FURNISHED  BY  nOSPITAL  TO  OUTPATIENTS 

10  Seo>  4§#t  -(«)-  Subparagraph  -(£)-  el  section  1861  (s) 

11  -f3)-  of  the  Social  Security  Aet  -(as  amended  by  section 

12  129  (a)  (2-)-  ef  this  Aefef  is  amended  by  striking  out  ^  and^ 

13  and  inserting  in  lieu  thcrool  "and  physical  therapy  furnished 

14  an  outpatient,  in  a  place  ef  residence  used  as  sueh  eut- 

15  patient's  home,  by  a  hospital  or  by  others  under  arrange 

16  ments  with  them  made  by  seek  hospital  if  suefe  therapy  is 

17  under  the  supervision  ef  sueh  hospital ;  and". 

18  -ty)-  The  amendment  made  by  ftttb  section  -(af  shall 

19  apply  to  services  furnished  after  December  1967. 

20  PAYMENT  FOR  PHYSICAL  THERAPY  SERVICES  FURNISHED 

21  TO  OUTPATIENTS 

22  Sec.  133.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (2)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

23  rity  Act  (as  amended  by  section  129(a)(2)  of  this  Act)  is 

24  amended  by — 
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1  (1)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

2  (B); 

3  (2)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

4  (C);  and 

5  (3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

6  "(D)  outpatient  physical  therapy  services;" 

7  (b)  Section  1861  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

8  after  subsection  (o)  the  following  new  subsection  (in  lieu  of 

9  subsection  (p)  repealed  by  section  129(c)  (10)  of  this  Act) : 
10  "Outpatient  Physical  Therapy  Services 

"(p)  The  term  'outpatient  physical  therapy  services' 

12  means  physical  therapy  services  furnished  by  a  provider  of 

l^  services,  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency,  or  a  public  health 

1^  agency,  or  by  others  under  an  arrangement  with,  and  under 

l^  the  supervision  of,  such  provider,  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency, 

1"  or  public  health  agency  to  an  individual  as  an  outpatient — 

1'  "(1)  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician  (as  de- 

1^  fined  in  section  1861  (r)(l)),  and 

"(2)  with  respect  to  whom  a  plan  prescribing  the 

^  type,  amount,  and  duration  of  physical  therapy  services 

21  that  are  to  be  furnished  such  individual  has  been  estab- 

22  lished,  and  is  periodically  reviewed,  by  a  physician  (as 

no 

so  defined) ; 

OA. 

excluding,  however — 
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1  "(3)  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not  be  included 

2  under  subsection  (b)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a 

3  hospital;  and 

4  "(4)  any  such  service — 

5  "(A)  if  furnished,  by  a  clinic  rehabilitation 

6  agency,  or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  such 

7  clinic  or  agency  unless  such  clinic  or  rehabilitation 

8  agency — ■ 

9  "(i)   provides  an   adequate  program  of 

10  physical  therapy  services  for  outpatients  and 

11  has  the  facilities  and  personnel  required  for 

12  such  program  or  required  for  the  supervision 

13  of  such  a  program,  in  accordance  with  such 

14  requirements  as  the  Secretary  may  specify, 

15  "(w>)  has  policies,  established  by  a  group  of 

16  professional  personnel,  including  one  or  more 

17  physicians  (associated  with  the  clinic  or  re- 

18  habilitation  agency)  and  one  or  more  qualified 

19  physical  therapists,  to  govern  the  services  ( re- 

20  f erred  to  in  clause  (i)  )  it  provides, 

21  "(Hi)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 

22  patients, 

23  "(iv)  if  such  clinic  or  agency  is  situated  in 

24  a  State  in  which  State  or  applicable  local  law 

25  provides  for  the  licensing  of  institutions  of  this 
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1  nature,  (I)  is  licensed  pursuant  to  such  law,  or 

2  (II)  is  approved  by  the  agency  of  such  State  or 

3  locality  responsible  for  licensing  institutions  of 

4  this  nature,  as  meeting  the  standards  established 

5  for  such  licensing;  and 

6  meets  such  other  conditions  relating  to 

7  the  health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are 

8  furnished  services  by  such  clinic  or  agency  on 

9  an  outpatient  basis,  as  the  Secretary  may  find 

10  necessary,  or 

11  "(B)  if  furnished  by  a  public  health  agency, 

12  unless  such  agency  meets  such  other  conditions  re- 

13  lating  to  health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are 

14  furnished  services  by  such  agency  on  an  outpatient 

15  basis,  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary!1 

16  (c)  Section  1866  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 

17  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

18  "(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'provider 

19  of  services'  shall  include  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency,  or 

20  public  health  agency  if,  in  the  case  of  a  clinic  or  rehabilitation 

21  agency,  such  clinic  or  agency  meets  the  requirements  of 

22  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (A),  or  if,  in  the  case  of  a  public 

23  health  agency,  such  agency  meets  the  requirements  of  section 

24  1861  (p)  (4)  (B),  but  only  with  respect  to  the  furnishing  of 

25  outpatient  physical  therapy  services  (as  therein  defined)." 
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1  (d)  Section  1832(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by— 

%  (1)  deleting  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  (A) 

3  thereof; 

4  (2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting 

5  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "  ;  and" ;  and 

6  (3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
?  subparagraph: 

8  "(C)  outpatient  physical  therapy  services." 

9  (e)  Section  1835(a)  (2)  of  such  Act  (as  amended 
10  hy  section  126  (b)  of  this  Act )  is  amended  by — 

U  (1)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

12  (A); 

13  (2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting 

14  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  " ;  and" ; 

1 F  (3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 

16  paragraph: 

17  "(C)  in  the  case  of  outpatient  physical  therapy 

18  services f  (i)  such  services  are  or  were  required  be- 

19  cause  the  individual  needed  physical  therapy  services 

20  on  an  outpatient  basis,  (ii)  a  plan  for  furnishing 

21  such  services  has  been  established,  and  is  periodi- 

22  catty  reviewed,  by  a  physician,  and  ( Hi )  such  serv- 

23  ices  are  or  were  furnished  while  the  individual  is  or 

24  was  under  the  care  of  a  physician." 

25  (4)  striking  out  "(B)  and  (C)  of  section  1861 
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1  (s)(2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B),  (C),  and 

2  (D)  of  section  1861  (s)  (2)";  and 

3  (5)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

4  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'pro- 

5  vider  of  services9  shall  include  a  clinic,  rehabilitation 

6  agency,  or  public  health  agency  if,  in  the  case  of  a  clinic 

7  or  rehabilitation  agency,  such  clinic  or  agency  meets  the 

8  requirements  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (A) ,  or  if,  in  the 

9  case  of  a  public  health  agency,  such  agency  meets  the 

10  requirements  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (B ) ,  but  only  with 

11  respect  to  the  furnishing  of  outpatient  physical  therapy 

12  services  (as  therein  defined)." 

13  (f)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1864(a)  of  such  Act  is 

14  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  the  following:  ",  or 

15  whether  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency  or  public  health  agency 

16  meets  the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B),  as  the 

17  case  may  be,  of  section  1861  (p)(4)". 

18  (g)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections 

19  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  services  furnished  after  June  30, 

20  1968. 

21  PAYMENT  FOE  CERTAIN  PORTABLE  X-RAY  SERVICES 

22  Sec.  134.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (3)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

23  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "diagnostic  X-ray  tests," 

24  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  "diagnostic  X-ray 
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1  tests  ( including^  tests  under  the  supervision  of  a  physi- 

2  cian,  furnished  in  a  place  of  residence  used  as  the  patient's 

3  home,  if  the  performance  of  such  tests  meets  such  condi- 

4  tions  relating  to  health  and  safety  as  the  Secretary  may  find 

5  necessary) ,". 

6  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

7  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  December  31, 

8  1967. 

9  BLOOD  DEDUCTIBLES 

10  Sec.  135.  (a)  (1)  Section  1813(a)  (2)  of  the  Social 

11  Security  Act  (as  redesignated  by  section  129  (c)  (3)  of  this 

12  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

13  "  (2)  The  amount  payable  to  any  provider  of  services 

14  under  this  part  for  services  furnished  an  individual  during 

15  any  spell  of  illness  shall  be  further  reduced  by  a  deduction 

16  equal  to  the  cost  of  the  first  three  pints  of  whole  blood  (or 

17  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  defined 

18  under  regulations)  furnished  to  him  as  part  of  such  services 

19  during  such  spell  of  illness.,, 

20  (b)  Section  1866(a)  (2)  (C)  of  such  Act  (as  amended 

21  by  section  129  (c)  (12)  (B)  of  this  Act)  is  amended— 

22  (1)  by  striking  out  "may  also  charge"  and  insert- 

23  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "may  in  accordance  with  its  customary 

24  practice  also  appropriately  charge"; 
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1  (2)  by  inserting  after  "whole  blood"  the  following: 

2  "  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as 

3  denned  under  regulations )  " ; 

4  (3)  by  inserting  after  "blood"  where  it  appears 

5  in  clauses   (i) ,   (ii) ,  and   (iii)   the  following:  "(or 

6  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so 

7  defined)";  and 

8  (4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

9  sentence :  'Tor  purposes  of  clause  (iii)  of  the  preceding 

10  sentence,  whole  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed 

11  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)  furnished  an  individual 

12  shall  be  deemed  replaced  when  the  provider  of  services 

13  is  given  one  pint  of  blood  (78)m  addition  to  the  number 

14  of  pints  for  each  pint  of  blood  ( or  equivalent  quantities  of 

15  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)  furnished  such 

16  individual  with  respect  to  which  a  deduction  is  imposed 

17  under  section  1813  (a)  (2) ." 

18  (c)  Section  1833  (b)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  sec- 

19  tions  129(c)  (7)  and  131(b)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by 

20  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence :  "The 

21  total  amount  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  an  individual  as  de- 

22  termined  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall,  after  the  reduc- 

23  tion  specified  in  such  sentence,  be  further  reduced  by  an 

24  amount  equal  to  the  expenses  incurred  for  the  first  three  pints 
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1  of  whole  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  ted  blood 

2  cells,  as  defined  under  regulations)  furnished  to  the  indi- 

3  vidual  during  the  calendar  year,  except  that  such  deductible 

4  for  such  blood  shall  in  accordance  with  regulations  be  ap- 

5  propriately  reduced  to  the  extent  that  there  has  been  a 

6  replacement  of  such  blood    (or  equivalent  quantities  of 

7  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)  ;  and  for  such 

8  purposes  blood   (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red 

9  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)  furnished  such  individual  shall  be 
10  deemed  replaced  when  the  institution  or  other  person  fur- 
VI  lushing  soch  blood  (or  such  equivalent  quantities  of  packed 

12  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)  is  given  one  pint  of  blood 

13  (79)ift  addition  to  the  number  of  pints  for  each  pint  of  blood 

14  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so  de- 

15  fined)  furnished  such  individual  with  respect  to  which  a  de- 

16  duction  is  made  under  this  sentence." 

17  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

18  with  respect  to  payment  for  blood  (or  packed  red  blood 

19  cells)  furnished  an  individual  after  December  31,  1967. 

20  ENROLLMENT   UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY   MEDICAL  INSUR- 

21  ANCE  PROGRAM  BASED  ON  ALLEGED  DATE  OF  ATTAIN- 

22  ING  AGE  65 

23  Sec.  136.  (a)  Section  1837(d)  of  the  Social  Security 

24  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

25  new  sentence  r  "Where  the  Secretary  finds  that  an  individual 

26  who  has  attained  age  65  failed  to  enroll  under  this  part  dur- 
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1  ing  his  initial  enrollment  period  (based  on  a  determination 

2  by  the  Secretary  of  the  month  in  which  such  individual  at- 

3  tained  age  65) ,  because  such  individual  (relying  on  docu- 

4  mentary  evidence)  was  mistaken  as  to  his  correct  date  of 

5  birth,  the  Secretary  shall  establish  for  such  individual  an  ini- 

6  tial  enrollment  period  based  on  his  attaining  age  65  at  the 

7  time  shown  in  such  documentary  evidence  with  a  coverage 

8  period  determined  under  section  1838  as  though  he  had 

9  attained  such  age  at  that  time)." 

10  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  ap- 

11  ply  to  individuals  enrolling  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  in 

12  months  beginning  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

13  (80)extension  of  maximum  duration  of  benefits 

14  for  inpatient  hospital  services  to  ±%tf  days 

15  gser  (a)  (1)  Section  1812(a)  (4)-  of  the  Social 

16  Security  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  out  ^%p  to  00  days' ' 

17  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ^%p  to  1-30  days' \ 

18  -f2f  Section  1812(b)  (1)  of  such  Aet  is  amended  by 

19  striking  out  ^ief  90  days"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

20  days". 

21  -(b)-  The  second  sentence  of  section  1813  (a)  (1 )  of 

22  mek  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  "Such  amount  shall 

23  ke  further  reduced  by  a  coinsuranec  amount  equal  to — 

24  -  (A)  one  fourth  of  the  inpatient  hospital  deduct 

25  ible  for  each  day  (before  the  Olrst  day)  on  which  sueh 
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1  individual  is  famished  sueh  services  during  sueh  spell 

2  ef  illness  after  sueh  services  have  been  furnished  te  him 

3  fer-  60  days  during  such  spell ;  aftd 

4  "  (B)  one  half  ef  the  inpatient  hospital  deductible 

5  far  each  day  (before  the  121st  day)  eft  which  such  m- 

6  dividual  is  furnished  such  services  during  sueh  spell  ef 

7  illness  after  sueh-  services  have  been  famished  te  him  far 

8  90  days  during  sueh  speU-j 

9  except  that  the  reduction  under  this  sentence  far  any  day 

10  shall  net  exceed  the  charges  imposed  far  that  day  with  re- 

11  spect  te  sueh  individual  far  sueh  services  (except  that,  if 

12  the  customary  charges  far  such  services  are  greater  than 

13  the  charges  se  imposed,  sueh  eustomary  charges  shaft  fee 

14  considered  te  fee  the  charges  se  imposed) ." 

15  -(ef  5%e  amendments  made  fey  subsections  -faf  aftd 

16  -(ftf  shall  apply  with  respect  te  services  furnished  after 

17  December  %h  ±&6£r 

18  EXTENSION  BY  60  DAYS  DURING  INDIVIDUAL'S  LIFETIME 

19  OF  MAXIMUM  DURATION  OF  BENEFITS  FOR  INPATIENT 

20  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

21  Sec.  137.  (a)(1)  Section  1812(a)(1)  of  the  Social 

22  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "up  to  90  days  dur- 

23  ing  any  spell  of  illness'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "up 

24  to  150  days  during  any  spell  of  illness  minus  1  day  for 
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2  each  day  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  excess  of  90  re- 

2  ceived  during  any  preceding  spell  of  illness  (if  such  indi- 

3  vidua!  was  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services  made 

4  under  this  part  unless  he  specifies  in  accordance  with  regula- 

5  tions  of  the  Secretary  that  he  does  not  desire  to  have  such 
5  payment  made)". 

7  (2)  Section  1812(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

8  striking  out  "for  90  days  during  such  spell"  and  inserting 

9  in  lieu  thereof  "for  150  days  during  such  spell  minus  1 

10  day  for  each  day  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  excess  of 

11  90  received  during  any  preceding  spell  of  illness  (if  such 

12  individual  was  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services 

13  made  under  this  part  unless  he  specifies  in  accordance  with 

14  regulations  of  the  Secretary  that  he  does  not  desire  to  have 

15  such  payment  made)". 

16  (b)   The  second  sentence  of  section  1813(a)  (1)  of 

17  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(before  the  91st  day)" 

18  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(before  the  day  following  the 

19  last  day  for  which  the  individual  is  entitled  under  section 

20  1812(a)  (1)    to  have  payment  made  on   his   behalf  for 

21  inpatient  hospital  services  during  such  spell  of  illness)". 

22  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 

23  shall  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  Decem- 

24  her  31,  1967. 
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1  LIMITATION  ON  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOWABLE  DAYS 

2  OF  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

3  Sec.  138.  (a)  Section  1812  (c)  of  the  Social  Security 

4  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "in  the  90-day  period  im- 

5  mediately  before  such  first  day  shall  be  included  in  deter- 

6  mining  the  90-day  limit  under  subsection  (b)  (1)   (but  not 

7  in  determining  the  190-day  limit  under  subsection  (b) 

8  (3)  )"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  the  (81)120  day 

9  period  150-day  period  immediately  before  such  first  day 

10  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  (82)120  day  limit 

11  number  of  days  limit  under  subsection  (b)  (1)  insofar  as 

12  such  limit  applies  to  ( 1 )  inpatient  psychiatric  hospital  serv- 

13  ices  and  inpatient  tuberculosis  hospital  services,  or  (2) 

14  inpatient  hospital  services  for  an  individual  who  is  an  in- 

15  patient  primarily  for  the  diagnosis  or  treatment  of  mental 

16  illness  or  tuberculosis  (but  shall  not  be  included  in  deter- 

17  mining  such  (83)120  day  limit  number  of  days  limit  insofar 

18  as  it  applies  to  other  inpatient  hospital  services  or  in  deter- 

19  mining  the  190-day  limit  under  subsection  (b)  (3)". 

20  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  ap- 

21  ply  with  respect  to  payment  for  services  furnished  after 

22  December  31,  1967. 
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1  TRANSITIONAL  PROVISION  OX  ELIGIBILITY  OF  PRESENTLY 

9  UNINSURED  INDIVIDUALS  FOR  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 

3  BENEFITS 

4  Sec.  139.  Section  103(a)  (2)   of  the  Social  Security 

5  Amendments  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''1965" 

6  in  clause  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1966". 

7  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  TO  STUDY  COVERAGE  OF  THE  DISABLED 

8  UNDER  TITLE  XVIII  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

9  Sec.  140.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 

10  Welfare  shall  appoint  an  Advisory  Council  to  study  the  need 

11  for  coverage  of  the  disabled  under  the  health  insurance  pro- 

12  gram  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

13  (b)  The  Council  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary 

14  during  1968  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5. 

15  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competi- 

16  rive  service  and  shall  consist  of  12  persons  who  shall,  to 
IT  the  extent  possible,  represent  organizations  of  employers  and 

18  employees  in  equal  numbers,  and  represent  self-employed 

19  persons  and  the  public. 

20  (c)  The  Council  is  authorized  to  engage  such  technical 

21  assistance,  including  actuarial  services,  as  may  be  required 

22  to  carry  out  its  functions,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition. 
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1  make  available  to  such  Council  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and 

2  other  assistance  and  such  actuarial  and  other  pertinent  data 

3  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 

4  fare  as  it  may  require  to  carry  out  such  functions. 

5  (d)  Members  of  the  Council,  while  serving  on  the  busi- 

6  ness  of  the  Council  (inclusive  of  traveltime) ,  shall  receive 

7  compensation  at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceed- 

8  ing  $100  per  day  and,  while  so  serving  away  from  their 

9  homes  or  regular  places  of  business,  they  may  be  allowed 

10  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 

11  authorized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for 

12  persons  in  the  Government  employed  intermittently. 

13  (e)  The  Council  shall  make  findings  on  the  unmet  need 

14  of  the  disabled  for  health  insurance,  on  the  costs  involved  in 

15  providing  the  disabled  with  insurance  protection  to  cover  the 

16  cost  of  hospital  and  medical  services,  and  on  the  ways  of 

17  financing  this  insurance.  The  Council  shall  submit  a  report 

18  of  its  findings  to  the  Secretary  not  later  than  January  1, 

19  1969,  together  with  recommendations  on  how  such  protec- 

20  tion  should  be  financed  and,  if  such  financing  is  to  be  accom- 

21  plished  through  the  trust  funds  established  under  title  XVIII 

22  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  on  the  extent  to  which  each  of 

23  such  trust  funds  should  bear  the  cost  of  such  financing.  Such 
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1  report  shall  thereupon  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  and 

2  to  the  Boards  of  Trustees  created  by  sections  1817  (b)  and 

3  1841  (b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  After  the  date  of  trans- 

4  mittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  report,  the  Council  shall  cease 

5  to  exist. 

6  STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  FEASIBILITY  OF  INCLUSION  OF  CER- 

7  TAIN  ADDITIONAL  SERVICES  UNDER  PART  B  OF  TITLE 

8  XVTII  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

9  Sec.  141.  The  Secretary  shall  make  a  study  relating  to 

10  the  inclusion  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 

11  program  (part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act) 

12  of  services  of  additional  types  of  licensed  practitioners  per- 

13  forming  health  services  in  independent  practice.  The  Secre- 

14  tary  shall  make  a  report  to  the  Congress  prior  to  January 

15  1,  1969,  of  his  finding  with  respect  to  the  need  for  cover- 

16  ing,  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program, 

17  any  of  the  various  types  of  services  such  practitioners  per- 

18  form  and  the  costs  to  such  program  of  covering  such  addi- 

19  tional  services,  and  shall  make  recommendations  as  to  the 

20  priority  and  method  for  covering  these  services  and  the 

21  measures  that  should  be  adopted  to  protect  the  health  and 

22  safety  of  the  individuals  to  whom  such  services  would  be 

23  furnished. 

H.B.,  12080  9 
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1  C^^)METH0D   0F   DETERMINING  REASONABLE   COST  FOR 

2  PROVIDERS  OF  SERVICES 

3  Sec.  142.  (a)(1)  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  sec- 

4  tion  1861  (v)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  insert  in 

5  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "Such  regulations  (A)  shall  pro- 

6  vide  for  the  determination  of  costs  of  services  on  a  per  diem 

7  basis,  at  the  option  of  the  provider  of  semices,  in  all  cases 

8  where  the  circumstances  under  which  the  services  provided 

9  so  permit,  and,  otherwise,  shall  provide  for  the  determination 

10  of  costs  of  services  on  a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis, 

11  insuring  the  provider  of  services  reasonable  cost  reimburse- 

12  ment,  (B)  may  provide  for  the  use  of  estimates  of  costs  of 

13  particular  items  or  services,  and  (C )  may  provide  for  the  use 

14  of  charges  or  a  percentage  of  charges  where  this  method 

15  reasonably  reflects  the  costs.  With  a  view  to  not  encouraging 

16  inefficiency,  in  determining  a  per  diem  basis  for  cost  of  services 

17  there  shall  be  taken  into  account  the  per  diem  costs  prevailing 

18  in  a  community  for  comparable  quality  and  levels  of  services." 

19  (2)  The  fourth  sentence  of  such  section  1861  (v)  (1) 

20  is  amended  by  inserting  "(except  as  might  happen  by  rea- 

21  son  of  the  provisions  of  clause  (A)  of  the  preceding  sen- 

22  tence)"  immediately  after  "ivill  not". 

23  (b)   The  amendments  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

24  be  applicable  to  services  provided,  under  title  XVIII  of  the 

25  Social  Security  Act  on  and  after  July  1,  1968. 
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1  (REALLOWANCE  FOR  DEPRECIATION  AND  INTEREST  IN 

2  DETERMINING  REASONABLE  COST   UNDER   TITLES  V, 

3  XVIII,  AND  XIX 

4  Sec.  143.  (a)(1)  Section  1861  (v)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

5  rity  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
q  new  paragraph: 

7  "(5)  (A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this 

8  title,  the  term  'reasonable  cost'  shall  include  amounts  attrib- 

9  utable  to  the  depreciation  of  plant  and  equipment  of  a  pro- 

10  vider  of  services  and  interest  on  funds  borrowed  by  a  pro- 

11  vider  of  services  for  plant  and  equipment,  except  as  provided 

12  in  the  succeeding  subparagraphs  of  this  paragraph. 

13  "(B)  Where  a  provider  of  services  makes  a  capital 

14  expenditure  with  respect  to  plant  and  equipment  and  a  State 

15  agency  ( established  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314 

16  (a)  (2)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  determines  (and 

17  so  informs  such  provider)  that  such  capital  expenditure  does 

18  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  developed  by  such  agency  for 

19  adequate  health-care  facilities  in  such  State  or  any  part 

20  thereof,  then  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  provider  had  notice 

21  that  such  capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall 

22  plan  at  the  time  such  capital  expenditure  was  made,  deduct 

23  from  future  payments  under  this  title  to  such  provider  of 

24  services,  for  such  periods  of  time  as  the  Secretary  finds 
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1  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 

2  amounts  for  depreciation  attributable  to,  and  interest  on 

3  funds  borrowed  for,  such  capital  expenditure. 

4  "(C)  For  purpose  of  this  paragraph,  a  'capital  expendi- 

5  ture  means  an  expenditure  which,  under  accepted  accounting 

6  procedures,  is  not  properly  chargeable  as  an  expense  of  oper- 

7  ation  and  maintenance  and  which  either  (i)  exceeds  $50,000, 

8  (U)  changes  the  bed  capacity  of  the  facility  with  respect 

9  to  which  such  expenditure  is  made,  or  (Hi)  substantially 
10  changes  the  services  of  the  facility  with  respect  to  which 
H  such  expenditure  is  made.  For  purposes  of  clause  (i)  of 

12  the  preceding  sentence,  the  cost  of  the  studies,  surveys, 

13  designs,  plans,  working  drawings,  specifications,  and  other 

14  activities  essential  to  the  acquisition,  improvement,  expansion, 

15  or  replacement  of  the  plant  and  equipment  with  respect  to 

16  which  such  expenditure  is  made  shall  be  included  in  deter- 
1'  mining  whether  such  expenditure  exceeds  $50,000." 

1^  (2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply, 

19  in  the  case  of  any  State,  with  respect  to  capital  expenditures 

20  made  after  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  earlier:  (A) 

21  June  30,  1970,  or  (B)  the  last  day  of  the  calendar  quarter 

22  in  which  a  request  is  made  by  such  State  that  such  amend- 

23  ment  apply  in  such  State  or  any  part  thereof  specified  by 

24  such  State. 

25  (b)(1)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Security 
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1  Act  (as  amended  by  section  224  of  this  Act)  is  further 

2  amended  by — 

3  (A)  striking   oat   "(D)"    and   inserting   in  lieu 

4  thereof  "(D)  (i)"; 

5  (B)  inserting  immediately  before  the  semicolon  at 

6  the   end   thereof   the   following:   "and    (ii)    that,  in 

7  determining  the  reasonable  cost  of  inpatient  hospital 

8  services  provided  under  the  plan,  there  shall  be  included 

9  an  amount  attributable  to  the  depreciation  of  plant  and 
10  equipment  and  interest  on  funds  borrowed  for  plant  and 
H  equipment,  but  not,  with  respect  to  a  capital  expenditure 

12  in  the  case  of  any  institution  furnishing  such  services, 

13  for  such  periods  as  the  Secretary  may  specify,  after 

14  a  determination  has  been  made  ( and  the  institution  has 

15  been  so  notified)  by  a  State  agency  ( established  or  desig- 

16  noted  pursuant  to  section  314(a)(2)  of  the  Public 
1^  Health  Service  Act)  that  such  capital  expenditure  (as 

18  defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C ) )  with  respect  to  the 

19  plant  and  equipment  of  such  institution  does  not  con- 

20  form  to  the  overall  plan  of  such  State  agency  ( so  estab- 

21  lished  or  designated)  for  adequate  health-care  facilities 

22  and  the  institution  had  notice  that  such  capital  expendi- 
2^  ture  did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan  at  the  time 
2^  such  capital  expenditure  was  made" . 

25  (2)  Section  1903(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
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1  at  the  end  thereof  ( after  paragraph  (2)  added  to  such  sub- 

2  section  by  section  222(c)  of  this  Act)  the  following  new 

3  paragraph : 

4  "(3)  Notwithstanding  the  previous  provisions  of  this  sec- 

5  tion  where  an  institution  furnishing  care  and  services  under 

6  the  plan  has  made  a  capital  expenditure  ( as  defined  in  sec- 

7  tion  1861(v)  (5)  (C )   which  a  State  agency  (established 

8  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314(a)  (2)  of  the  Public 

9  Health  Service  Act)  has  determined  (and  so  informs  such 

10  institution)  does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  developed  by 

11  such  State  agency  (so  established  or  designated)  for  adequate 

12  health-care  facilities  and  such  institution  had  notice  that  such 

13  capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan  at 

14  the  time  such  expenditure  was  made,  the  amount  determined 

15  under  subsection  (a)(1)  for  care  and  services  furnished  by 

16  such  institution  shall  not  take  into  account,  for  such  period  of 

17  time  as  the  Secretary  may  specify,  the  amounts  attributable  to 
l^  depreciation  of,  and  interest  on,  funds  borrowed  for  such 

19  capital  expenditure." 

20  (c)(1)  Section   505(a)(6)    of   the   Social  Security 

21  Act  (as  added  to  such  Act  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is 

22  amended  by — 

23  (A)  striking  out  "provides"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  "(A)  provides";  and 

2<*  (B)  striking  out  "under  the  plan"  and  inserting  in 
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-  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "under*  the  plan,  and  (B) 

2  provides  that,  in  determining  the  reasonable  cost  of  in- 

2  patient  hospital  services  provided  under  the  plan,  there 

^  shall  be  included  an  amount  attributable  to  the  deprecia- 

g  tion  of  plant  and  equipment  and  interest  on  funds  bor- 

q  rowed  for  plant  and  equipment,  but  not,  with  respect  to 

rj  a  capital  expenditure  in  the  case  of  any  institution  fur- 

g  nishing  such  services,  for  such  periods  as  the  Secretary 

g  may  specify,  after  a  determination  has  been  made  (and 

1q  the  institution  has  been  so  notified)  by  a  State  agency 

H  (established  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314(a) 

12  (3)  °f  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  that  such  capital 

13  expenditure  (as  defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C ) ) 

14  with  respect  to  the  plant  and  equipment  of  such  institu- 

15  tion  does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  of  such  State 

16  agency  (so  established  or  designated)  for  adequate  health- 

17  care  facilities  and  the  institution  had  notice  that  such 

18  capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan 

19  at  the  time  such  capital  expenditure  was  made' '. 

20  (2)  Section  506(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

21  added  to  such  Act  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended 

22  by  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the  following:  "(in- 

23  eluding  expenditures  for  inpatient  hospital  services  in  accord- 

24  ance  with  the  requirements  of  section  505(a)  (6)  (B) )". 
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1  (3)  (A)  Clause  (2)  of  the  second  sentence  of  section 

2  509(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by  section  301 

3  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "by  the  Secretary" 

4  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "by  the  Secretary  and  the  pro- 

5  visions  of  the  succeeding  sentence  of  this  subsection)" . 

6  (B)  Section  509(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

7  added  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  adding  at 

8  the  end  the  following  new  sentence'  "For  purposes  of  the 

9  preceding  sentence,  'reasonable  cost'  shall  include  an  amount 

10  attributable  to  the  depreciation  of  plant  and  equipment  and 

11  interest  on  funds  borrowed  for  plant  and  equipment,  but 

12  not,  with  respect  to  a  capital  expenditure  in  the  case  of  any 

13  institution  furnishing  inpatient  hospital  services,  for  such 

14  periods  as  the  Secretary  may  specify,  after  a  determination 

15  has  been  made  (and  the  institution  has  been  so  notified)  by 

16  a  State  agency  (established  or  designated  pursuant  to  sec- 

17  tion  314(a)(2)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  that  such 

18  capital  expenditure  (as  defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C )  ) 

19  with  respect  to  the  plant  and  equipment  of  such  institution 

20  does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan  of  such  State  aqency 

21  ( so  established  or  designated )  for  adequate  health-care  facili- 

22  ties  and  the  institution  had  notice  that  such  capital  expenditure 

23  did  not  conform  to  such  overall  plan  at  the  time  such  capital 

24  expenditure  was  made." 

25  Titie  y  0j  ^e  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  to 
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1  such  Act  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  adding 

2  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

3  "limitation  on  payments  and  grants 

4  "Sec.  515.  Notwithstanding  the  previous  provisions 

5  of  this  title,  where  an  institution  furnishing  health-care, 

6  services,  and  treatment  has  made  a  capital  expenditure  ( as 
1  defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (5)  (C) )  which  a  State  agency 
°  (established  or  designated  pursuant  to  section  314(a)(2)  of 
9  the  Public  Health  Service  Act)  has  determined  (and  so  in- 

10  formed  such  institution)  does  not  conform  to  the  overall  plan 

H  of  such  State  agency  (so  established  or  designated)  for  ade- 

12  quote  health-care  facilities  and  such  institution  had  notice 

13  that  such  capital  expenditure  did  not  conform  to  such  overall 

1^  plan  at  the  time  the  expenditure  was  made,  the  Secretary  shall 

1^  not,  for  such  period  or  periods  of  time  as  he  may  specify, 
if?. 

take  into  account  the  amounts  attributable  to  depreciation  of, 
and   the   interest   on  funds  borrowed  for,   such  capital 

1 8 

expenditure." 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  subsectioiris  (b)  and  (c) 

20 

shall  apply,  in  the  case  of  any  State,  with  respect  to  care, 

21 

services,  or  treatment  provided  after  whichever  of  the  follow- 

22 

ing  is  the  earlier:  (A)  June  30,  1970,  or  (B)  the  last  day 

23 

of  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  State  has  requested  the 

24 

amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  to  apply 

25 

in  such  State  or  any  part  thereof. 
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1  i&6}STATE  AGREEMENTS  FOR  COVERAGE  UNDER  THE 

2  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM  FOR  THE  AGED 

3  Sec.  144.  Title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

4  amended  by  adding  after  section  1817  the  following  new 

5  section : 

6  "STATE   AGREEMENTS   FOR   COVERAGE   OF  ANNUITANTS 

7  AND  MEMBERS  OF  A  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  AND  THEIR 

8  DEPENDENTS  AND  SURVIVORS 

9  "Sec.  1818.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of 
10  a  State  which  has  entered  into  an  agreement  under  section 
H   218,  enter  into  an  agreement  with  such  State  pursuant  to 

12  which  all  individuals  in  any  of  the  coverage  groups  described 

13  in  subsection  (b)  (as  specified  in  the  agreement)  will  be  en- 
l^    titled  to  benefits  under  this  part. 

15  "(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

1^  u(l)  the  term  'retirement  system!  means  a  pension, 

^         annuity,  retirement,  or  similar  fund  or  system  estab- 
lished by  a  State  or  by  a  political  subdivision  thereof. 

"(2)  the  term  'political  subdivision'  includes  an  in- 
strumentality of  (A)  a  State,  (B)  one  or  more  political 
subdivisions  of  a  State,  or  (C)  a  State  and  one  or  more 
political  subdivisions. 

no 

"(3)  the  term  'State'  includes  an  instrumentality  of 
^         two  or  more  States. 

"(4)  the  term  'coverage  group'  means  (A)  an- 
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1  nuitants  under  a  retirement  system,  (B)  members  of  a 

2  retirement  system  who  are  not  annuitants,  (C)  the  wives 

3  or  husbands  of  annuitants  under  a  retirement  system, 

4  (D)  the  wives  or  husbands  of  members  of  a  retirement 

5  system  who  are  not  annuitants,   (E)   the  widows  or 

6  widowers  of  annuitants  under  a  retirement  system,  and 

7  (F)  the  widows  or  widowers  of  members  of  a  retirement 

8  system  who  were  not  annuitants;  except  that  such  term 

9  shall  not  include  any  individual  who  is  entitled  to 

10  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  or  who  is  en- 

11  titled  to  receive  an  annuity  or  a  pension  under  the  Rail- 

12  road  Retirement  Act  of  1937  or  who  is  entitled  to  benefits 

13  under  this  part  pursuant  to  section  103  of  the  Social 

14  Security  Amendments  of  1965. 

15  "(c)  (1)  An  agreement  entered  into  with  any  State  un- 

16  der  this  section  shall  be  applicable  to  one  or  more  coverage 

17  groups,  referred  to  in  clause  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(4),  and 

18  as  designated  by  the  State  in  such  agreement. 

19  "(2)  An  agreement  entered  into  with  any  State  under 

20  this  section  may  be  applicable  to  one  or  more  of  the  coverage 

21  groups  referred  to  in  any  of  the  clauses  of  subsection  (b)  (4) 

22  ( except  clause  (A))  but  only  with  respect  to  retirement  sys- 

23  terns  (A)  the  annuitants  of  which  are  individuals  in  a  cover- 

24  age  group  designated,  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1),  as  a  cov- 
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1  erage  group  to  which  such  agreement  applies  and  (B)  in  the 

2  case  of  wives,  husbands,  widows,  and  widowers,  referred  to 

3  in  clauses  (D)  and  (F),  the  members  of  which  are  individ- 

4  uals  in  a  coverage  group  designated,  pursuant  to  this  para- 

5  graph,  as  a  coverage  group  to  which  this  agreement  applies. 

6  "(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  any  State. 

7  modify  the  agreement  with  such  State  under  this  section  to 

8  include  any  coverage  group  to  which  the  agreement  did  not 

9  previously  apply;  but  the  agreement  as  so  modified  may  not 

10  be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  section  applicahU- 

11  in  the  case  of  an  original  agreement  with  a  State. 

12  "(&)  F°r  purposes  of  this  section  an  individual  who 

13  is  in  a  coverage  group  to  which  the  agreement  under  this  sec- 

14  tion  applies,  shall  (subject  to  the  succeeding  provisions  of 

15  this  section )  be  entitled  (1)  to  benefits  under  this  part  in  the 

16  same  manner  and  under  the  same  conditions  as  though  he 

17  established  such  entitlement  under  section  226,  and  (2)  for 

18  the  purposes  of  section  144  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

19  ments  of  1967. 

20  "(f)  The  entitlement  to  benefits  under  this  part  of  an 

21  individual,  who  is  in  a  coverage  group  to  which  the  agree- 

22  ment  under  this  section  applies,  shall — 


23 


(1 )  begin  on  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 


24 


latest : 


25 


(A)  April  1,  1968 
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2  "(B)  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  such 

2  individual  attains  the  age  of  65, 

3  "(C)  the  first  day  of  the  month  following  the 

4  first  month  in  which  he  is  in  such  coverage  group, 

5  "(D)  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  follow- 
q  ing  the  month  in  ivhich  such  agreement  is  entered 

7  into,  or 

8  "(E)  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  folloiv- 

9  ing  the  month  to  which  such  agreement,  pursuant  to 

10  a  modification,  becomes  applicable  to  such  coverage 

11  group,  and 

12  "(2)   end  on  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 

13  earliest — 

14  "(A)  the  last  day  of  the  month  in  ivhich  such 

15  individual  dies, 

16  "(B)  the  last  day  of  the  month  preceding  the 

17  first  month  for  ivhich  he  becomes  entitled  to  monthly 

18  benefits  under  title  II  or  to  an  annuity  or  a  pension 

19  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  or  to 

20  benefits  under  this  part  pursuant  to  section  103  of 

21  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965, 

22  "(C)  the  first  dag  of  the  month  following  the 

23  month  in  which  he  ceases  to  be  in  the  coverage  group 

24  to  which  such  agreement  is  applicable. 
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1  "(D)  the  day  on  which  such  agreement  ter- 

2  minates,  or 

3  "(E)  the  day  on  which  such  agreement  ter- 

4  minates  with  respect  to  such  coverage  group. 

5  ' '(g)  Each  such  agreement  shall  provide  that  the  State — 

6  "(1)  will,  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary 

7  specifies,   reimburse   the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 

8  Trust  Fund  (A )  for  payments  made  from  such  Fund 

9  to  pay  for  the  services  furnished  to  individuals  entitled 

10  to  have  payment  made  for  such  services  by  reason  of 

11  such  agreement  and  (B)  for  the  administrative  expenses 

12  incurred  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

13  Welfare  in  carrying  out  such  agreement  and  by  such  pub- 

14  lie  or  private  agencies  that  such  Department  may  utilize 

15  for  such  purpose, 

16  "(2)  will  comply  with  such  rules  and  regulations 

17  as  the  Secretary  may  issue  in  carrying  out  such  agree- 

18  ment, 

19  "(3)  will  furnish  the  Secretary  such  timely  informa- 

20  tion  and  reports  as  he  may  find  necessary  in  performing 

21  his  functions  under  this  section  and  will  maintain  such 

22  records  and  afford  such  access  thereto  as  the  Secretary 

23  finds  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness  and  verification 

24  of  the  information  and  reports  under  this  paragraph 

25  and  otherwise  carry  out  this  agreement, 
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1  and  shall  contain  such  other  terms  and  conditions  not  incon- 

2  sistent  with  this  section  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary 

3  and  appropriate. 

4  "(h)  Upon  giving  at  least  6  months  notice  in  writing 

5  to  the  Secretary,  a  State  may  terminate,  effective  at  the 

6  end  of  a  calendar  quarter  specified  in  the  notice,  its  agree- 

7  merit  with  the  Secretary  either  in  its  entirety  or  with  respect 

8  to  a  coverage  group. 

9  "(i)  If  the  Secretary,  after  giving  reasonable  notice 

10  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  a  State  with  whom  he  has 

11  entered  into  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section,  finds 

12  that  the  State  has  failed  or  is  no  longer  legally  able  sub- 

13  stantially  to  comply  with  any  provision  of  such  agreement  or 

14  of  this  section,  he  shall  notify  such  State  that  the  agreement 
1°  will  be  terminated  in  its  entirety,  or  with  respect  to  any  one 
16  or  more  coverage  groups  designated  by  him,  at  such  time  as 
1/  he  deems  appropriate,  unless  prior  to  such  time  he  finds  there 

18  no  longer  is  any  such  failure  or  that  the  cause  for  such  legal 

19  inability  has  been  removed. 

-0  "fjj  A  determination  by  a  State,  which  has  entered  into 

21  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  under  this  section,  as  to 

22  whether  an  individual  is  an  annuitant  or  member  of  a  retire- 

23  merit  system  or  the  wife,  widow,  husband,  or  widower  of  such 
2^  an  annuitant  or  member  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  section,  be 
25  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  Secretary. 
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1  "(h)(1)  If  more  or  less  than  the  correct  amount  due 

2  under  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  is  paid,  proper 

3  adjustments  with  respect  to  the  amounts  due  under  such 

4  agreement  shall  be  made,  without  interest,  in  such  manner 

5  and  at  such  times  as  may  be  prescribed  by  regulations  of  the 

6  Secretary. 

7  "(2)  In  case  any  State  does  not  make,  at  the  time  or 

8  times  due,  the  payments  provided  for  under  an  agreement 

9  pursuant  to  this  section,  there  shall  be  added,  as  part  of  the 

10  amounts  due,  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum 

11  from  the  date  due  until  paid." 

12  (8T)PROVISIONS  FOR  BENEFITS  UNDER  PART  A  OF  TITLE 

13  XVIII  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  FOR  SERVICES  TO 

14  PATIENTS    ADMITTED    PRIOR    TO    1968    TO  CERTAIN 

15  HOSPITALS 

1"  Sec.  145.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  title 

^  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  an  individual  who  is  en- 

18  titled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  section  226  of 

19  such  Act  may,  subject  to  subsections  (b)  and  (c),  receive, 

20  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill,  reimbursement  for  charges  to 

21  him  for  inpatient  hospital  services  ( as  defined,  in  section  1861 

22  of  such  Act,  but  ivithout  regard  to  subsection  (e)  of  such 
2^  section )  furnished  by,  or  under  arrangements  ( as  defined  in 
^  section  1861  (w)  of  such  Act)  with,  a  hospital  if — 

(1 )  the  hospital  did  not  have  an  agreement  in  effect 
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1  under  section  1866  of  such  Act  but  would  have  been 

2  eligible  for  payment  under  such  part  A  with  respect  to 

3  such  services  if  at  the  time  such  services  were  furnished 

4  the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement  in  effect; 

5  (2)  the  hospital  (A)  meets  the  requirements  of 

6  paragraphs  (5)  and  (7)  of  section  1861(e)  of  such 

7  Act,  (B)  is  not  primarily  engaged  in  providing  the  serv- 

8  ices  described  in  section  1861  (j)  (1)  (A)  of  such  Act, 

9  and  (C)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing,  by  or  under 

10  the  supervision  of  individuals  referred  to  in  paragraph 

11  (1 )  of  section  1861(r)  of  such  Act,  to  inpatients  (i) 

12  diagnostic  services  and  therapeutic  services  for  medical 

13  diagnosis,  treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  disabled,  or 

14  sick  persons,  or  (ii)  rehabilitation  services  for  the  re- 

15  habilitation  of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons; 

16  (3)  the  hospital  did  not  meet  the  requirements  that 

17  must  be  met  to  permit  payment  to  the  hospital  under  such 

18  part  A;  and 

19  (4)  an  application  is  filed  (submitted  in  such  form 

20  and  manner  and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and 

21  supported  by  such  information,  as  the  Secretary  shall 

22  by  regulations  prescribe)  for  reimbursement  before  Jan- 

23  wary  1,  1969. 

24  (b)  Payments  under  this  section  may  not  be  made  for 


H.R.  12080  10 


146 

1  inpatient  hospital  services  ( as  defined  in  subsection  (a) ) 

2  furnished  to  an  individual — 

3  (1)  prior  to  July  1,  1966, 

4  (2)  after  December  31,  1967,  unless  furnished  with 

5  respect  to  an  admission  to  the  hospital  prior  to  Janu- 

6  ary  1,  1968,  and 

1  (3)  for  more  than — 

8  (A)  90  days  in  any  spell  of  illness,  but  only  if 

9  (i)  prior  to  January  1,  1969,  the  hospital  furnish- 

10  ing  such  services  entered  into  an  agreement  under 

11  section  1866  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  (ii)  the 

12  hospital's  plan  for  utilization  review,  as  provided 

13  for  in  section  1861  (k)  of  such  Act,  has,  in  accord- 

14  ance  with  section  1814  of  such  Act,  been  applied 

15  to  the  services  furnished  such  individual,  or 

16  (B )  20  days  in  any  spell  of  illness,  if  the  hos- 

17  pital  did  not  meet  the  conditions  of  clauses  (i)  and 

18  (U)  of  subparagraph  (A). 

19  (c)(1)  The  amounts  payable  in  accordance  with  sub- 

20  section  ( a )  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services  shall, 

21  subject  to  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  be  paid  from  the 

22  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  in  amounts  equal 

23  to  60  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  routine 

24  services  furnished  in  the  accommodations  occupied  by  the 

25  individual  or  in  semi-private  accommodations  ( as  defined 
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1  in  section  1861(v)  (4) )  whichever  is  less,  plus  80  percent 

2  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  ancillary  services.  If 

3  separate  charges  for  routine  and  ancillary  services  are  not 

4  made  by  the  hospital,  reimbursement  may  be  based  on  two- 

5  thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  the  services 

6  received  but  not  to  exceed  the  charges  which  would  have  been 

7  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied  semi-private  accommo- 

8  dations  (as  so  defined).  For  purposes  of  the  preceding  pro- 

9  visions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  "routine  services"  shall 

10  mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing  services,  minor 

11  medical  and  surgical  supplies  and  the  use  of  equipment  and 

12  facilities  for  which  a  separate  charge  is  not  customarily 

13  made;  the  term  "ancillary  services"  shall  mean  those  special 

14  services  for  which  charges  are  customarily  made  in  addition 

15  to  routine  services. 

16  (2)  Before  applying  paragraph  (1),  payments  made 
IT  under  this  section  shall  be  reduced  to  the  extent  provided  for 

18  under  section  1813  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  the  case  of 

19  benefits  payable  to  providers  of  services  under  part  A  of  title 

20  XVIII  of  such  Act. 

21  (d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section — 

22  (1)  the  90-day  period,  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)  (3)  (A) ,  shall  be  reduced  by  the  number  of  days  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  to  such  individual 
during  the  spell  of  illness,  referred  to  therein,  and  with 


23 
24 
25 
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1  respect  to  which  he  was  entitled  to  have  payment  made 

2  under  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act; 

3  (2)  the  20-day  period,  referred  to  in  subsection 

4  (b)(3)(B)  shall  be  reduced  by  the  number  of  days  in 

5  excess  of  70  days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 

6  during  the  spell  of  illness,  referred  to  therein,  and  with 

7  respect  to  which  such  individual  was  entitled  to  have  pay- 

8  ment  made  under  such  part  A  ; 

9  (3)  the  term  "spell  of  illness9'  shall  have  the  meaning 

10  assigned  to  it  by  subsection  (a)  of  section  1861  of  such 

11  Act  except  that  the  term  "inpatient  hospital  services"  as 

12  it  appears  in  such  subsection  shall  have  the  meaning  as- 

13  signed  to  it  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

14  (88)PAYMENTS  FOR  EMERGENCY  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

15  Sec.  146.  (a)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph 

16  (8)  of  section  1861  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

17  by  striking  out  "which  meets  the  requirement  of  paragraphs 

18  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5)  and  (7)  of  this  subsection"  and 

19  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "which  (i)  meets  the  requirements  of 

20  paragraphs  (5)  and  (7)  of  this  subsection,  (ii)  is  not  pri- 

21  marily   engaged   in   providing   the   services  described  in 

22  section  1861  (j)  (1)  (A)  and  (Hi)  is  primarily  engaged  in 

23  providing,  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  individuals  referred 

24  to  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  1861(r),  to  inpatients  diag- 
2^  nostic  services  and  therapeutic  services  for  medical  diagnosis, 
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1  treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons,  or 

2  rehabilitation  services  for  the  rehabilitation  of  injured,  dis- 

3  abled,  or  sick  persons." 

4  (b)  That  portion  of  section  1812(a)  of  such  Act  that 

5  precedes  paragraph  (1 )  thereof  is  amended  by  inserting  "or, 
q  in  the  case  of  payments  referred  to  in  section  1814(d)  (2) 

7  to  him"  after  ilon  his  behalf". 

8  (c)  Section  1814(d)  is  amended  by — 

9  (1)  striking  out  "Payments"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

10  thereof  "(1)  Payments" ; 

11  (2)  deleting  "furnished"  and  inserting  "furnished  in 

12  a  calendar  year" ; 

13  (3)  deleting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (A)  and, 

14  inserting  a  comma  in  lieu  thereof ; 

15  (4)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first 

16  sentence  the  following:  ",  and  (C)  such  hospital  has 

17  elected  to  claim  payments  for  all  such  inpatient  emergency 

18  services  and  for  the  emergency  outpatient  services  re- 

19  f erred  to  in  section  1835(b)  furnished  during  such 

20  year"  ;  and 

21  (5)  adding  at  the  end,  of  such  section  1814(d)  the 

22  following  new  paragraphs: 

23  "(2)  Payment  may  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized 

24  bill  to  an  individual  entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits 

25  under  section  226  for  services  described,  in  paragraph  (1) 
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1  which  are  emergency  services  if  (A)  payment  cannot  be 

2  made  under  paragraph  (1)  solely  because  the  hospital  does 

3  not  elect  to  claim  such  payment,  and  (B)  such  individual  files 

4  application  (submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form 

5  and  manner  and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and  sup- 

6  ported  by  such  information  as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regula- 

7  lions  prescribe)  for  reimbursement. 

8  "(3)  The  amounts  payable  under  the  preceding  para- 

9  graph  with  respect  to  services  described  therein  shall,  subject 

10  to  the  provisions  of  section  1813,  be  equal  to  60  percent  of  the 

11  hospital7  s  reasonable  charges  for  routine  services  furnished  in 

12  the  accommodations  occupied  by  the  individual  or  in  semi- 

13  private  accommodations  { as  defined  in  section  1861  (v)  (4)  ), 

14  whichever  is  le^s,  plus  80  percent  of  the  hospitaVs  reasonable 

15  charges  for  ancillary  services.  If  separate  charges  for  routine 

16  and  ancillary  services  are  not  made  by  the  hospital,  reim- 

17  bursement  may  be  based  on  two-thirds  of  the  hospitaVs  reason- 

18  able  charges  for  the  services  received  but  not  to  exceed  the 

19  charges  ivhich  would,  have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  oc- 

20  cupied  semiprivate  accommodations.  For  purposes  of  the 

21  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'routine 

22  services'  shall  mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing 

23  services,  minor  medical  and  surgical  supplies  and  the  use  of 

24  equipment  and  facilities  for  ivhich  a  separate  charge  is  not 

25  customarily  made;  the  term  'ancillary  services  shall  mean 
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^  those  special  services  for  which  charges  are  customarily  made 

2  in  addition  to  routine  services." 

3  (d)  The  provisions  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 

4  tion  shall  become  effective  as  of  July  1,  1966,  and  the 

5  provisions  made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section 
q  shall  apply  to  services  furnished  with  respect  to  admissions 

7  occurring  after  December  31 ,  1967,  and,  to  outpatient  hospi- 

8  tal  diagnostic  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967, 

9  and  before  April  1, 1968. 

10  (8&ypAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES  FURNISHED 

11  OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

12  Sec.  147.  (a)  Section  1814(f)  of  the  Social  Security 

13  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

14  "PAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES  FURNISHED  OUTSIDE 

15  THE  UNITED  STATES 

16  "(f)(1)  Payment  shall  be  made  for  inpatient  hospital 

17  services  ( as  defined  in  section  1861,  but  without  regard  to  sub- 

18  section  (e)  of  such  section)  furnished  to  an  individual  entitled 

19  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  section  226  by  a  hospital 

20  ( or  under  arrangements  ( as  defined  in  section  1861  (w )  )  with 

21  it)  which  is  situated  within  50  miles  outside  the  continental 

22  United  States  (or  within  a  city  or  other  municipality  any 

23  part  of  which  is  within  50  miles  of  the  United  States)  in  a 

24  country  contiguous  thereto  if  such  individual  is  a  resident  of 

25  the  United  States  and  if — 
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1  "(A)(i)  such  hospital  was  closer  to,  or  substantially 

2  more  accessible  from  the  residence  of  such  individual  than 

3  the  nearest  hospital  within  the  United  States  which  was 

4  adequately  equipped  to  deal  with,  and  was  available  for 

5  the  treatment  of,  such  individuals  illness  or  injury,  or 

6  (ii)  such  services  were  emergency  services  and  the  emer- 

7  gency  which  necessitated  such  services  occurred  in  a  place 

8  within  (I)  the  United  States  or  (II)  SO  miles  outside 

9  the  United  States  in  a  country  contiguous  thereto  and 

10  such  hospital  was  closer  to  or  substantially  more  acces- 

11  sible  from  such  place  than  the  nearest  hospital  within  the 

12  United  States  which  was  adequately  equipped  to  deal 

13  with,  and  was  available  for  the  treatment  of,  such 

14  individual1  s  illness  or  injury,  and 

15  tl(B)(i)  the  hospital  was  accredited  by  the  Joint 

16  Commission  on  Accreditation  of  Hospitals  or  (ii)  the 

17  Secretary  finds  that  the  accreditation  or  comparable 

18  approval  standards  of  a  program  of  the  country  in 

19  which  the  hospital  is  located  are  essentially  equivalent 

20  to  the  requirements  specified  in  clause  (i)  of  this  sub- 

21  paragraph  and  the  hospital  was  accredited  or  similarly 

22  approved  by  such  program. 

23  "(2)  Payment  under  this  subsection  may  not  be  made 

24  for  inpatient  hospital  services  (as  defined  in  paragraph 

25  (1)  )  furnished  to  an  individual  for  more  than  twenty  days  in 
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1  a  spell  of  illness  (as  defined  in  subsection  (a)  of  section 

2  1861,  except  that  for  such  purposes  the  term  'inpatient  hos- 

3  pital  services  shall  have  the  meaning  assigned  to  it  by  para- 

4  graph  (1)  of  this  subsection ) ;  and  days  in  excess  of  twenty 

5  in  which  inpatient  hospital  services  (as  so  defined)  are  fur- 
q  nished  during  such  spell  of  illness  for  which  payment,  but 

7  for  this  paragraph,  woidd  be  made  under  this  subsection 

8  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  for  purposes  of  section  1812 

9  (b)(1). 

10  "(3)  Payments  under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  to 

11  the  individual  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  in  the  amount 

12  specified  in  paragraph  (4),  if  such  individual  files  applica- 

13  tion  ( submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form  and  man- 

14  ner  and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and  supported  by 

15  such  information  as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regulations  pre- 

16  scribe)  for  such  payment. 

17  "(4)    The   amounts   payable   under   paragraph  (3) 

18  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  1813,  be  equal 

19  to  60  per  centum  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for 

20  routine  services  furnished  in  the  accommodations  occupied 

21  by  the  individual  or  in  semiprivate  accommodations  (as 

22  defined  in  section  1861(v)(4)),  whichever  is  less,  plus 

23  80  per  centum  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for 

24  ancillary  services.   If  separate  charges  for  routine  and 

25  ancillary  services  are  not  made  by  the  hospital,  reimburse- 
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1  ment  may  be  based  on  two-thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 

2  charges  for  the  services  received  but  not  to  exceed  the  charges 

3  which  would  have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied 

4  semiprivate  accommodations.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding 

5  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'routine  services'  shall 

6  mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing  services,  minor 

7  medical  and  surgical  supplies,  and  the  use  of  equipment  and 

8  facilities  for  which  a  separate  charge  is  not  customarily 

9  made;  the  term  'ancillary  services'  shall  mean  those  special 

10  services  for  which  charges  are  customarily  made  in  addition 

11  to  routine  services." 

12  (b)  The  provisions  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to 

13  services  furnished  with  respect  to  admissions  occurring  after 

14  March  31,  1968. 

15  (QO^PAYMENT  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSUR- 

16  ANCE  PROGRAM  FOR  CERTAIN  INPATIENT  ANCILLARY 

17  SERVICES 

18  Sec.  148.  (a)  So  much  of  section  1861  (s)  of  the  Social 

19  Security  Act  which  precedes  paragraph  (1)  is  amended  by 

20  striking  out  "(unless  they  would  otherwise  constitute  inpa- 

21  tient  hospital  services,   extended  care  services,   or  home 

22  health  services)". 

23  (b)  The  sentence  immediately  following  paragraph  (9) 

24  of  section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after 

25  "hospital"  the  following:  "(which,  for  purposes  of  this 
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1  sentence,  means  an  institution  considered  a  hospital  for  pur- 

2  poses  of  section  1814(d) 

3  (c)  Section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

4  at  the  end  thereof  ( after  and  below  paragraph  (13)  as  added 

5  to  such  section  by  section  129(b)  of  this  Act)  the  following 

6  new  sentence:  "None  of  the  items  and  services  referred  to  in 

7  the  preceding  paragraphs  (other  than  paragraphs  (1)  and 

8  (2)  (A))  of  this  subsection  which  are  furnished  to  a  patient 

9  of  an  institution  which  meets  the  definition  of  a  hospital 

10  for  purposes  of  section  1814(d)  shall  be  included  unless 

11  such  other  conditions  are  met  as  the  Secretary  may  find 

12  necessary  relating  to  health  and  safety  of  individuals  with 

13  respect  to  whom  such  items  and  services  are  furnished." 

14  (d)  Section  1861  (s)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

15  striking  out  "as  his  home"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "as 

16  his  home  other  than  an  institution  that  meets  the  requirements 

17  of  subsection  (e)(1)  or  (j)  (1 )  of  this  section". 

18  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

19  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  March  31,  1968. 

20  (9V)genebal  enrollment  period  under  title  xviii 

21  Sec.  149.  (a)  Section  1837(b)(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

22  rity  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

23  "(1)  No  individual  may  enroll  for  the  first  time  under 

24  this  part  unless  he  does  so  in  a  general  enrollment  period  ( as 

25  provided  in  subsection  (e))  which  begins  within  3  years 
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1  after  the  close  of  the  first  enrollment  period  during  which  he 

2  could  have  enrolled  under  this  part." 

3  (b)  Section  1837 ( e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

4  follows: 

5  "(e)  There  shall  be  a  general  enrollment  period,  after  the 

6  period  described  in  subsection  (c),  during  the  period  begin- 

7  ning  on  January  1  and  ending  on  March  31  of  each  year 

8  beginning  with  1969." 

9  (c)  Section  1838(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

10  (1)  striking  out  in  paragraph  (1)  the  following: 

11  during  a  general  enrollment  period  described  in  sec- 

12  tion  1837(e)";  and 

13  (2)  striking  out  "December  31  of  the  year"  and 

14  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  calendar  quarter  following 

15  the  calendar  quarter" . 

16  (d)  Section  1839(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 

17  as  follows: 

18  "(2)  The  Secretary  shall,  during  December  1968  and 

19  of  each  year  thereafter,   determine  and  promulgate  the 

20  dollar  amount  (whether  or  not  such  dollar  amount  was 

21  applicable  for  premiums  for  any  prior  month )  which  shall  be 

22  applicable  for  premiums  for  months  occurring  in  the  12- 

23  month  period  commencing  July  1  in  each  succeeding  year. 

24  Such  dollar  amount  shall  be  such  amount  as  the  Secretary 

25  estimates  to  be  necessary  so  that  the  aggregate  premiums  for 
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1  such  12-month  period  will  equal  one-half  of  the  total  of  the 

2  benefits  and  administrative  costs  which  he  estimates  will  be 

3  payable  from  the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 

4  Trust  Fund  for  such  12-month  period.  In  estimating  aggre- 

5  gate  benefits  payable  for  any  period,  the  Secretary  shall  in- 

6  elude  an  appropriate  amount  for  a  contingency  margin. 

7  Whenever  the  Secretary,  pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence. 

8  promulgates  the  dollar  amount  which  shall  be  applicable  for 

9  premiums  for  any  period,  he  shall,  at  the  time  such  promul- 

10  gallon  is  announced,  issue  a  public  statement  setting  forth 

11  the  actuarial  assumptions  and  bases  employed  by  him  in 

12  arriving  at  the  amount  of  premiums  so  promulgated. 

13  fe)  Section  1839(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

14  follows: 

15  "(c)(1)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  whose  coverage 

16  period  began  pursuant  to  an  enrollment  after  his  initial  en- 
1"  rollment  period  (determined  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  or 

18  (d)  of  section  1837),  there  shall  be  collected,  at  such  time 

19  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulations 

20  prescribe,  from  such  individual — 

21  "(A)  2  additional  monthly  premiums  each  of  which 

22  is  equal  to  the  monthly  premium  for  the  first  month  of 

23  his  current  coverage  period,  if  his  period  of  delayed 

24  enrollment  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  is  at  least 

25  12  full  months,  but  no  more  than  23  full  months,  or 
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1  "(B)  3  additional  monthly  premiums  each  of  which 

2  is  equal  to  the  monthly  premium  for  the  first  month  of 

3  his  current  coverage  period  if  his  period  of  delayed  en- 

4  rollment  ( as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  is  at  least  24  full 

5  months; 

6  except  that  there  shall  not  be  collected  from  an  individual — 

7  "(C)  niore  than  2  additional  monthly  premiums 

8  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  and 

9  "(D)  more  than  one  additional  monthly  premium 

10  under    subparagraph   (B)   if  2  additional  monthly 

11  premiums  had  been  collected  from  him  pursuant  to  sub- 

12  paragraph  (A). 

13  "(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsec- 

14  tion,  a  period  of  delayed  enrollment  with  respect  to  an  in- 

15  dividual  shall  be — 

16  "(A)  the  number  of  months  between  the  close  of  his 

17  initial  enrollment  period  and  the  close  of  the  enrollment 

18  period  in  which  he  enrolled,  plus 

19  11  (B)  if  he  enrolls  for  a  second  time,  the  number 

20  of  months  which  elapsed  between  the  date  of  the  termina- 

21  tion  of  his  first  coverage  period  and  the  close  of  the  en- 

22  rollment  period  in  which  he  enrolled  for  the  second  time." 
(f)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b), 

24  and  (c)  shall  become  effective  April  1,  1968.  Notwithstand- 

25  ing  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  Public  Law  90-97,  the 
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1  amendments  made  by  subsection  (d)  shall  become  effective 

2  December  1,  1968. 

3  (2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (e)  shall  apply 

4  to  individuals  who  enroll  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of 

5  the  Social  Security  Act  in  a  general  enrollment  period  ivhich 

6  begins  after  September  30,  1967,  except  that  in  the  case  of 

7  an  individual  who  enrolled  in  the  general  enrollment  period 

8  beginning  October  1,  1967,  and  ending  March  31.  1968  (as 

9  provided  for  in  Public  Law  90-97),  then  his  period  of 

10  delayed  enrollment,  for  purposes  of  section  1839(c)  of  the 

11  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  this  section,  shall  not 

12  include  January  through  March  1968. 

13  (^^ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOWABLE 

14  DAYS  OF  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FOR  PA- 
IS TIENTS  IN  TUBERCULOSIS  HOSPITALS 

16  Sec.  149a.  (a)  Section  1812(c)  of  the  Social  Security 

17  Act  (as  amended  by  section  138  of  this  Act)  is  further 

18  amended — 

19  (1)  by  striking  out  "a  psychiatric  hospital  or  a 

20  tuberculosis  hospital"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a 

21  psychiatric  hospital", 

22  (2)  by  striking  out  "and  inpatient  tuberculosis  hos- 

23  pital  services",  and 

24  (3)  by  striking  out  "or  tuber 'miosis" '. 
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1  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 

2  with  respect  to  payment  for  services  furnished  after  Decem- 

3  ber  31,  1967. 

4  (93)lNCLUSION    OF     OPTOMETRISTS'     SERVICES  UNDER 

5  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

6  Sec.  149b.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security 

7  Act  (as  amended  by  section  127(a)  of  this  Act)  is  further 

8  amended  by — 

9  (1)  striking  out  "or  (3)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

10  thereof  "(3)";  and 

11  (2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

12  the  following:  11 ,  or  (4)  a  doctor  of  optometry,  but  only 

13  for  purposes  of  sections  1861  (s)  (1)   and  1861  (s) 

14  (2)  (A)  and  only  with  respect  to  functions  which  he  is 

15  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such  by  the  State 

16  in  which  he  performs  them" . 

17  (b)  Section  1862(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  sec- 

18  tion  127(b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

19  (1)  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12)  ; 

20  (2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

21  (13)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  or" ;  and 

22  (3)  adding  after  paragraph  (13)  the  following 

23  new  paragraph: 

24  "(14)  where  such  expenses  constitute  charges  with  re- 
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1  sped  to  (A)  the  detection  of  eye  diseases  or  (B)  the  referral 

2  of  an  individual  to  a  physician  ( as  defined  in  section  1861 

3  (r)  (1)  ) ,  by  a  doctor  of  optometry  arising  out  of  a  procedure 

4  in  connection  with  the  detection  of  eye  diseases." 

5  (c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
g  shall  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  March 

7  31,1968. 

8  (94}lNCLUSION    OF    CHIROPRACTORS'    SERVICES  UNDER 

9  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

10  Sec.  149c.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security 

11  Act  (as  amended  by  section  127(a)  and  section  149b (a)  of 

12  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

13  (1 )  striking  out  uor  (4)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
in        of  "(4)",  and 

15  (2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

16  the  following:     or  (5)  a  chiropractor  licensed  as  such 

17  by  a  State,  but  only  for  purposes  of  sections  1861  (s)  (1 ) 

18  and  1861  (s)  (2)  (A)  and  only  ivith  respect  to  functions 

19  which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such  by  the 

20  State  in  which  he  performs  them" . 

21  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 

22  section  shall  take  effect  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after 

23  March  31, 1968. 

H.R.  12080  11 
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1  (98)lNCLUSION  OF  psychologists'  services  under 

2  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

3  Sec.  149d.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security 

4  Act  (as  amended  by  sections  127,  149b,  and  149c,  of  this 

5  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

6  (1)  striking  out  "or  (5)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

7  of  "(5)",  and 

8  (2)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the 

9  following:  ",  or  (6)  a  psychologist  licensed  or  certified 

10  as  such  by  the  State,  but  only  for  purposes  of  1861  (s) 

11  (1 )  and  1861  (s)  (2)  (A)  and  only  with  respect  to  func- 

12  tions  which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such 

13  by  the  State  in  which  he  performs  them" . 

14  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 

15  section  shall  take  effect  tvith  respect  to  services  furnished  after 

16  March  31,  1968. 

17  Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical  Amendments 

18  eligibility  of  adopted  child  for  monthly 

19  benefits 

20  Sec.  150.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  216(e) 

21  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "before 

22  the  end  of  two  years  after  the  day  on  which  such  individual 

23  died  or  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act"  and  inserting  in 

24  lieu  thereof  "only  if  (A)  proceedings  for  the  adoption  of 

25  the  child  had  been  instituted  by  such  individual  before  his 
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1  death,  or  (B)  such  child  was  adopted  by  such  individual's 

2  surviving  spouse  before  the  end  of  two  years  after  (i)  the 

3  day  on  which  such  individual  died  or   (ii)   the  date  of 

4  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1958". 

5  (b)    The  amendment  made  by  subsection    (a)  shall 

6  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title 

7  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  (96)a*et  after-  the  second 

8  month  following  the  iftOiith  is  which  thk  Act  is  cnaetcd, 

9  months  after  February  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  an 

10  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act 

11  is  enacted. 

12  CEITEEIA  FOR  DETERMINING  CHILD'S  DEPENDENCY  ON 

13  MOTHER 

14  Sec.  151.  (a)  Section  202(d)  (3)  of  the  Social  Se- 

15  curity  Act  is  amended — 

16  ( 1 )  by  inserting  "or  his  mother  or  adopting  moth- 

17  er"  after  "his  father  or  adopting  father"  in  the  first 

18  sentence;  and 

19  (2)  by  striking  out  ",  if  such  individual  is  the 

20  child's  father,"  in  the  second  sentence. 

21  (b)  Section  202  (d)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  inserting  "or  stepmother"  after  "stepfather"  each  place  it 

23  appears. 

24  (o)  Section  202  (d)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

25  striking  out  paragraph  (5) ,  and  by  redesignating  para- 
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1  graphs  (6)  through  (10)  as  paragraphs  (5)  through  (9), 

2  respectively. 

3  (d)  (1)  The  paragraph  of  section  202(d)  of  such  Act 

4  redesignated  as  paragraph  (9)  by  subsection  (c)  of  this 

5  section  is  amended  by  striking  out  "under  paragraph  (9) " 

6  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  paragraph  (8)". 

7  (2)  Paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  section  202  (s)  of 

8  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "(d)  (6) and 

9  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(d)  (5) ,". 

10  (3)  Section  (5)  (1)  (1)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 

11  Act  of  1937  is  amended — 

12  (A)  by  striking  out  "(3),  (4),  or  (5)"  in  the 

13  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  (3)  or 

14  (4)"; and 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "paragraph  (8) "  in  the  ninth 

16  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraph  (7) 

17  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

18  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of 

19  the  Social  Security  Act  (and  annuities  accruing  under  the 

20  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937)  for  (97>n4  ate  the 

21  second  month'  following  the  month  m  which  this  Aet  is 

22  enaetedy  months  after  February  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis 

23  of  applications  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this 

24  Act  is  enacted. 
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1  (98)recovery  of  overpayments 

2  Sec.  152.  (a)  Section  204(a)  of  the  Social  Security 

3  Act  is  amended  to  read,  as  follows: 

4  "Sec,  204.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  more 


5  or  less  than  the  correct  amount  of  payment  has  been  made 

6  to  any  person  under  this  title,  proper  adjustment  or  recovery 

7  shall  be  made,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 

8  as  follows: 


9  "(1)  With  respect  to  payment  to  a  person  of  more 

10  than  the  correct  amount,  the  Secretary  shall  decrease  any 

11  payment  under  this  title  to  which  such  overpaid  person 

12  is  entitled,  or  shall  require  such  overpaid  person  or  his 

13  estate  to  refund  the  amount  in  excess  of  the  correct 

14  amount,  or  shall  decrease  any  payment  under  this  title 

15  payable  to  his  estate  or  to  any  other  person  on  the  basis 

16  of  the  wages  and  self -employment  income  ivhich  were 

17  the  basis  of  the  payments  to  such  overpaid  person,  or 

18  shall  apply  any  combination  of  the  foregoing. 

19  "(2)  With  respect  to  payment  to  a  person  of  less 

20  than  the  correct  amount,  the  Secretary  shall  make  pay- 

21  ment  of  the  balance  of  the  amount  due  such  underpaid 

22  person,  or,  if  such  person  dies  before  payments  are  com- 

23  pleted  or  before  negotiating  one  or  more  checks  repre- 
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1  senting  correct  payments,  disposition  of  the  amount  due 

2  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  subsection  (d)." 

3  (b)  Section  204(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

4  follows: 

5  "(b)  In  any  case  in  which  more  than  the  correct  amount 

6  of  payment  has  been  made,  there  shall  be  no  adjustment  of 

7  payments  to,  or  recovery  by  the  United  States  from,  any 

8  person  who  is  without  fault  if  such  adjustment  or  recovery 

9  would  defeat  the  purpose  of  this  title  or  would  be  against 

10  equity  and  good  conscience." 

11  idd^BENEFITS  PAID  ON  BASIS  OF  ERRONEOUS  REPORTS  OF 

12  DEATH  IN  MILITARY  SERVICE 

13  Sec.  153.  (a)  Section  204(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

14  rity  Act  (as  amended  by  section  152  of  this  Act)  is  further 

15  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  sentence:  "A 

16  payment  made  under  this  title  on  the  basis  of  an  erroneous 

17  report  of  death  by  the  Department  of  Defense  of  an  individ- 

18  ual  in  the  line  of  duty  while  he  is  a  member  of  the  uniformed 

19  services  (as  defined  in  section  210  (m))  on  active  duty  (as 

20  defined  in  section  210(1))  shall  not  be  considered  an  incor- 

21  red  payment  prior  to  the  month  such  Department  notifies  the 

22  Secretary  that  such  individual  is  alive." 

23  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

24  with  respect  to  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 

25  Act  if  the  individual  to  whom  such  benefits  were  paid  would 
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1  have  been  entitled  to  such  benefits  in  or  after  the  month  in 

2  which  this  Act  was  enacted  if  the  report  mentioned  in  the 

3  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  had  been 

4  correct  (but  ivithout  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  202 

5  (j)(l)  of  such  Act). 

7  SeOt  462t  -(a^-  Section  204(d)  el  the  Social  Security 

To  cUl ITC1  ITXC \t  T7TT  ITTtGtX  WtJ  L\J1A\J  Vv  o  • 

9  -  (d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  el  subsection  -fa)-; 

10  U  an  individual  dies  before  any  payment  dee  hee  under  this 

H  title  is  completed,  payment  ef  the  amount  due  (including 

12  the  amount  ef  any  unncgotiatcd  checks)  shall  he  made — 

( 1 )  te  the  surviving  spouse  ef  the  deceased  indi 

14  vidual  whe  was,  fer  the  month  m  which  the  deceased 

15  individual  died,  entitled  te  a  monthly  benefit  en  the  basis 

16  ef  the  same  wages  and  self  employment  income  as  was 

17  the  deceased  individual; 

18  -  (2)  if  there  is  ne  person  whe  meets  the  require 

19  mcnto  ef  paragraph  (1) ,  e*  if  the  person  whe  meets 

20  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him 

21  under  this  title  is  completed,  te  the  child  er-  children,  if 

22  aeyr  ef  the  deceased  individual  whe  werey  fef  the  month 

23  in  whieh  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  te  monthly 

24  benefits  en  the  basis  ef  the  same  wages  and  self  cm 

25  ploymcnt  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and, 
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1  in  ease  there  is  more  thae  one  sueh  child,  m  equal  parts 

2  to  eaeh  sueh  child)  ; 

3  -'-(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require 

4  merits  of  paragraph  -(4-f  or  -f^f?  or  if  eaeh  person  who 

5  meets  sueh  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due 

6 nn  A  r\t*  fill  ci,  jj      />  1£X  f^ATYl  Tfc1fwf*nfl     f /">  j*Tl       T\fl  38033  f~L  A  7°  Tin  TV^TI  tfl 
mill  iiiitj. i'i  Hurt  tnnt?  Try  ui/iiii/ii^  ti;vi?  ttt?  iiiu  ltmi  uiii>  xtt  ucii  l  11 1  o, 

7  if  anyr  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for  the 

8  month  m  which  the  deceased  individual  dies?  entitled 

9  to  monthly  benefits  on-  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  aed 

10  self  employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 

11  (and,  in  ease  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  m 

12  equal  parts  to  eaeh  sueh  parent)  ; 

13  -  (4)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require 

14  mcnts  of  paragraph  -f^H  "(®)"»  or  -fB^-y  or  if  eaeh  person 

15  who  meets  sueh  requirements  dies  before  the  payment 

16  dtte  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  legal  rcprc 

17  scntativc  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  individual ; 

18  --(&)-  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require 

19  mcnts  of  paragraph  -fl-fr  -fS-fy         or         or  if  eaeh 

20  person  who  meets  sueh  requirements  dies  before  the  pay- 

21  mcnt  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  person, 

22  if  aeyj  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  surviving 

23  spouse  of  the  deceased  individual ;  or 

24  "  (6)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require 

25  mcnts  of  paragraph  -fJ-)-?  -fS^  -f^}r  ~{^h  w 
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1  if  eaeh  p ergon  whe  meets  saeh  requiroments  dies  before 

2  the  payment  fee  hie*  under  this  title  is  eomplctod,  to  the 

3  person  er  persons,,  if  aey?  determined  fey  the  Secretary 

4  fee  he  the  ehild  of  ehildrcn  ef  the  deceased  individual 

5  (and.  m  ease  there  is  more  tha©  one  s«eh  child,  m  equal 

6  parts  to  eaeh  saeh  child) 

7  -fkf  The  heading  el  section  1870  el  saeh  Aet  is  amended 

8  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  "axd  settlement  of  claims 

9  FOR  BENEFITS  ON-  BEElALE  OF  DECEASED  INDIVTDrALS". 

10  -f&f  Section  1870  el  saeh:  Aet  is  amended  hy  adding 

11  alter  subsection  -fdf       following  eew  subsections: 

12  -  (c)  K  as  individual  whe  received  medical  aed  other 

13  health  services  fer  which  payment  may  be  made  under  see- 

14  ties  1832  (a)  (1 )  dies?  &fi4  payment  fer  stteh  services  was 

15  made  (other  than-  under  this  title)  aed  the  individual  died 

16  before  any  payment  dae  with:  respect  to  saeh  services  was 

17  completed,  payment  el  the  amount  dae    ( including  the 

18  amount  el  any  unncgotiated  checks)  shall  he  made — 

19  "  (1)  y  the  payment  fer  saeh  services  was  made 

20  hy  a  per&ea  other  thaft  the  deceased  individual,  to  the 

21  person  er  persons  determined  hy  the  Secretary  under 

22  regulations  to  have  eaid  tor  saeh  services;  er 

23  -  (2)  if  tfee  payment  tor  saeh  services  was  made 

24  hy  the  deceased  individual  before  his  death,,  er  if  there 
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is  ne  person  te  whom  payment  ean  fee  made  under  para 
graph  -fif  -{er  eaeh  seen  person  dies  before  sue!*  pay- 
mcnt  is  completed) — 

"  (A)  to  the  legal  representative  ef  the  estate 
of  sueh  deceased  individual,  if  any ; 

-  (B)  if  there  is  ne  legal  representative,  te  the 
person,  if  anyj  determined  fey  the  Secretary  te  fee 
the  surviving  spouse  ef  the  deceased  individual  and 
to  have  been  living  in  the  same  household  with  the 
deceased  at  the  time  ef  his  death ; 

-  (C)  if  there  is  ne  person  whe  meets  the  re- 
quircmcnts  ef  subparagraph  -(A)-  er-  (B) ,  er-  if  eaeh 
person  whe  meets  sueh  requirements  dies  before  the 
payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  te 
the  surviving  spouse  ef  the  deceased  individual  whe 
wasj  for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual 
died,  entitled  te  a  monthly  benefit  under  title  H  en 
the  basis  ef  the  same  wages  and  self  employment 
income  as  was  the  deceased  individual ;  ef 

-  (D)  if  there  is  ne  person  whe  meets  the  re- 
quircmcnts  ef  subparagraph  (A) ,  (B) ,  er  (C) ,  er 
if  eaeh  person  whe  meets  sueh  requirements  dies 
before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  com 
pletcd,  te  the  person  er  persons,  if  anyj  determined 
fey  the  Secretary  te  fee  the  child  er  children  ef  sueh 
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1  deceased  individual  (and  in  ease  there  than 

2  ose  stteh  child,  is  equal  parts  to  eaeh  Stteh  child) . 

3  UNDERPAYMENTS 

4  SEtf.  154.  faj  Section  204(d)  of  the  Social  Security 

5  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  "(d)  If  an  individual  dies  before  any  payment  due  him 

7  under  this  title  is  completed,  payment  of  the  amount  due 

8  (including  the  amount  of  any  unnegotiated  checks)  shall  be 

9  made — 

10  "(1)  to  the  person,  if  any.  determined  by  the  Sec- 

11  retary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased  indi- 

12  vidual  and  who  either  (i)  was  living  in  the  same  house- 

13  hold  with  the  deceased  at  the  tune  of  his  death  or  (ii)  was, 

14  for  the  month  in  which  the  deeeased  individual  died, 

15  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  on  the  basis  of  the  same 

16  wages  and  self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased 

17  individual; 

18  "(2)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

19  ments  of  paragraph  (1),  or  if  the  person  who  meets 

20  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under 

21  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  child  or  children,  if  any,  of 

22  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for  the  month  in 

23  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to  monthly 

24  benefits  on   the   basis  of  the  same   wages  and  self- 
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1  employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 

2  ( and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal 

3  parts  to  each  such  child) ; 

4  "(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

5  ments  of  paragraph  (1)  or  (2),  or  if  each  person  who 

6  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due 

7  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  parent  or 

8  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for 

9  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled 

10  to  monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and 

11  self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 

12  (and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in 

13  equal  parts  to  each  such  parent ) ; 

14  "(4)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

15  ments  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  or  (3),  or  if  each  such 

16  person  dies  before  the  payment  due  under  this  title  is 

17  completed,  to  the  person,  if  any,  determined  by  the 

18  Secretary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased 

19  individual; 

20  "(5)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

21  ments  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4),  or  if  each 

22  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  pay- 

23  merit  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  person, 

24  or  persons,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the 

25  child  or  children  of  the  deceased  individual  ( and,  in  case 
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1  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts  to  each 

2  such  child  J  : 

3  "(6)  tf  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

4  meats  of  paragraph  (1).  (2).  (3).  (4).  or  (5).  or  if 

5  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before 

6  the  payment  due  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  parent 

7  or  parents,  if  any.  of  the  deceased  individual  (and.  in 

8  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in  equal  parts 

9  to  each  such  parent)  : 

10  "(7)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

11  merits  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  or  (6), 

12  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies 

13  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed. 

14  to  the  legal  representative  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 

15  individual,  if  any; 

16  "(8)  if  there  is  no  such  person  who  meets  the  re- 

17  quirements  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3).  (4).  (5).  (6). 

18  or  (7),  or  if  each  such  person  who  meets  such  require- 

19  merits  dies  before  payment  under  this  title  is  completed, 

20  to  the  person  or  persons  related  to  the  deceased  individ- 

21  ual  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption,  if  any.  determined 

22  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  proper  person  to  receive  pay- 

23  ment  on  behalf  of  the  estate." 

24  (b)  The  heading  of  section  1870  of  such  Act  is  amended 
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1  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  "AND  SETTLEMENT  OF 

2  CLAIMS  FOR  BENEFITS  ON  BEHALF  OF  DE- 

3  CEASED  INDIVIDUALS". 

4  (c)  Section  1870  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

5  after  subsection  (d)  the  following  new  subsections: 

6  " l(e)  If  an  individual,  who  received  services  for  which 

7  payment  may  be  made  to  such  individual  under  this  title  or 

8  under  section  144  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 

9  1967,  dies,  and  payment  for  such  services  was  made  (other 

10  than  under  this  title) ,  and  the  individual  died  before  any  pay- 

11  ment  due  with  respect  to  such  services  was  completed,  pay- 

12  ment  of  the  amount  due  (including  the  amount  of  any 

13  unnegotiated  checks)  shall  be  made — 


14  "(1)  if  the  payment  for  such  services  was  made 

15  before  such  individual's  death  by  a  person  other  than  the 

16  deceased  individual,  to  the  person  or  persons  determined 

17  by  the  Secretary  under  regulations  to  have  paid  for  such 

18  services,  or  if  the  payment  for  such  services  was  made  by 

19  the  deceased  individual  before  his  death,  to' the  legal  rep- 

20  resentative  of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  individual,  if 

21  any; 

22  "(2)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 


ments of  paragraph  (1),  to  the  person,  if  any,  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the 
deceased  individual  and  who  was  either  living  in  the 
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1  same  household  with  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death 

2  or  was.  for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual 

3  died,  entitled,  to  a  monthly  benefit  on  the  basis  of  the  same 

4  wages  and  self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased 

5  individual : 

6  "(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

7  ments  of  paragraph  (1)  or  (2),  or  if  the  person  who 

8  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him 

9  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  child  or  children,  if 

10  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for  the  month 

11  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to  month- 

12  ly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self-em- 

13  ployment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and. 
1-1  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts 

15  to  each  such  child) : 

16  "(4)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 
1'  merits  of  paragraph  (1).  (2).  or  (3).  or  if  each,  per- 

18  son  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment 

19  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the  parent  or 

20  parents,  if  any.  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for 

21  th  e  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled 

22  to  monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and 

23  self-employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual 

24  f and.  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in 
2;3  equal  parts  to  each  such  parent)  ; 
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1  "(5)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

2  ments  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4),  or  if  each 

3  such  person  dies  before  the  payment  due  under  this  title 

4  is  completed,  to  the  person,  if  any,  determined  by  the 

5  Secretary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased 

6  individual; 

7  "(6)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

8  ments  of  par  graph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  or  (5),  or  if 

9  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the 

10  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the 

11  person  or  persons,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Secretary 

12  to  be  the  child  or  children  of  the  deceased  individual 

13  ( and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal 

14  parts  to  each  such  child) ; 

15  "(7)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

16  ments  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3).  (4).  (5),  or  (6), 

17  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  be- 

18  fore  the  payment  due  wider  this  title  is  completed,  to  the 

19  parent  or  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  ( and, 

20  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in  equal  parts 

21  to  each  such  parent ) ; 

22  "(8)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  require- 

23  ments  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4) ,  (5),  (6),  or 

24  (7),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies 

25  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed. 
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1  to  the  legal  representatives  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 

2  individual,  if  any; 

3  "(9)  if  there  is  no  such  person  who  meets  the  re- 

4  quirements  of  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6). 

5  (7),  or  (8),  or  if  each  such  person  who  meets  such 

6  requirements  dies  before  payment  under  this  title  is  com- 

7  pleted,  to  the  person  or  persons  related  to  the  deceased 

8  individual  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption,  if  any,  de- 

9  termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  proper  person  to 

10  receive  payment  on  behalf  of  the  estate. 

11  "  (f )  If  an  individual  who  received  medical  and  other 

12  health  services  for  which  payment  may  be  made  under  sec- 

13  tion  1832(a)  (1)  dies,  and— 

14  "  ( 1 )  no  assignment  of  the  right  to  payments  was 

15  made  by  such  individual  before  his  death,  and 

16  "(2)  payment  for  such  services  has  not  been  made, 


17  payment  for  such  services  shall  be  made  to  the  physician  or 

18  other  person  who  provided  such  services,  but  payment  shall 

19  be  made  under  this  subsection  only  in  such  amount  and  sub- 

20  ject  to  such  conditions  as  would  have  been  applicable  if  the 

21  individual  who  received  the  services  had  not  died,  and  only 

22  if  the  person  or  persons  who  provided  the  services  agrees 

23  that  the  reasonable  charge  is  the  full  charge  for  the  services." 

24  (d)  Section  1842(b)  (3)  (B)  of  such  Act  (as  amended 
H.E.  12080  12 
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1  by  section  (101)44*&-fa)-  125(a)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by 

2  striking-  out  "and  such  payment  will  be  made"  and  inserting 

3  in  lieu  thereof  "and  such  payment  will  (except  as  otherwise 

4  provided  in  section  1870  (f )  )  be  made". 

5  SIMPLIFICATION  OF  COMPUTATION  OF  PRIMARY  INSUR- 

6  ANCE    AMOUNT    AND    QUARTERS    OF    COVERAGE  IN 

7  CASE  OF  1 9  3  7-1 9  5  0  WAGES 

8  Sec.  (102)4£g  155.  (a)  (1)  Section  215(d)  (1)  of 

9  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

10  "Primary  Insurance  Benefit  Under  1939  Act 

11  "(d)  (1)  For  purposes  of  column  I  of  the  table  ap- 

12  pearing  in  subsection   (a)   of  this  section,  an  individual's 

13  primary  insurance  benefit  shall  be  computed  as  follows : 

14  "  (A)  The  individual's  average  monthly  wage  shall 

15  be  determined  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)   (but  with- 

16  out  regard  to  paragraph  (4)  thereof)  of  this  section, 
I?  except  that  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (2)  (C)  and  (3) 

18  of  such  subsection,  1936  shall  be  used  instead  of  1950. 

19  "(B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C) 

20  of  subsection  (b)  (2),  an  individual  whose  total  wages 

21  prior  to  1951  (as  denned  in  subparagraph  (C)  of  this 

22  subsection)  — 

23  "  (i)  do  not  exceed  $27,000  shall  be  deemed  to 

24  have  been  paid  such  wages  in  equal  parts  in  nine 

25  calendar  years  after  1936  and  prior  to  1951 ; 
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1  "  (ii)    exceed   $27,000   and   are   less  than 

2  $42,000  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  paid  (I) 

3  $3,000  in  each  of  such  number  of  calendar  years 

4  after  1936  and  prior  to  1951  as  is  equal  to  the 

5  integer  derived  by  dividing  such  total  wages  by 

6  $3,000,  and  (II)  the  excess  of  such  total  wages 

7  over  the  product  of  $3,000  times  such  integer,  in 

8  an  additional  calendar  year  in  such  period;  or 

9  "  (in)  are  at  least  $42,000  shall  be  deemed  to 

10  have  been  paid  $3,000  in  each  of  the  fourteen 

11  calendar  years  after  1936  and  prior  to  1951. 

12  "  (C)    For  the  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B), 

13  'total  wages  prior  to  1951'  with  respect  to  an  indi- 

14  vidual  means  the  sum  of  (i)  remuneration  credited  to 

15  such  individual  prior  to  1951  on  the  records  of  the 

16  Secretary,  (ii)  wages  deemed  paid  prior  to  1951  to  such 

17  individual  under  section  217,  and  (iii)  compensation 

18  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  prior  to 

19  1951  creditable  to  him  pursuant  to  this  title. 

20  "(D)  The  individual's  primary  insurance  benefit 

21  shall  be  45.6  per  centum  of  the  first  $50  of  his  average 

22  monthly  wage  as  computed  under  this  subsection,  plus 

23  H.4  per  centum  of  the  next  $200  of  such  average 

24  monthly  wage." 
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1  (2)  Section  215(d)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 

2  read  as  follows: 

3  "  (2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  appli- 

4  cable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

5  "  (A)  with  respect  to  whom  at  least  one  of  the 

6  quarters  elapsing  prior  to  1951  is  a  quarter  of  coverage; 

7  "(B)  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3),  who 

8  attained  age  22  after  1950  and  with  respect  to  whom 

9  less  than  six  of  the  quarters  elapsing  after  1950  are 

10  quarters  of  coverage,  or  who  attained  such  age  before 

11  1951;  and 

12  "  (C)  (i)  who  becomes  entitled  to  benefits  under 

13  section  202  (a)  or  223  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 

14  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  or 

15  "  (ii)  who  dies  after  such  date  without  being  en- 
titled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  or  223,  or 

37  "  (iii)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required 

18  to  be  recomputed  under  section  215(f)  (2)." 

19  (3)  Section  215(d)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 

20  read  as  follows: 

21  "  (3)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  as  in  effect  prior 

22  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 

23  1967  shall  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

24  "(A)  who  attained  age  21  after  1936  and  prior 

25  to  1951,  or 


181 

1  "  (B)  who  had  a  period  of  disability  which  began 

2  prior  to  1951,  but  only  if  the  primary  insurance  amount 

3  resulting  therefrom  is  higher  than  the  primary  insur- 

4  ance  amount   resulting  from  the  application  of  this 

5  section   (as  amended  by  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

6  ments  of  1967)  and  section  220.". 

7  (4)   So  much  of  section  215(f)  (2)   of  such  Act  as 

8  precedes  subparagraph  (E)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

9  "(2)   If  an  individual  has  wages  or  self-employment 

10  income  for  a  year  after  1965  for  any  part  of  which  he  is 

11  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  the  Secretary  shall,  at 

12  such  time  or  times  and  within  such  period  as  he  may  by 

13  regulations  prescribe,  recompute  such  individual's  primary 

14  insurance  amount  with  respect  to  each  such  year.  Such 

15  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  provided  in  subsection 

16  (a)  (1)  and  (3)  as  though  the  year  with  respect  to  which 
1~  such  recomputation  is  made  is  the  last  year  of  the  period 

18  specified  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  (C) .  A  recomputation  under 

19  this  paragraph  with  respect  to  any  year  shall  be  effective — " 

20  (5)   Subparagraphs    (E)   and   (F)    of  such  section 

21  215(f)  (2)   are  redesignated  as  subparagraphs   (A)  and 

22  (B) ,  respectively. 

23  (6)  Section  215  (f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
2^  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

25  "(5)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  became  entitled  to 
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1  old-age  insurance  benefits  and  died  before  the  month  in 

2  which  he  attained  age  65,  the  Secretary  shall  recompute 

3  his  primary  insurance  amount  as  provided  in  subsection  (a) 

4  as  though  he  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits 

5  in  the  month  in  which  he  died;  except  that  (i)  his  computa- 

6  tion  base  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  shall  in- 

7  elude  the  year  in  which  he  died,  and  (ii)  his  elapsed  years 

8  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (3)  shall  not  include  the  year 

9  in  which  he  died  or  any  year  thereafter.  Such  recomputation 

10  of  such  primary  insurance  amount  shall  be  effective  for  and 

11  after  the  month  in  which  he  died." 

12  (7)  (A)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (4) 

13  and  (5)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  recomputations  made 

14  under  section  215  (f)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  the 

15  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

16  (B)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (6)  shall 

17  apply  with  respect  to  individuals  who  die  after  the  date  of 

18  enactment  of  this  Act. 

19  (8)  In  any  case  in  which — 

20  (A)   any  person  became  entitled  to  a  monthly 

21  benefit  under  section  202  or  223  of  the  Social  Security 

22  Act  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  before 

23  (103)the  second  month  following  the  month  in  which 

24  this  Aet  is  enaeted  March  1968,  and 

(B)  the  primary  insurance  amount  on  which  the 
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1  amount  of  such  benefit  is  based  was  determined  by  ap- 

2  plying  section  215(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as 

3  amended  by  this  Act, 

4  such  primary  insurance  amount  shall,  for  purposes  of  section 

5  215  (c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act, 

6  be  deemed  to  have  been  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  Social 

7  Security  Act  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

8  (9)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 

9  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  for  any 

10  month  prior  to  January  1967. 

11  (b)  (1)   Section  213  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

12  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

13  subsection : 

14  "Alternative  Method  for  Determining  Quarters  of  Coverage 

15  With  Respect  to  Wages  in  the  Period  from  1937  to 

16  1950 

17  "(c)  For  purposes  of  section  214(a),  an  individual 

18  shall  be  deemed  to  have  one  quarter  of  coverage  for  each 

19  $400  of  his  total  wages  prior  to  1951  (as  defined  in  section 

20  215  (d)  (1)  (C)  ) ,  except  where— 

21  "  ( 1 )  such  individual  is  not  a  fully  insured  individ- 

22  ual  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  quarters  of  coverage 

23  so  derived  plus  the  number  of  quarters  of  coverage 

24  derived  from  the  wages  and  self-employment  income 

25  credited  to  him  for  periods  after  1950,  or 
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1  "(2)  such  individual's  elapsed  years  (for  purposes 

2  of  section  214(a)  (1) )  are  less  than  7." 

3  (2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall 

4  apply  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  applies  for  bene- 

5  fits  under  section  202  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  alter 

6  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  or  who  dies  after 

7  such  date  without  being  entitled  to  benefits  under  seo- 

8  tion  202  (a)  or  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

9  (c)  Section  303  (g)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

10  ments  of  1960  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  striking  out  "section  302  of"  and  by  strik- 

12  ing  out  "Amendments  of  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "Amendments  of  1965  and  1967"  in  the  first 

14  sentence;  and 

15  (2)  by  striking  out  "after  1965,  or  dies  after  1965" 

16  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after  the  date  of  the  enact- 

17  ment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  or  dies 

18  after  such  date",  and  by  striking  out  "Amendments  of 

19  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Amendments  of 

20  1967",  in  the  second  sentence, 

21  DEFINITIONS  OF  WIDOW,  WIDOWER,  AND  STEPCHILD 

22  Sec.  (104)4-54  156.  (a)  Section  216  (c)  of  the  Social 

23  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "not  less  than  one 

24  year"  in  clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  less 

25  than  nine  months". 
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1  (b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216(e)  of  such  Act 

2  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the  day  on  which  such  indi- 

3  vidual  died"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  less  than 

4  nine  months  immediately  preceding  the  day  on  which  such 

5  individual  died". 

6  (c)  Section  216  (g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "not  less  than  one  year"  in  clause  (5)  and  inserting 

8  in  lieu  thereof  "not  less  than  nine  months". 

9  (d)  Section  216  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add- 

10  ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

11  "Waiver  of  Nine-Month  Requirement  for  Widow,  Stepchild, 

12  or  Widower  in  Case  of  Accidental  Death  or  in  Case 

13  of  Serviceman  Dying  in  Line  of  Duty 

14  "(k)  The  requirement  in  clause  (5)  of  subsection  (c) 

15  or  clause  (5)  of  subsection  (g)  that  the  surviving  spouse  of 

16  an  individual  have  been  married  to  such  individual  for  a 

17  period  of  not  less  than  nine  months  immediately  prior  to  the 

18  day  on  which  such  individual  died  in  order  to  qualify  as  such 

19  individual's  widow  or  widower,  and  the  requirement  in  sub- 

20  section    (e)    that   the    stepchild    of   a    deceased  indi- 

21  vidual  have  been  such  stepchild  for  not  less  than  nine  months 

22  immediately  preceding  the  day  on  which  such  individual  died 

23  in  order  to  qualify  as  such  individual's  child,  shall  be  deemed 

24  to  be  satisfied,  where  such  individual  dies  within  the  applica- 
2^  ble  nine-month  period,  if  his  death — 
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1  "  ( 1 )  is  accidental,  or 

2  "  (2)  occurs  in  line  of  duty  while  he  is  a  member 

3  of  a  uniformed  service  serving  on  active  duty  (as 

4  defined  in  section  210  (1)  (2)  ), 

5  and  he  would  satisfy  such  requirement  if  a  three-month 

6  period  were  substituted  for  the  nine-month  period;  except 

7  that  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  if  the  Secretary  deter- 

8  mines  that  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  involved  the  indi- 

9  vidual  could  not  have  reasonably  been  expected  to  live  for 

10  nine  months.  For  purposes  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  the  preced- 

11  ing  sentence,  the  death  of  an  individual  is  accidental  if  he 

12  receives  bodily  injuries  solely  through  violent,  external, 

13  and  accidental  means  and,  as  a  direct  result  of  the  bodily 

14  injuries  and  independently  of  all  other  causes,  loses  his  life 

15  not  later  than  three  months  after  the  day  on  which  he 

16  receives  such  bodily  injuries." 

17  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

18  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the 

19  Social  Security  Act  for  (105)ft»4  after  the  second  month  M- 

20  lowing  the  month  m  which  this  Aet  is  enacted  months  after 

21  February  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  in 

22  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 
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1  husband's  and  widower's  insurance  benefits  with- 

2  OUT  requirement  of  wife's  currently  insured 

3  STATUS 

4  Sec.(106>4£§X57.  (a)  (1)  Section  202  (c)  (1)  of  the 

5  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "a  currently 

6  insured  individual  (as  denned  in  section  214(b)  )"  in  the 

7  matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "an  individual". 

9  (2)  Section  202(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

10  striking  out  "The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  that  the 

11  individual  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits 

12  be  a  currently  insured  individual,  and  the  provisions  of  sub- 

13  paragraph  (C)  of  such  paragraph,"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

14  thereof  "The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph 

15  (1)". 

16  (b)  (1)  Section  202(f)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

17  (A)  by  striking  out  "and  currently"  in  the  matter 

18  preceding  subparagraph  (A) ,  and 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  ",  and  she  was  a  currently 

20  insured  individual,"  in  subparagraph  (D)  (ii) . 

21  (2)  Section  202(f)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  striking  out  "The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  that  the 
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1  deceased  fully  insured  individual  also  be  a  currently  insured 

2  individual,  and  the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (D)  of  such 

3  paragraph,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "The  provisions 

4  of  subparagraph  (D)  of  paragraph  (1)". 

5  (c)  In  the  case  of  any  husband  who  would  not  be  en- 

6  titled  to  husband's  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (c) 

7  of  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any  widower  who  would  not 

8  be  entitled  to  widower's  insurance  benefits  under  section 

9  202  (f )  of  such  Act  except  for  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 

10  tion,  the  requirement  in  section  202(c)  (1)  (C)  or  202(f) 

11  (1)  (D)  of  such  Act  relating  to  the  time  within  which 

12  proof  of  support  must  be  filed  shall  not  apply  if  such  proof 

13  of  support  is  filed  within  two  years  after  the  month  follow- 

14  ing  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

15  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

16  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II 

17  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  (107)an4  after  the  second 

18  month  following;  the  month  in  which  this  Aet  is  enacted 

19  months  after  February  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  ap- 

20  plications  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

21  enacted. 

22  DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

23  Sec.  (108>4#6  158.  (a)  Section  223  (c)  of  the  Social 

24  Security  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  inserting  "of  Insured  Status  and  Waiting 

2  Period"  after  ' 'Definitions"  in  the  heading; 

3  (2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2)  ;  and 

4  (3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  paragraph 

5  (2). 

6  (b)  Section  223  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add- 

7  ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

8  "Definition  of  Disability 

9  "(d)(1)  The  term  'disability'  means— 

10  "  (A)  inability  to  engage  in  any  substantial  gain- 

11  ful  activity  by  reason  of  any  medically  determinable 

12  physical  or  mental  impairment  which  can  be  expected 

13  to  result  in  death  or  which  has  lasted  or  can  be  expected 

14  to  last  for  a  continuous  period  of  not  less  than  12 

15  months;  or 

16  "  (B)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  attained 

17  the  age  of  55  and  is  blind  (within  the  meaning  of  'blind- 

18  ness'  as  defined  in  section  216  (i)  (1)),  inability  by 

19  reason  of  such  blindness  to  engage  in  substantial  gainful 

20  activity  requiring  skills  or  abilities  comparable  to  those 

21  of  any  gainful  activity  in  which  he  has  previously  en- 

22  gaged  with  some  regularity  and  over  a  substantial  period 

23  of  time. 

24  (109>4Sf  purposes  ef  paragraph  (1)  (A) — 

25  "  (A)   an  individual    (except  ft  widow-  surviving 
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1  divorced  wife,  er  widower  for  purposes  of  section  303 

2  -(e)-  of  (f) )  shall  be  determined  to  be  trader  ft  disability 

3  only  if  bis  physical  or  mental  impairment  of  impair 

4  mcnts  are  of  such  severity  that  be  is  net  only  unable  te 

5  do  his  previous  work  bttt  cannot,  considering1  bis  agej 

6  education,  and  work  experience,  engage  in  any  other 

7  kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  which  exists  in  the  na- 

8  tional  economy,  regardless  ef  whether  such  work  exists 

9  in  the  general  area  in  which  be  lives,  er  whether  a 

10  specific  job  vacancy  exists  for  him,  er  whether  be  would 

11  be  hired  if  be  applied  for  work. 

12  "  (B)  a  widow,  surviving  divorced  wife,  or  wid 

13  ewer  shall  net  be  determined  te  be  under  a  disability 

14  -{for  purposes  ef  section  303  -fef  er  -(I)-)-  unless  bis 

15  or  her  physical  or  mental  impairment  or  impairments 

16  are  of  a  level  ef  severity  which  under  regulations  pre- 
^  scribed  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  te  be  sufficient  te 

18  preclude  an  individual  from  engaging  in  any  substan 

19  titd  gainful  activity. 

zu  £er  purposes  ef  this  subsection,  a  'physical  er 

21  mental  impairment'  is  an  impairment  that  results  from  an&r- 
tomical,  physiological,  or  psychological  abnormalities  which 
a*=e  demonstrable  by  medically  acceptable  clinical  an4  lab- 

94 

oratory 


25 


-f4f  ¥be  Secretary  shell  by  regulations  prescribe  the 
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1  criteria  fei=  determining  when  services  performed  Of  earnings 

2  derived  from  services  demonstrate  an-  individual's  ability  to 

3  engage  m  substantial  gainful  activity.  Notwithstanding  febe 

4  provisions  ef  paragraph  (2) ,  ae  individual  whose  services 

5  of  earnings  meet  sueh-  criteria  shall  except  for  purposes  ef 

6  section  222  (c) ,  be  found  not  te  be  disabled. 

7  (110)"  (5)  "(2)  An  individual  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 

8  under  a  disability  unless  he  furnishes  such  medical  and  other 

9  evidence  of  the  existence  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may 

10  require." 

11  (c)  (1)  Section  202  (d)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 

12  ed  by  striking  out  "section  223  (c)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "section  223  (d)  ". 

14  (2)  Paragraphs  (1).  (2).  and  (3)  of  section  202  (s) 

15  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "section 

16  223  (c)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  223  (d)  ". 

1"  (3)  Section  221  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

18  out  "or  223  (c)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  223  (d)  ". 

19  (4)  Section  221  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

20  ing  out  "or  223  (c)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or 

21  223  (d)". 

22  (5)  Section  222(c)  (4)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

23  by  striking  out  "section  223  (c)  (2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  "section  223  (d)". 

25  (6)  Section  223(a)  (1)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
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1  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)  (2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  "subsection  (d)  ". 

3  (7)  The  first  sentence  of  section  223(a)  (1)  of  such 

4  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)  (3)" 

5  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (c)  (2)'\ 

6  (lllX&f  The  kst  sentence  of  section   223  (a)  (1)  is 

7  amended  by  striking  out  Subsection  (o)  (2)  except  for  sub- 

8  p&mgmiphl  -f©f  thereof"  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  "sub- 

9  section  -(d)-  except  for  paragraph  (1)  (B)  thereof". 

10  (112X&)-  (8)  Section  225  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

11  ing  out  "section  223(c)  (2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

12  "section  223  (d)". 

13  (113)-(d^-  Section  216  (i)  (3-f  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

14  striking  ent  the  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof 

15  *he  following :  "The  provisions  of  paragraphs  (2)  (A) ,  -f^H 

16  -(4H  and  -(•§■)-  of  section  223  (d)  shah  be  applied  for  pw- 

17  poses  of  determining  whether  an  individual:  is  under  a  disa- 

18  bility  within  the  moaning  of  the  first  sentence  of  this  para 

19  graph  in  the  same  manner  as  they  are  applied  for  purposes 

20  ef  paragraph  -f3-f  of  sweh  section." 

21  (114)-(e)-  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 

22  be  effective  with  respect  to  applications  for  disability  insur- 

23  ance  benefits  under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

24  and  for  disability  determinations  under  section1  216  (i)  of 

25  such  Act,  filed — 
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1  (1)  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

2  enacted,  or 

3  (2)  before  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted 

4  if  the  applicant  has  not  died  before  such  month  and  if — 

5  (A)  notice  of  the  final  decision  of  the  Secretary 

6  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  not  been 

7  given  to  the  applicant  before  such  month;  or 

8  (B)  the  notice  referred  to  in  subparagraph 

9  (A)  has  been  so  given  before  such  month  but  a  civil 

10  action  with  respect  to  such  final  decision  is  com- 

11  menced  under  section  205  (g)  of  the  Social  Security 

12  Act  (whether  before,  in,  or  after  such  month)  and 

13  the  decision  in  such  civil  action  has  not  become 

14  final  before  such  month. 

15  DISABILITY  BENEFITS  AFFECTED  BY  RECEIPT  OF  WORK- 

16  men's  COMPENSATION 

17  Sec,  (115)4££  159.  (a)  (1)  The  last  sentence  of  sec- 


18  tion  224  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  in- 

19  serting  after  "his  wages  and  self-employment  income"  where 

20  it  first  appears  in  clause   (B)   the  following:  "computed 

21  without  regard  to  the  limitations  specified  in  sections  209  (a) 

22  and  211(b)  (1))". 

23  (2)  Section  224  (a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

24  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "In  any  case  where 

H.R.  12080  13 
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1  an  individual's  wages  and  self-employment  income  reported 

2  to  the  Secretary  for  a  calendar  year  reach  the  limitations 

3  specified  in  sections  209  (a)  and  211  (b)  (1) ,  the  Secretary 

4  under  regulations  shall  estimate  the  total  of  such  wages  and 

5  self-employment  income  for  purposes  of  clause  (B)  of  the 

6  preceding  sentence  on  the  basis  of  such  information  as  may 

7  be  available  to  him  indicating  the  extent  (if  any)  by  which 

8  such  wages  and  self-employment  income  exceed  such  limita- 

9  tions." 

10  (b)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

11  apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II 

12  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  (116)  the  month 

13  m  which  this  Aet  is  enacted  February  1968. 

14  (2)  For  purposes  of  any  redetermination  which  is  made 

15  under  section  224(f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  the 

16  case  of  benefits  subject  to  reduction  under  section  224  of 

17  such  Act,  where  such  reduction  as  first  computed  was  effec- 

18  tive  with  respect  to  benefits  for  the  month  in  which  this 

19  Act  is  enacted  or  a  prior  month,  the  amendments  made  by 

20  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  also  be  deemed  to  have 

21  applied  in  the  initial  determination  of  the  "average  current 

22  earnings' '  of  the  individual  whose  wages  and  self-empioy- 

23  ment  income  are  involved. 

24  EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOE  FILING  EEPOETS  OF  EAENINGS 

25  Sec.  (117)  4§8  160.  (a)  Section  203(h)  (1)  (A)  of 
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1  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

2  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "The  Secretary  may 

3  grant  a  reasonable  extension  of  time  for  making  the  report 

4  of  earnings  required  in  this  paragraph  if  he  finds  that  there 

5  is  valid  reason  for  a  delay,  but  in  no  case  may  the  period  be 

6  extended  more  than  three  months." 

7  (b)  Section  203(h)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

8  striking  out  "within  the  time  prescribed  therein"  and  in- 

9  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "within  the  time  prescribed  by  or  in 

10  accordance  with  such  paragraph". 

11  PENALTIES  FOR  FAILURE  TO  FILE  TIMELY  REPORTS 

12  OF  EARNINGS  AND  OTHER  EVENTS 

13  Sec.  (118)  ±69  161.  (a)  Section  203  (h)  (2)  (A)  of 

14  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 

15  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:      except  that  if 

16  the  deduction  imposed  under  subsection  (b)  by  reason  of  his 

17  earnings  for  such  year  is  less  than  the  amount  of  his  benefit 

18  (or  benefits)  for  the  last  month  of  such  year  for  which  he 

19  was  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  section  202,  the  additional  de- 

20  duction  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  deduction 

21  imposed  under  subsection  (b)  but  not  less  than  $10". 

22  (b)  Section  203  (g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

23  out  all  that  follows  "shall  suffer"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  the  following:  "deductions  in  addition  to  those 

25  imposed  under  subsection  (c)  as  follows: 
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1  "  ( 1 )  if  such  failure  is  the  first  one  with  respect  to 

2  which  an  additional  deduction  is  imposed  hy  this  sub- 

3  section,  such  additional  deduction  shall  he  equal  to  his 

4  benefit  or  benefits  for  the  first  month  of  the  period  for 

5  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report  even  though  such 

6  failure  is  with  respect  to  more  than  one  month; 

7  "  (2)  if  such  failure  is  the  second  one  with  respect 

8  to  which  an  additional  deduction  is  imposed  by  this 

9  subsection,  such  additional  deduction  shall  be  equal  to 

10  two  times  his  benefit  or  benefits  for  the  first  month  of 

11  the  period  for  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report  even 

12  though  such  failure  is  with  respect  to  more  than  two 

13  months;  and 

14  "  (3)  if  such  failure  is  the  third  or  a  subsequent  one 

15  for  which  an  additional  deduction  is  imposed  under  this 

16  subsection,  such  additional  deduction  shall  be  equal  to 

17  three  times  his  benefit  or  benefits  for  the  first  month 

18  of  the  period  for  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report  even 

19  though  the  failure  to  report  is  with  respect  to  more  than 

20  three  months; 

21  except  that  the  number  of  additional   deductions  re- 

22  quired  by  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the  number  of 

23  months  in  the  period  for  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report. 

24  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  'period  for  which  there 

25  is  a  failure  to  report*  with  respect  to  any  individual  means 
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1  the    period    for   which    such    individual    received  and 

2  accepted  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  without  mak- 

3  ing  a  timely  report  and  for  which  deductions  are  required 

4  under  subsection  (c) ." 

5  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

6  with  respect  to  any  deductions  imposed  on  or  after  the  date 

7  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  under  subsections  (g)  and  (h) 

8  of  section  203  of  the  Social  Security  Act  on  account  of  failure 

9  to  make  a  report  required  thereby. 

10  (119)4  MEN  DM  EN  TS  TO  COMPLY  WITH  TREATY 

11  OBLIGATIONS 

12  Sec.  162.  (a)  Section  228(a)  of  the  Social  Security 

13  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

14  new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the 

15  provisions  of  clause  (3)  (B)  thereof  relating  to  the  period  of 

16  continuous  residence  in  the  United  States  shall  not  be  ap- 

17  plied  in  the  case  of  any  individual  if  the  application  of  such 

18  provisions  would  be  contrary  to  the  obligations  of  the  United 

19  States  under  any  treaty  to  ivhich  the  United  States  is  a 

20  party  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 

21  Amendments  of  196? '." 

22  (b)  Section  1836  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

23  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 

24  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  provisions  of 

25  clause  (2)  (A)  (ii)  thereof  relating  to  the  period  of  continu- 
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1  ous  residence  in  the  United  States  shall  not  he  applied  in  the 

2  case  of  any  individual  if  the  application  of  such  provisions 

3  would  be  contrary  to  the  obligations  of  the  United  States 

4  under  any  treaty  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party  in 

5  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

6  merits  of  1967." 

7  (c)  Section  103(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

8  ments  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

9  following  new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sen- 
10  tences  of  this  subsection,  the  provisions  of  clause  (4)(B)  of 
H  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsection  which  relate  to  the  period 
12  of  continuous  residence  in  the  United  States  shall  not  be  ap- 
1^  plied  in  the  case  of  any  individual  if  the  application  of  such 

14  provisions  subsequent  to  June  30,  1966,  would  be  contrary 

15  to  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  under  any  treaty  to 

16  'which  the  United  States  is  a  party  in  effect  on  the  date  of 

17  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967" 

18  LIMITATION  ON  PAYMENT  OF  BENEFITS  TO  ALIENS  OUTSIDE 

19  THE  UNITED  STATES 

20  Sec.  (120>M4a  163.  (a)  (1)  Section  202  (t)  (1)  of  the 

21  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

22  (after  and  below  subparagraph  (B)  )  the  following  new  sen- 

23  tence:  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  after  an  indi- 

24  vidua!  has  been  outside  the  United  States  for  any  period  of 

25  thirty  consecutive  days  he  shall  be  treated  as  remaining  out- 
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1  side  the  United  States  until  he  has  been  in  the  United  States 

2  for  a  period  of  thirty  consecutive  days." 

3  (2)   The  amendment  made  by  paragraph   (1)  shall 

4  apply  only  with  respect  to  six-month  periods  (within  the 

5  meaning  of  section  202  (t)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security 

6  Act)  which  begin  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

7  (b)  (1)  Section  202  (t)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

8  (A)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

9  paragraph  (E)   and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semi- 

10  colon :  and 

11  (B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  and  below 

12  subparagraph  (E) )  the  following: 

13  ' ''except  that  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  this  paragraph 

14  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  is  a  citizen 

15  of  a  foreign  country  that  has  in  effect  a  social  insurance  or 

16  pension  system  which  is  of  general  application  in  such  coun- 
1'  fay  and  which  satisfies  subparagraph  (A)  but  not  sub- 
18  paragraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (2),  or  who  is  a  citizen  of  a 
1^  foreign  country  that  has  no  social  insurance  or  pension  sys- 

20  tern  of  general  application  if  at  any  time  within  five  years 

21  prior  to  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 

22  of  1967  are  enacted  (or  the  first  month  there-after  for  which 

23  his  benefits  are  subject  to  suspension  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  ) 

24  payments  to  individuals  residing  in  such  country  were  with- 


200 

1  held  by  the  Treasury  Department  under  the  first  section 

2  of  the  Act  of  October  9,  1940  (31  U.S.C.  123) 

3  (2)   The  amendment  made  by  paragraph   (1)  shall 

4  apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II 

5  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  (121)  and  alter  the  sixth 

6  month  following  the  month  m  which  this  Aefe  is  enacted 

7  months  beginning  after  December  31,  1968. 

8  (c)  (1)  Section  202  (t)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

9  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

10  "(10)    Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 

11  title,  no  monthly  benefits  shall  be  paid  under  this  section  or 

12  under  section  223,  for  any  month  beginning  (122)en  or  after 

13  the  4ate  on  which  this  paragraph  is  enacted  after  December 

14  31,  1968,  to  an  individual  who  is  not  a  citizen  or  national 

15  of  the  United  States  and  who  resides  during  such  month  in  a 

16  foreign  country  if  payments  for  such  month  to  individuals 

17  residing  in  such  country  are  withheld  by  the  Treasury  De- 

18  partment  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  October  9, 

19  1940  (31  U.S.C.  123)." 

20  (2)  Section  202  (t)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

21  striking  out  "by  reason  of  paragraph  (1)  "  and  inserting  in 

22  lieu  thereof  "by  reason  of  paragraph  (1)  or  (10)". 

23  (3)  Whenever  benefits  which  an  individual  who  is  not 

24  a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United  States  was  entitled  to  re- 

25  ceive  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (123)for 
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1  months  beginning  prior  le  the  dale  ef  the  enactment  el  fckk 

2  Aet  have  been  are,  aw  December  31,  196*.  beinr/  withheld 

3  by  the  Treasury  Department  under  the  first  section  of  the 

4  Act  of  October  9.  1940  (31  U.S.C.  123) .  any  such  benefits. 

5  payable  to  such  individual  for  months  after  the  month  in 

6  which  the  determination  by  the  Treasury  Department  that 

7  the  benefits  should  be  so  withheld  was  made,  shall  not  be 

8  paid — 

9  (A)  to  any  person  other  than  such  individual,  or. 
10  if  such  individual  dies  before  such  benefits  can  be  paid. 
H  to  any  person  other  than  an  individual  who  was  entitled 

12  for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died 

13  (with  the  application  of  section  202  (j)  (1)    of  the 

14  Social  Security  Act)  to  a  monthly  benefit  under  title  II 

15  of  such  Act  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self- 

16  employment  income  as  such  deceased  individual,  or 

17  (B)  in  excess  of  the  equivalent  of  the  last  twelve 

18  months'  benefits  that  would  have  been  payable  to  such 

19  individual. 

20  (l24)PE£IDt~AL-   PAYMENTS    *G    CEP  TAIN  CIIILDPEX 

21  S^ev  4£4r  -faf  The  last  sentence  ef  section  203  (a)  ef 

22  tfee  Social  Security  Aet  is  amended  fce  read  as  follows : 

23  "Whenever  a  reduction  is  made  under  *Ms  subsection  in 

24  fcfee  total  ef  monthly  benefits  te  which  individuals  afe  entitled 

25  for  ftfiy  month  en  the  basis  ef  t&e  wages  and  self  employment 
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1  -incGmc  of  an  insured  individual,  each  sueh  benefit  other  than 

2  the  old  age  or  disability  insurance  benefit  shall  be  propor 

3  tionatcly  decreased ;  except  that  if  such  total  of  benefits  for 

4  sueh  month  includes  any  benefit  or  benefits  under  section 

5  202  (d)  which  are  payable  solely  by  reason  of  section  34£ 

6  -(h)  (3) ,  the  reduction  shall  be  first  applied  to  reduce  (pro 

7  portionatcly  where  there  is  more  than  one  benefit  so  pay 

8  able)  the  benefits  so  payable  -(hut  not  below  zero) 

9  -(b)-  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  -(ftf  of  this 

10  section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable 

11  under  title  S  of  the  Social  Security  Aet  for  and  after  the 

12  second  month  after  the  month  in  which  this  Aet  is  enacted. 

13  SPECIAL  SAVING  PROVISION  FOR  CERTAIN  CHILDREN 

14  Sec.  164.  Where— 

"15  (1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the 

16  application  of  section  202(j)(l)  of  the  Social  Security 

17  Act)  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223  of 

18  such  Act  for  August  1965  and  for  February  1968 

19  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income 

20  of  an  individual,  and 

21  (2)  one  or  more  persons  (not  included  in  para- 

22  graph   (1) )   became  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  for 

23  September  1965  under  section  202(d)  by  reason  of 

24  section  216(h)  (3),  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self- 


203 

1  employment  income  and  are  so  entitled  for  February 

2  1968,  and 

3  (3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are 

4  entitled  under  such  section  202  or  228  on  the  basis  of  such 

5  wages  and  self-employment  for  February  1968  are 
5  reduced  by  reason  of  section  203(a)  of  such  Act,  as 

7  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would,  but  for  the  penultimate 

8  sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so  reduced), 

9  then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person 

10  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  above  is  entitled  for  months 

11  after  February  1968  shall  be  increased,  after  the  applica- 

12  tion  of  such  section  203(a),  to  the  amount  it  would  hare  been 

13  if  the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  were 

14  not  entitled-  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  su-ch  paragraph. 

15  TRANSFER   TO   HEALTH   INSURANCE   BENEFITS  ADVISORY 

16  COUNCIL  OF  NATIONAL  MEDICAL  REVIEW  COMMITTEE 

17  FUNCTIONS;  INCREASE  IN  COUNCIL'S  MEMBERSHIP 

18  Sec.  (125>±^  165.   (a)   Section  1867  of  the  Social 

19  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

20  "HEALTH  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  ADVISORY  COUNCIL 

21  "Sec.  1867.  (a)  There  is  hereby  created  a  Health  In- 

22  surance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  which  shall  consist  of  19 

23  persons,  not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States, 

24  appointed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions 
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1  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in 

2  the  competitive  service.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to 

3  time  appoint  one  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  The 

4  members  shall  include  persons  who  are  outstanding  in  fields 

5  related  to  hospital,  medical,  and  other  health  activities,  per- 

6  sons  who  are  representative  of  organizations  and  associations 

7  of  professional  personnel  in  the  field  of  medicine,  and  at  least 

8  one  person  who  is  representative  of  the  general  public.  Each 

9  member  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  4  years,  except  that 

10  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior 

11  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was 

12  appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term. 

13  A  member  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  continuously  for  more 

14  than  2  terms.  The  Secretary  may,  at  the  request  of  the  Ad- 

15  visory  Council  or  otherwise,  appoint  such  special  advisory 

16  professional  or  technical  committees  as  may  be  useful  in  car- 

17  rying  out  this  title.  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council  and 

18  members  of  any  such  advisory  or  technical  committee,  while 

19  attending  meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serv- 

20  ing  on  business  of  the  Advisory  Council  or  of  such  committee, 

21  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed  by 

22  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including 

23  travel  time,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or 

24  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 

25  penses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  author- 
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1  ized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  per- 

2  sons  in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently.  The 

3  Advisor}'  Council  shall  meet  as  frequently  as  the  Secretary 

4  deems  necessary.  Upon  request  of  5  or  more  members,  it 

5  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  to  call  a  meeting  of  the 

6  Advisory  Council. 

7  "(b)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the  Advisory  Council 

8  ( 1 )  to  advise  the  Secretary  on  matters  of  general  policy  in 

9  the  administration  of  this  title  and  in  the  formulation  of  reg- 

10  ulations  under  this  title,  and  (2)  to  study  the  utilization  of 

11  hospital  and  other  medical  care  and  services  for  which  pay- 

12  ment  may  be  made  under  this  title  with  a  view  to  recom- 

13  mending  any  changes  which  may  seem  desirable  in  the  way 

14  in  which  such  care  and  services  are  utilized  or  in  the  ad- 

15  ministration  of  the  programs  established  by  this  title,  or  in 

16  the  provisions  of  this  title.  The  Advisory  Council  shall  make 
1"  an  annual  report  to  the  Secretary7  on  the  performance  of 

18  its  functions,  including  any  recommendations  it  may  have 

19  with  respect  thereto,  and  such  report  shall  be  transmitted 

20  promptly  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress. 

21  "(c)  The  Advisory  Council  is  authorized  to  engage  such 

22  technical  assistance  as  may  be  required  to  earn-  out  its  func- 

23  tions,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make  available  to 

24  the  Advisory  Council  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other 

25  assistance  and  such  pertinent  data  obtained  and  prepared 
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1  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  as 

2  the  Advisory  Council  may  require  to  carry  out  its  functions." 

3  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not 

4  be  construed  as  affecting  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members 

5  of  the  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  in  office 

6  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  their  successors. 

7  The  terms  of  office  of  the  three  additional  members  of  the 

8  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  first  appointed 

9  pursuant  to  the  increase  in  the  membership  of  such  Council 

10  provided  by  such  amendment  shall  expire,  as  designated  by 

11  the  Secretary  at  the  time  of  appointment,  one  at  the  end  of 

12  the  first  year,  one  at  the  end  of  the  second  year,  and  one  at 

13  the  end  of  the  third  year  after  the  date  of  appointment. 

14  (c)  Section  1868  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  repealed. 

15  (126)advisoby  council  on  social  security 

16  Seer  443-r  (a)  (1)  Section  706  (a)  of  the  Seek*  Seeu- 

17  rity  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  out  "During  1968  and  every 

18  fifth  year  thereafter'  -  and  inserting  m  lieu  thereof  "During 

19  February  1969  and  during  February  of  each  fourth  year 

20  thereafter". 

21  -f2f  The  first  sentence  ef  section  706  (d)  of  sueh  Aet 

22  is  amended  by  striking  out  "second". 

23  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

24  Sec  166.  (a)(1)  Section  706(a)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

25  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "During  1968  and 
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1  every  fifth  year  thereafter "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Dur- 

2  ing  1969  (but,  not  before  February  1,  1969)  and  every 

3  fourth  year  thereafter  (but  not  before  February  1  of  such 

4  fourth  year)" . 

5  (2)  Section.  706(d)  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
q  out  "reports  of  its"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "reports 

7  (including  any  interim  reports  such  Council  may  have 

8  issued)  of  its". 

9  (b)  Section  706  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

10  out  "shall  consist  of  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security,  as 

11  Chairman,  and  12  other  persons,  appointed  by  the  Secretary" 

12  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  consist  of  a  Chairman  and  12 

13  other  persons,  appointed  by  the  Secretary". 

14  REIMBURSEMENT  OF  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  ANNUI- 

15  TANTS   FOR   CERTAIN   PREMIUM   PAYMENTS  UNDER 

16  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

17  Sec.  (127)4£4  167.  Section  1840  (e)  (1)  of  the  Social 

18  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

19  following  new  sentence:  "A  plan  described  in  section  8903 

20  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  may  reimburse  each  annuitant 

21  enrolled  in  such  plan  an  amount  equal  to  the  premiums  paid 

22  by  him  under  this  part  if  such  reimbursement  is  paid  entirely 

23  from  funds  of  such  plan  which  are  derived  from  sources  other 

24  than  the  contributions  described  in  section  8906  of  such 

25  title." 
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1  APPKOPRI ATION S  TO  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL 

2  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

3  Sec.  (128)46§  168.  (a)  Section  1844  (a)  of  the  Social 

4  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  "  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  from  time 

6  to  time,  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap- 

7  propriated,  to  the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 

8  Trust  Fund— 

9  "  ( 1 )  a  Government  contribution  equal  to  the  ag- 
io gregate  premiums  payable  under  this  part  and  deposited 

11  in  the  Trust  Fimd,  and 

12  "  (2)  such  sums  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary 

13  to  place  the  Trust  Fund,  at  the  end  of  any  fiscal  year 

14  occurring  after  June  30,  1967,  in  the  same  position  in 

15  which  it  would  have  been  at  the  end  of  such  fiscal  year 

16  if  (A)  a  Government  contribution  representing  the  ex- 

17  cess  of  the  premiums  deposited  in  the  Trust  Fund  during 

18  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  over  the  Govern- 

19  ment  contribution  actually  appropriated  to  the  Trust 

20  Fund  during  such  fiscal  year  had  been  appropriated  to 

21  it  on  June  30,  1967,  and  (B)  the  Government  contri- 

22  bution  for  premiums  deposited  in  the  Trust  Fund  after 

23  June  30,  1967,  had  been  appropriated  to  it  when  such 

24  premiums  were  deposited." 
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1  (b)  Section  1844  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

2  ing  out  "1967"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1969". 

3  DISCLOSURE  TO  COURTS  OF  WHEREABOUTS  OF 

4  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS 

5  Sec.  (129)466  169.  (a)  Section  1106(c)  (1)  of  the 

6  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(A)"  after 

7  "(c)  (1)",  by  redesignating  subparagraphs   (A)  through 

8  (D)  as  clauses  (i)  through  (iv) ,  respectively,  and  by  add- 

9  ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph : 

10  "(B)  If  a  request  for  the  most  recent  address  of  any 

H  individual  so  included  is  filed  (in  accordance  with  paragraph 

12  (2)  of  this  subsection)  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  issue 

13  orders  (130)  or  entertain  petitions  against  individuals  for  the 

14  support  and  maintenance  of  their  children,  the  Secretary  shall 

15  furnish  such  address,  or  the  address  of  the  individual's  most 

16  recent  employer,  or  both,  for  the  (131)court's  own  use  m  m- 

17  suing  or  determining  whether  te  issue  suoh  a*t  order  against 

18  sueb  individual  -faftd  for  no  other  purpose)  use  of  the  court  ( and 

19  for  no  other  purpose)  in  issuing  or  determining  whether  to 

20  issue  such  an  order  against  such  individual  or  in  determining 

21  ( in  the  event  such  individual  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 

22  the  court)  the  court  to  which  a  petition  for  support  and 

23  maintenance  against  such  individual  should  be  forwarded 

H.R.  12080  14 
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1  under  any  reciprocal  arrangements  with  other  States  to 

2  obtain  or  improve  court  orders  for  support,  if  the  court  certi- 

3  fies  that  the  information  is  requested  for  such  use." 

4  (b)  (1)  Section  1106(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

5  by  striking  out  ",  and  shall  be  accompanied"  and  all  that 

6  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  (and,  in  the  case  of  a 

7  request  under  paragraph  (1)  (A) ,  shall  be  accompanied  by 

8  a  certified  copy  of  the  order  referred  to  in  clauses  (i)  and 

9  (iv)  thereof)." 

10  (2)  Section  1106(c)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

11  striking  out  "authorized  by  subparagraph  (D)  thereof"  and 

12  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "authorized  by  subparagraph  (A) 

13  (iv)  or  (B)  thereof". 

14  REPORTS  OF  BOARDS  OF  TRUSTEES  TO  CONGRESS 

15  Sec.  (132)±62  170.  (a)  Sections  201(c)  (2),  1817 

16  (b)  (2),  and  1841  (b)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are 

17  each  amended  by  striking  out  "March"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "April". 

19  (b)  Section  201  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

20  ing  immediately  before  the  last  sentence  the  following  new 

21  sentence:  "Such  report  shall  also  include  an  actuarial  analy- 

22  sis  of  the  benefit  disbursements  made  from  the  Federal  Old- 

23  Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  with  respect  to 

24  disabled  beneficiaries." 
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1  GENERAL  (133)SAVINCB  SAVING  PROVISION 

2  Sec.  (134)4£&  171.  (a)  Where— 

3  (1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without 

4  the  application  of  section  202  (j)  (1)  of  the  Social  Se- 

5  curity  Act)  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223 
g  of  such  Act  for  (135)the  effective  month  February  1968 
rj  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income 
g  of  an  individual,  and 

9  (2)  one  or  more  persons  (not  included  in  paragraph 

10  (1))  become  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  under  such 

11  section  202  for  (136)the  first  month  after  the  effective 

12  month  March  1968  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self- 

13  employment  by  reason  of  the  amendments  made  to  such 

14  Act  by  sections  (137>1£4T  4£Oy  ±£4y  an4  4£§  of 

15  this  Aety  and  104,  113,  150,  151,  156,  157,  175,  and 

16  (3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are 

17  entitled  under  such  section  202  or  223  on  the  basis  of 

18  such  wages  and  self-employment  for  (138)sueh  first 

19  month  March  1968  are  reduced  by  reason  of  section 

20  203  (a)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would, 

21  but  for  the  penultimate  sentence  of  such  section  203  (a) , 

22  be  so  reduced) , 

23  -then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person 

24  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  is  entitled  for  months  after 


212 

1  (139)the  effective  month  February  1968  shall  he  increased, 

2  after  the  application  of  such  section  203  (a) ,  to  the  amount  it 

3  would  have  been  if  the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  para- 

4  graph  (2)  were  not  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such 

5  paragraph. 

6  (140)-(h)-  ¥e¥  purposes  ef  subsection  -fafr  the  term  "effoe 

7  tiv-e  month"  means  the  month  after  the  month  m  which  this 

8  Aet  is  cnaetcd. 

9  (b)  Where— 

10  (1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the 

11  application  of  section  202(j)(l)  of  the  Social  Security 

12  Act)  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  or  223  of 

13  such  Act  for  November  1968  on  the  basis  of  the  wages 

14  and  self -employment  income  of  an  individual,  and 

15  (2)  one  or  more  persons  ( not  included  in  paragraph 

16  (1)  )  become  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  under  such  sec- 

17  tion  202  for  December  1968  on  the  basis  of  such  wages 

18  and  self-employment  by  reason  of  the  amendments  made 

19  to  such  Act  by  section  105  of  this  Act,  and 

20  (3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are  en- 

21  titled  under  such  section  202  or  223  on  the  basis  of  such 

22  wages  and  self-employment  for  December  1968  are  re- 

23  duced  by  reason  of  section  203(a)  of  such  Act,  as 

24  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would,  but  for  the  penultimate 

25  sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so  reduced), 
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1  then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person 

2  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  is  entitled  for  months  after 

3  November  1968  shall  be  increased,  after  the  application  of 

4  such  section  203(a),  to  the  amount  it  would  have  been  if  the 

5  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  were  not 

6  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred,  to  in  such  paragraph. 

1  (l^l^EXPEDlTED  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

8  Sec.  172.  (a)  Section  205  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

9  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

10  subsection: 

11  "Expedited  Benefit  Payments 

^2  "(q)(l)   The  Secretary  shall  establish  and  put  into 

1^  effect  procedures  under  which  expedited  payment  of  monthly 

14  insurance  benefits  under  this  title  will,  subject  to  paragraph 

15  (4)  of  this  subsection,  be  made  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (2) 

16  and  (3)  of  this  subsection. 

1'  "(2)  In  any  case  in  which — 

18  "(A)  an  individual  makes  an  allegation  that  a 

19  monthly  benefit  under  this  title  was  due  him  in  a  particu- 
^  lar  month  but  was  not  paid  to  him,  and 

21  "(B)  such  individual  submits  a  written  request  for 

22  the  payment  of  such  benefit — 

2^  "(i)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  received  a 

2^  regular  monthly  benefit  in  the  month  preceding  the 
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1  month  with  respect  to  which  such  allegation  is  made, 

2  not  less  than  30  days  after  the  15th  day  of  the  month 

3  with  respect  to  which  such  allegation  is  made  ( and  in 

4  the  event  that  such  request  is  submitted  prior  to  the 

5  expiration  of  such  30-day  period,  it  shall  be  deemed 

6  to  have  been  submitted  upon  the  expiration  of  such 

7  period),  and 

8  u(ii)  in  any  other  case,  not  less  than  90  days 

9  after  the  later  of  (I)  the  date  on  which  such  bene- 
1°  fit  is  alleged  to  have  been  due,  or  (II)  the  date  on 
H  which  such  individual  furnished  the  last  information 

12  requested  by  the  Secretary  ( and  such  written  request 

13  will  be  deemed  to  be  filed  on  the  day  on  which  it  was 
l^  filed,  or  the  ninetieth  day  after  the  first  day  on  which 
1^  the  Secretary  has  evidence  that  such  allegation  is 
1"  true,  whichever  is  later), 

1'  the  Secretary  shall,  if  he  finds  that  benefits  are  due,  certify 

1°  such  benefits  for  payment,  and  payment  shall  be  made  within 

^  15  days  immediately  following  the  date  on  which  the  written 
90 

request  is  deemed  to  have  been  filed. 

"(3)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  that 

99 

there  is  evidence,  although  additional  evidence  might  be  re- 

23 

quired  for  a  final  decision,  that  an  allegation  described  in 

24 

paragraph  (2)  (A)  is  true,  he  may  make  a  preliminary 

25 

certification  of  such  benefit  for  payment  even  though  the  30- 
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1  day  or  90-day  periods  described  in  paragraph  (2)(B)(i) 

2  and  (B)(ii)  have  not  elapsed. 

3  "(4)  Any  payment  made  pursuant  to  a  certification 

4  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  consid- 
•5  ered  an  incorrect  payment  for  purposes  of  determining  the 

6  liability  of  the  certifying  or  disbursing  officer. 

7  "(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  benefits  payable 

8  under  section  228  shall  be  treated  as  monthly  insurance  bene- 

9  fits  payable  under  this  title.  However,  this  subsection  shall 
10  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  benefit  for  which  a  check  has 
H  been  negotiated,  or  with  respect  to  any  benefit  alleged  to  be 

12  due  under  either  section  223.  or  section  202  to  a  wife,  hus- 

13  band,  or  child  of  an  individual  entitled  to  or  applying  for 

14  benefits  under  section  223.  or  to  a  child  who  has  attained  age 

15  18  and  is  under  a  disability,  or  to  a  widow  or  widower  on  the 

16  basis  of  being  under  a  disability." 

1"  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  of  this 

18  section  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  written  requests  filed 

19  under  section  205 (q)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  June 

20  30.  1968. 

21  (14z2)STUDY  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

22  Sec.  173.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health.  Education,  and 

23  Welfare  is  authorized  and  directed  to  conduct  a  study  and 

24  investigation  to  determine  the  effects  which  would  result  from 
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1  the  enactment  of  a  proposal  to  establish,  through  a  formulary 

2  committee,  quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs  for 

3  inhich  payments  may  be  made  under  the  various  Federal- 

4  State  assistance  programs  and  under  the  hospital  insurance 

5  program  established  by  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 

6  Security  Act,  and  the  effects  which  would  result  from  the 

7  enactment  of  a  proposal  to  provide  coverage,  under  the  pro- 

8  gram  of  supplementary  medical  insurance  benefits  established 

9  by  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  of  cer- 

10  tain  expenses  incurred  by  an  insured  individual  in  obtaining 

11  such  drugs  as  may  be  found  to  be  qualified  drugs  by  a  for- 

12  mulary  committee.  In  such  study  and  investigation,  the  Secre- 

13  tary  shall  give  consideration  to  (1)  savings  which  might 

14  accrue  to  the  United  States  Government  from  the  enactment 

15  of  such  legislation,  (2)  effects  of  the  enactment  thereof  upon 

16  the  health  professions,  (3)  effects  of  the  enactment  thereof 

17  upon  the  pharmaceutical  industry,  including  large  and  small 

18  manufacturers  of  drugs,  wholesalers  and  retailers  of  drugs, 

19  and  (4)  such  other  medical,  economic,  and  social  factors 

20  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  to  be  material. 

21  (b)  On  or  before  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall 

22  transmit  to  the  Congress  a  report  which  shall  contain  a  full 

23  and  complete  statement  of  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 

24  made  by  the  Secretary  upon  the  basis  of  such  study  and 

25  investigation. 
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1  (143)Z)LS ABILITY  BENEFITS  FOR  BLIND  PERSONS 

2  Sec.  174.  (a)  (1 )  Section  223(a)  (1  )(B)  of  the  Social 

3  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read,  as  follows: 

4  "(B)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  other  than  an 

5  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness  ( as  defined  in 

6  subsection   (d)(1)(B)),  has  not  attained  the  age  of 

7  65,". 

8  (2)  Subsection  (a)(1)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  is 

9  amended  by  striking  out  "the  month  in  which  he  attains  age 

10  65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  the  case  of  any  indi- 

11  vidual  other  than  an  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness 

12  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d)  (1)  (B ) ) ,  the  month  in  which 

13  he  attains  age  65". 

14  (3)  That  part  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  223(a)  of 

15  such   Act   which   precedes  subparagraph    (A)    thereof  is 

16  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  "(if  a  many  the 

17  following:  ",  and,  in  the  case  of  any  individual  whose  dis- 

18  ability  is  blindness  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d)  (1)  (B) ) , 

19  as  though  he  were  a  fully  insured  individual" . 

20  (4)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223(a)(1)  of  such  Act 

21  is  repealed. 

22  (b)(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  223 

23  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

24  (A)  by  inserting  "(other  than  an  individual  whose 
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1  disability    is    blindness,    as    defined    in  subsection 

2  (d)(1)(B))"  after  "An  individual";  and 

3  (B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  the  sen- 

4  tence  following  subparagraph  (B) )  the  following  new 

5  sentence:  "An  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness 

6  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d)(1)(B))  shall  be  insured 

7  for  disability  insurance  benefits  in  any  month  if  he  had 

8  not  less  than  six  quarters  of  coverage  before  the  quarter 

9  in  which  such  month  occurs." 

10  (2)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection 

11  (d)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  158 

12  (b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

13  U(B)  blindness;  and,  for  purposes  of  this  subpara- 

14  graph,  the  term  'blindness'  means  central  visual  acuity 

15  of  20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye  with  the  use  of  cor- 

16  recting  lenses,  or  visual  acuity  greater  than  20/200  if 

17  accompanied  by  a  limitation  in  the  fields  of  vision  such 

18  that  the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  subtends  an 

19  angle  no  greater  than  twenty  degrees" 

20  (g)  The  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection 

21  (d)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  (as  added  by  section  158(b) 

22  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than 

23  an  individual  ivhose  disability  is  blindness)"  immediately 

24  after  "individual" . 

25  (c)(1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216(i)(l)  of  such 
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1  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(B)"  and  all  that  follows, 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(B)  blindness 

3  (as  defined  in  section  223(d)  (1)  (B)  ) ." 

4  (2)   The  second  sentence  of  such  section  216  (i)  is 

5  repealed. 

6  (d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  222(b)(1)  of  such 

7  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than  such  an  individual 

8  whose  disability  is  blindness,  as  defined  in  section  223(d) 

9  (1)(B))"  after  "an  individual  entitled  to  disability  msur- 

10  ance  benefits". 

11  ( e)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections  of 

12  this  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits 

13  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after 

14  November  1968,  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits 

15  filed  after  August  31,  1968. 

16  (144^ENTITLEMENT  TO  CHILD 'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 
1"  BASE  ON  DISABILITY  WHICH  BEGAN  BETWEEN  18  AND  22 

18  Sec.  175.  (a)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  202(d)(1)(B) 

19  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "which 

20  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

21  thereof  "which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  22". 

22  (b)  Subparagraphs  (F)  and  (G)  of  section  202(d)  (1 ) 

23  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

24  "(F)  if  such  child  was  not  under  a  disability  (as 
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1  so  defined)  at  the  time  he  attained  the  age  of  18,  the 

2  earlier^  of — 

3  u(i)  the  first  month  during  no  part  of  which 

4  he  is  a  full-time  student,  or 

5  "(ii)  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of 

6  22, 

7  but  only  if  he  ivas  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined) 

8  in  such  earlier  month;  or 

9  "(G)  if  such  child  was  under  a  disability  (as  so 

10  defined)  at  the  time  he  attained  the  age  of  18,  or  if  he 

11  was  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  at  such  time 

12  but  was  under  a  disability  ( as  so  defined)  at  or  prior 

13  to  the  time  he  attained  (or  would  attain)  the  age  of  22, 

14  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases 

15  to  be  under  such  disability  or  (if  later)  the  earlier  of — 
1^  " (i)  the  first  month  during  no  part  of  which 

17  he  is  a  full-time  student,  or 

18  "(H)  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age 

19  of  22, 

20  but  only  if  he  was  not  under  a  disability  ( as  so  defined) 

21  in  such  earlier  month." 

22  (c)  Section  202(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

23  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "No 

24  payment  under  this  paragraph  may  be  made  to  a  child  who 
2^    would  not  meet  the  definition  of  disability  in  section  228(d) 
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1  except  for  paragraph   (1)(B)   thereof  for  any  month  in 

2  which  he  engages  in  substantial  gainful  activity." 

3  (d)  Paragraph  (6)  of  section  202(d)  (as  redesignated 
1  by  section  151)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "in  which  he  is  a 

5  full-time  student  and  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22"  and  nil 

6  that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  which  he — 

7  "(A)(i)  is  a  full-time  student  or  (ii)  is  under  a 

8  disability  ( as  defined  in  section  223  (d)  ) .  and 

9  "(B)  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22, 

10  but  only  if  he  has  filed  application  for  such  reentitlement. 

11  Such  reentitlement  shall  end  with  the  month  preceding  which- 
1  -  e v e r  of  the  fo  11  o w i n g  fi rst  occu rs : 

13  "(C)  the  first  month  in  which  an  event  specified  in 

14  paragraph  (1)(D)  occurs;  or 

15  "(D)  the  earlier  of  (i)  the  first  month  during  no 

16  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  or  (ii)  the  month 
1'  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  but  only  if  he  is  not 

18  under  a  disability  ( as  so  defined)  in  such  earlier  month; 

19  or 

20  "(E)  of  he  was  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined). 
-1  the  third  month  fallowing  the  month  in  which  he  ceases 

to  be  under  such  disability  or  (if  later)  the  earlier  of — 

-3  "(i)  the  first  month  during  no  part  of  which  he 
is  a  full-time  student,  or 
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1  "(w)  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of 

2  22." 

3  (e)  Section  202  ( s)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

4  (1)  by  striking  out  "before  he  attained  such  age" 

5  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "before 

6  he  attained  the  age  of  22"  ;  and 

7  (2)  by  striking  out  "before  such  child  attained  the 

8  age  of  18"  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  and  inserting  in 

9  lieu  thereof  "before  such  child  attained  the  age  of  22" . 

10  (f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

11  only  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  payable  under 

12  section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after 

13  February  1968;  except  that  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who 

14  was  not  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  under  such  section  for 

15  February  1968,  such  amendments  shall  apply  only  on  the 

16  basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which 

17  this  Act  is  enacted. 

18  (145)attorneys  fees  for  claimants 

19  Sec.  176.  Section  206(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

20  amended  by  inserting,  immediately  before  the  last  sentence 

21  thereof,  the  following  new  sentences:  "Whenever  the  Secre- 

22  tary,  in  any  claim  before  him  for  benefits  under  this  title, 

23  makes  a  determination  favorable  to  the  claimant,  he  shall,  if 

24  the  claimant  was  represented  by  an  attorney  in  connection 

25  with  such  claim,  fix  (in  accordance  with  the  regulations  pre- 
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1  scribed  pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence)  a  reasonable  fee 

2  to  compensate  such  attorney  for  the  services  performed  by 

3  him  in  connection  with  such  claim.  If  as  a  result  of  such 

4  determination,  such  claimant  is  entitled  to  past-due  benefits 

5  under  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall,  notwithstanding  section 

6  205 (i),  certify  for  payment  (out  of  such  past-due  benefits) 

7  to  such  attorney  an   amount  equal  to  whichever  of  the 

8  following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  25  per  centum  of  the  total 

9  amount  of  such  past-due  benefits,  (B)  the  amount  of  the 

10  attorney  s  fee  so  fixed,  or  (C )  the  amount  agreed  upon 

11  between  the  claimant  and  such  attorney  as  the  fee  for  such 

12  attorney  s  services.'' 

13  TITLE  II— PUBLIC  WELFAEE  AMENDMENTS 

14  Part  1 — Public  Assistance  Amendments 

15  programs  of  services  furnished  to  families  with 

16  dependent  children 

17  (i46)gEev  m±  (a)  (1)  Seetien  102  (a)  ef  the  Seeial  Seen- 

18  fity  Aet  -{as  amended  fey-  section  202  (a)  ef  this  Act)  is 

19  amended  hf  striking  eat  ^nd"  at  the  end  ef  clause  (13)  ; 

20  hy-  striking  e«t  —  and  provide  fe?  coordination  ef  such  ere- 

21  grams"  an4  ah  that  follows  in  clause  (11)  ;  fey-  striking  eut 

22  the  period  at  the  en4  ef  clause  (Id)  and  inserting  in  hen 

23  thereof  a  semicolon-;  and  fey  adding  after  clause  (14)  the 

24  following  new  classes :  "  (15)  provide — 

25  Sec.  201.  (a)(1)  Section  402(a)  of  the  Social  Seen- 
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1  rity  Act  (as  amended  by  section  202(a)  of  this  Act)  is 

2  amended  by — 

3  (A)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (IS); 

4  (B)  striking  out  clause  (14),  including  the  period 

5  at  the  end  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

6  following:  "(14)  provide  for  the  development  and  ap- 

7  plication  of  a  program  for  such  family  services,  as  de- 

8  fined  in  section  406(d),  and  child-welfare  services,  as 

9  defined  in  section  425,  for  each  child  and  relative  who 

10  receives  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,  and 

1 1  each  appropriate  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as 

12  a  relative  and,  child,  receiving  such  aid,  whose  needs  are 

13  taken  into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 

14  clause  (7)),  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  light  of  the 

15  particidar  home  conditions  and  other  needs  of  such  child, 

16  relative,  and  individual,  in  order  to  assist  such  relative, 
1'  child,  and  individual  to  attain  or  retain  capability  for 

18  self-support  and  care  and  in  order  to  maintain  and 

19  strengthen  family  life  and  to  foster  child  development ;" ; 

20  and 

21  (C)  adding  after  clause  (14)  the  following  new 

22  clauses:  "(15)  provide — 

"(A)  for  the  development  of  a  program  for  each 

2^  appropriate  relative  and  dependent  child  receiving  aid 
under  the  plan,  and  each  appropriate  individual  (living 
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1  in  the  same  home  as  a  relative  and  child  receiving  such 

2  aid)  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  the 

3  determination  under  clause  (7) ,  with  the  objective  of — 

4  "  (i)  assuring,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible, 

5  that  such  relative,  child,  and  individual  will  enter 
q  the  labor  force  and  accept  employment  so  that  they 
7  will  become  self-sufficient,  and 

g  "  (ii)  preventing  or  reducing  the  incidence  of 

9  ( 1 47 ^illegitimate  births,        otherwise  strcngthcn- 

10  w£f  family  life-,  births  out  of  wedlock  and  otherwise 

11  strengthening  family  life, 

12  "(B)    for  the  implementation  of  such  programs 

13  (148)hy  assuring  that — by — 

14  (149)"  (i)  t-he  employment  potential  of  sueh-  rek- 

15  tivcs,  children,  anel  individuals  is-  evaluated  an4  they 

16  are  furnished  sueh-  services  as  child  care  services  an4 

1 7  testing,  counseling  basie  education?  vocational  train 

18  mg7  an4  speeia4  jeh  development  te  assist  them  in 

19  securing  an4  retaining  employment     m  raising  the 

20  le^el  of  their  skills  to  seeiwe  advancement  in  thei? 

^  i  uiii  [Jiu  y  niA'ii  i ij  ten vi 

22  "  (ii)  ift  aH  appropriate  eases  family  planning 

23  services  are  offered  to  them, 

24  m-  appropriate  eases  by  providing  aid  te-  families 
H.R.  12080  15 
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1  with  dependent  children  m  the  form  el  payments  ef  the 

2  types  described  m  section  106  (b)  -f^fr 

3  "(i)  assuring  that  such  relative,  child,  or  indi- 

4  vidua!  who  is  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 

5  pursuant  to  clause  (19)   is  furnished  child-care 

6  services  and  that  in  all  appropriate  cases  family 

7  planning  services  are  offered  them,  and 

8  "(H)   in  appropriate  cases,  providing  aid  to 

9  families  with  dependent  children  in  the  form  of 

10  payments  of  the   types  described  in  section  406 

11  (b)(2),  and 

12  "(C)  that  the  acceptance  by  such  child,  relative, 

13  or  individual  of  family  planning  services  provided  under 

14  the  plan  shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  such  child. 

15  relative,  or  individual  and  shall  not  be  a  prerequisite 

16  to  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  other  service  or 
1~  aid  under  the  plan, 

18  (150)''  (C)  "(D)  for  such  review  of  each  such  program 

19  as  may  be  necessary  (as  frequently  as  may  be  necessary, 

20  but  at  least  once  a  year)   to  insure  that  it  is  being* 

21  effectively  implemented, 

22  (15iy4©f  "(E)  for  furnishing  the  Secretary  with 
such  reports  as  he  may  specify  showing  the  results  of 

24  such  programs,  and 

25  (152)^-fEf  "(F)  to  the  extent  that  such  programs 
(153)?/^r/cr  this  clause  or  clause  (14)  are  developed 
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1  and  implemented  by  services  furnished  by  the  staff  of 

2  the  State  agency,  (154)or-  the  leeal  agency  administer 

3  mg  the  State  plan  m  each  of  the  political  subdivisions 

4  ef  the  State,  for  the  establishment  of  a  single  organiza- 

5  tional  unit  in  (155)sueh  the  State  or  local  agency,  as 

6  the  ease  may  bey  the  State  responsible  for  the  furnishing 

7  of  such  services; 


8  (16)  provide  that  where  the  State  agency  has  reason  to 

9  believe  that  the  home  in  which  a  relative  and  child  receiving 

10  aid  reside  is  unsuitable  for  the  child  because  of  the  neglect, 

11  abuse,  or  exploitation  of  such  child  it  shall  bring  such  con- 

12  dition  to  the  attention  of  the  appropriate  court  or  law  en- 

13  forcement  agencies  in  the  State,  providing  such  data  with 

14  respect  to  the  situation  it  may  have;  (17)  provide — 


15  "(A)  for  the  development  and  implementation  of 

16  a  program  under  which  the  State  agency  will  under- 

17  take— 

18  "  (i)  in  the  case  of  (156)a»  illegitimate  child  a 

19  child  born  out  of  wedlock  who  is  receiving  aid  to 

20  families  with  dependent  children,  to  establish  the 

21  paternity  of  such  child  and  secure  support  for  him. 

22  and 

23  "  (h)  in  the  case  of  any  child  receiving  such 

24  aid  who  has  been  deserted  or  abandoned  by  his  par- 

25  ent,  to  secure  support  for  such  child  from  such  par- 

26  ent  (or  from  any  other  person  legally  liable  for 
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1  such  support) ,  utilizing  any  reciprocal  arrangements 

2  adopted  with  other  States  to  obtain  or  enforce  court 

3  orders  for  support,  and 

4  "(B)  for  the  establishment  of  a  single  organizational 

5  unit  in  the  State  agency  or  local  agency  administering 

6  the  State  plan  in  each  political  subdivision  which  will  be 

7  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  program  re- 

8  f erred  to  in  clause  (A)  ; 

9  (18)   provide  for  entering  into  cooperative  arrangements 

10  with  appropriate  courts  and  law  enforcement  officials  (A) 

11  to  assist  the  State  agency  in  administering  the  program 

12  referred  to  in  clause    (17)  (A),  including  the  entering 

13  into  of  financial  arrangements  with  such  courts  and  offi- 

14  cials  in  order  to  assure  optimum  results  under  such  pro- 

15  gram,  and  (B)  with  respect  to  any  other  matters  of  common 

16  concern  to  such  courts  or  officials  and  the  State  agency  or 

17  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan." 

18  (2)  Section  402  (a)  (13)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated 

19  by  section  202  (a)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out 

20  "(if  any)". 

21  (b)  Section  402  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 

22  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

23  "(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  on  the  basis  of  his  review  of 

24  the  reports  received  from  the  States  imder  clause  (15) 

25  of  subsection  (a) ,  compile  such  data  as  he  believes  neces- 
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1  sary  and  from  time  to  time  publish  his  findings  as  to  the 

2  effectiveness  of  the  programs  developed  and  administered 

3  by  the  States  under  such  clause.  The  Secretary  shall  an- 

4  rurally  report  to  the  Congress   (with  the  first  such  report 

5  being  made  on  or  before  July  1.  1970)  on  the  programs 

6  developed  and  administered  by  each  State  under  such  clause 

7  (15)." 

8  (l.">  7)4*4-  Section  40£  ( a )  (£•)-  ef  mi  eh  Aefe  is  amended  by 

9  striking  ou4  subparagraphs  -(-A-)-  and  -(Wf-  and  inserting  in 

10  lien  thereof  the  following : 

11  -  (A)  7£  per  centum  ef  se  much  ef  seen-  es- 

12  penditurcs  fts  ai  o  fer— 

13  "  (i)  services  which  are  furnished  pursuant 

14  te  eknse  (15)  ef  section  102  (a)  and  which 

15  are  provided  te  any  relative  er  child  whe  is 

16  receiving  aid  under  the  plan:  er  te  any  ether 

17  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as  sneh 

18  relative  and  child)  whose  needs  are  taken  mte 

19  account  in  making  the  determination  under 

20  clause  -f7)-  ef  such  section,  er 

21  "  (ii)  any  ef  the  services  specified  in  er 

22  under  subsection  -(ef  and  provided  te  any  rel- 

23  ative  er  dependent  child  whe  is  applying  fer 

24  er  receiving  aid  under  the  plan,  er  any  ether  in- 

25  dividual  (living  in  the  same  home  as  such  reh 
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1  ative  and  child}-  whose  needs  are  taken  kite 

2  account  is  making  the  determination  under 

3  clause  -ffl-  6f  section  102  (a) ,  er 

4  -  (iii)  any  ef  the  services  specified  in  clause 

5  (15)   el  section  402  (a) ,  er-  specified  in  ef 

6  under  subsection  -(e)^  which  ore  provided  te 

7  any  child  whe  is  applying  fer  aid  under  the 

8  plan  er  who,  within  such  period  er  periods 

9  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  has  been  er 

10  is  likely  te  become  an  applicant  for  er  re- 

11  cipicnt  ef  sueh  aid^  er  te  any  relative  with 

12  wThom  any  sueh  child  is  living,  er  te  any  other 

13  individual  (living  in  the  same  homo  as  sueh 

14  relative  and  child)  whose  needs  are  er  w^ould 

15  be  taken  into  account  in  making  the  determi 

16  nation  under  clause  -(■£}-  ef  section  402  (a) ,  er 

17  -  (iv)  the  training  ef  personnel  employed 

18  er  preparing  for  employment  by  the  State 

19  agency  er  by  the  local  agency  administering  the 

20  plftft  ift  the  political  subdivision ;  plus". 

21  (c)  Section  403(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  striking  out  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  and  inserting  in 

23  Ueu  thereof  the  following: 

24  " (A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expend- 

25  itures  as  are  for — 
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1  "(i)  services  which  are  furnished  pursuant 

2  to  clauses  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  402(a) 

3  and  which  are  provided  to  any  child  or  relative 

4  who  is  receiving  aid  under  the  plan,  or  to  any 

5  other  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as 

6  such  relative  and  child)  whose  needs  are  taken 

7  into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 

8  clause  (7)  of  such  section, 

9  "(H)  any  of  the  services  described  in  clauses 

10  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  402(a)  which  are 

11  provided  to  any  child  or  relative  who  is  applying 

12  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  or 

13  who,  within  such  period  or  periods  as  the  Sec- 

14  retary  may  prescribe,  has  been  or  is  likely  to 

15  become  an  applicant  for  or  recipient  of  such 

16  aid,  or 

17  (<(iii)  the  training  of  personnel  employed 

18  or  preparing  for  employment  by  the  State 

19  agency  or  by  the  local  agency  administering  the 

20  plan  in  the  political  subdivision;  plus" . 

21  (d)    Section   403(a)(3)    of   such   Act   is  further 

22  amended — 

23  (15&)(1)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (C),  (D), 

24  and.  (E)  as  (B),  (C),  and  (D),  respectively; 

25  (159>(4-f  (2)  by  striking-  out  "subparagraphs  (A)  and 
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1  (B)  "  in  the  sentence  following  subparagraph  (160) (B) 

2  (as  redesignated  by  paragraph   (1)   of  this  subsec- 

3  Hon)  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  "subparagraph  (A)  "; 

4  (161)-(-3-)-  (3)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 

5  of  the  sentence  following  subparagraph  (162)  (C)  (B) 

6  ( as  redesignated  by  paragraph  (1 )  of  this  subsection) 

7  the  following:  ";  and  except  that,  to  the  extent  specified 

8  by  the  Secretary,  child-welfare  services,  family  plan- 

9  ning  services,  and  family  services  may  be  provided  from 

10  sources  other  than  those  referred  to  in  subparagraphs 

11  (163 )  -f&f  aed  -(E)-  (C)  and  (D)";  and 

12  (164>(8)-  (4)  by  striking  out  "subparagraphs  (B)  and 

13  (C)  apply"  in  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 

14  thereof  "subparagraph  (165)-fOf  (B)  applies". 

15  (166)  (c)  (1)  Section  403(c)  ef  meh  Aet  is  amended  to 

16  r^ad  as-  follows : 

17  "  (c)  3^er  purposes  ef  paragraphs  (3)  (A)  (ii)  a»d  -{&)- 

18  (A)  (hi)  ef  subsection  -fa^  the  services  referred  to  m  sueh 

19  paragraphs  as  specified  m  or  under  this  subsection  include — 

20  "  (1)   child  welfare  services  as  defined  in  section 

22  -  (2)  family  services  as  defined  in  section  106  (d)  7 

23  QTT  /I 

ccutz 

"  (3)   other  services  to  maintain  an4  strengthen 
family  life  for  children,  and  to  heip  relatives  with  whom 
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1  children  a*e  living  ami  other  individuals  (living  ffl  the 

2  same  home  as  a  relative  and  child)  whose  needs  fife  et 

3  would  he  taken  into  account  m  making  the  determination 

4  under  clause  -f^f  ef  section  102  (a)  te  attain  er-  retain 

5  capability  fe?  self  support     self  care,  which  are  specified 

6  hy  the  Secretary? 

7  bet  only  with  respect  to  ft  State  whese  State  plan  approved 

8  under  section  405-  provides  that  when  such  services  are  fer- 

9  nishcd  hy  the  sta§  of  the  State  agency  e*  local  ageney 

10  aammistering  sueh  ohmT  the  organizational  anit  referred  te 

11  m  section  402  (a)  (15)  (E)  will  he  responsible  for  furnish 

12  mg  saeh  services." 

13  (e)(1)  Section  403(c)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

14  (2)   Section  403(a)  (3)   of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

15  striking  out  "whose  State  plan  approved  under  section  402 

16  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)  ( 1 )     and  by  strik- 

17  ino1  out       and"'  at  the  end  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 

18  period. 

19  (3)  Section  403(a)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

20  (4)  Section  408  (d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

21  out  "and  (4)" 

22  (f)  Section  406  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 

23  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

24  "(d)  The  term  'family  services'  means  services  to  a 

25  family  or  any  member  thereof  for  the  purpose  of  preserving, 
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1  rehabilitating,  reuniting,  or  strengthening  the  family,  and 

2  such  other  services  as  will  assist  members  of  a  family  to  at- 

3  tain  or  retain  capability  for  the  maximum  self-support  and 

4  personal  independence." 

5  (167)  (g)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection-  -far)-  ef 

6  this  section  shall  be  effective  October  ^  1967;  except  that 

7  a  State  shall  net  be  deemed  te  have  failed  to  comply  with 

8  such  amendments  prior  to  July       1969,  because  its  plan 

9  approved  under  section  402  of  the  Social  Security  Act  has 

10  not  been  modified  to  comply  with  such  amendments. 

11  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  -{efc  -(4f7 

12  and  -(e)-  of  this  section  shall  apply  in  the  ease  of  any  State 

13  with  respect  to  services  and  training  furnished  en  or  after 

14  the  date  as  ef  which  the  modification  ef  the  State  plan 

15  te  comply  with  the  amendments  made  by  subsection 

16  is  appfevedr 

17  (g)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b), 

18  (d),   (e),  and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be  effective  July 

19  7,    1968    (or    earlier   if   the   State   plan   so  provides); 

20  except  that  if  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  the 

21  agency  of  a  State  referred  to  in  section  402(a)(3)  of  the 

22  Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  agency  of  such 

23  State  responsible  for  administering  the  plan  for  child-welfare 

24  services  developed  pursuant  to  part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social 

25  Security  Act,  the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  (15 )  (F )  of 


235 

1  such  Act  ( added  thereto  by  such  subsection  ( a)  of  this  sec- 

2  tion)  shall  not  apply  ivith  respect  to  such  State  but  only  so 

3  long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are  different" '. 

4  (2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall  apply 

5  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  June  30,  1968,  or 

6  furnished  after  such  earlier  date  as  the  State  plan  may  pro- 

7  vide  with  respect  to  the  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1) 

8  of  this  subsection. 

9  (h)  Notwithstanding  subparagraph    (A)    of  section 

10  403(a)  (3)   of  the  Social  Security  Act   (as  amended  by 

11  subsection  (c)  of  this  section),  the  rate  specified  in  such 

12  subparagraph  in  the  case  of  an\  State  shall  be  85  per 

13  centum  (rather  than  75  per  centum)  with  respect  to  ex- 

14  penditures,  for  services  furnished  pursuant  to  (168)ekwse 

15  (15)  clauses  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  402  (a)  of  such  Act, 

16  made  on  or  after  (169)Oetober  ^  1967  the  date  of  enactment 

17  of  this  Act,  and  prior  to  July  1,  1969. 

18  (170)EARNINGS  EXEMPTION  FOR-  RECIPIENTS  OF  -&£D 

19  FAMILIES  WITH  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

20  EARNINGS  EXEMPTION  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 

21  RECIPIENTS 

22  Sec.  202.  (a)  (171)  (1)  Clauses  (8)  through  (13)  of 

23  section  402  ( a )  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are  redesignated 

24  as  clauses  (9)  through  (14) ,  respectively. 

25  (!72>{%f  (2 )  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section  402  (a)  of  such 
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1  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  clause  (7)  and  inserting  in 

2  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "  (7)  except  as  may  be  otherwise 

3  provided  in  clause  (8) ,  provide  that  the  State  agency  shall, 

4  in  determining  need,  take  into  consideration  any  other  in- 

5  come  and  resources  of  any  child  or  relative  claiming  aid  to 

6  families  with  dependent  children,  or  of  any  other  individual 

7  (living  in  the  same  home  as  such  child  and  relative)  whose 

8  needs  the  State  determines  should  be  considered  in  determin- 

9  ing  the  need  of  the  child  or  relative  claiming  such  aid,  as  well 

10  as  any  expenses  reasonably  attributable  to  the  earning  of  any 

11  such  income;  (8)  provide  that,  in  making  the  determination 

12  under  clause  ( 7 ) ,  the  State  agency — 

13  "  (A)  shall  with  respect  to  any  month  disregard — 

14  "  (i)  all  of  the  earned  income  of  each  depend- 

15  ent  child  receiving  aid  to  families  with  dependent 

16  children  (173)for-  any  month  in  which  meh  child 

17  -(4-)-  is  trade?  age  44^  or  (II)  if  age  4£  or  ove? 

18  but  under  age  34-r  who  is  (as  determined  by  the 

19  State  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the 

20  Secretary)   a  full-time  student  (174)or  part-time 

21  student  mho  is  not  a  full-time  employee  attending  a 
^  school,  college,  or  university,  or  a  course  of  voca- 
tional or  technical  training  designed  to  fit  him  for 
gainful  employment,  and 

"  (ii)  in  the  case  of  earned  income  of  a  depend- 
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1  ent  child  not  Included  under  clause  (i) ,  a  relative 

2  receiving  such  aid,  and  any  other  individual  (living 

3  in  the  same  home  as  such  relative  and  child)  whose 

4  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  such 

5  determination,  the  first  (17o)£3(4  S50  of  the  total 

6  of  such  earned  income  for  such  month  plm  (17tt) 

7  one  third  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  income 

8  for  such  month:  and 

9  "  (B)  (i)  may.  subject  to  the  limitations  prescribed 

10  by  the  Secretary,  permit  all  or  any  portion  of  the  earned 

11  or  other  income  to  be  set  aside  for  future  identifiable 

12  needs  of  a  dependent  child,  and  (ii)  may,  before  dis- 

13  regarding  the  amounts  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A) 

14  and  clause  (i)  of  this  subparagraph,  disregard  not  more 

15  than  85  per  month  of  any  income : 

16  except  that,  with  respect  to  any  month,  the  State  agency 

17  shall  not  disregard  any  earned  income  (other  than  income 

18  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B)  )  of — 

19  "  (C)  any  one  of  the  persons  specified  in  clause  (ii) 

20  of  subparagraph  (A)  if  such  person — 

21  "  (i)  terminated  his  employment  or  reduced  his 

22  earned  income  without  good  cause  within  such 

23  period  (of  not  less  than  30  days)  preceding  such 

24  month  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary;  or 

25  "  (ii)  refused  without  good  cause,  within  such 
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1  period  preceding  such  month  as  may  be  prescribed 

2  by  the  Secretary,  to  accept  employment  in  which 

3  he  is  able  to  engage  which  is  offered  through  the 

4  public  employment  offices  of  the  State,  or  is  other- 

5  wise  offered  by  an  employer  if  the  offer  of  such  em- 

6  ployer  is  determined  by  the  State  or  local  agency 

7  administering  the  State  plan,  after  notification  by 

8  him,  to  be  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment;  or 

9  "(D)  any  of  such  persons  specified  in  clause  (ii) 

10  of  subparagraph  (A)  if  with  respect  to  such  month  the 

11  income  of  the  persons  so  specified  (within  the  meaning 

12  of  clause  (7) )  was  in  excess  of  their  need  as  deter- 

13  mined  by  the  State  agency  pursuant  to  clause  (7) 

14  (without  regard  to  clause  (8) ) ,  unless,  for  any  one  of 

15  the  four  months  preceding  such  month,  the  needs  of  such 

16  persons  were  met  by  the  furnishing  of  aid  under  the 

17  (1 77)plon ;".  plan;  and 

18  (178)except  that,  in  the  case  of  a  dependent  child  who  has 

19  been  deprived  of  parental  support  or  care  by  reason  of  the 

20  continued  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent  and  such 

21  parent  is  making  contributions  pursuant  to  an  order  of  a 

22  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  such  child,  a  relative 

23  (specified  in  section  406(a)(1)),  or  any  other  individual 

24  (living  in  the  same  home  as  such  relative  and  child)  whose 

25  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  such  determination. 


239 

1  the  State  agency  shall,  in  disregarding  earned  income  under 

2  subparagraph  ( A) ,  consider — 

3  "(E)  (for  purposes  of  clause  (ii)  of  such  sub- 

4  paragraph  (A))  such  contributions  for  any  month  as 

5  earned  income  with  respect  to  such  month  (but  not  for 

6  purposes  of  subparagraph  (C)  )  ;  and 

7  "(F)  (for  purposes  of  clause   (i)   of  such  sub- 

8  paragraph  (A))  the  first  $50  of  such  contributions  for 

9  any  month  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  con- 

10  tribution  for  such  month  as  earned  income  with  respect 

11  to  such  month;'. 

12  (179)-(e)-  (3)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  402  of  the 

13  Social  Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall 

14  not  be  deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substantially  with  the 

15  requirements  of  section  402  (a)  (7)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect 

16  prior  to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period  beginning  after  O^O) 

17  September  3AT  December  31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to  July 

18  1,  1969,  if  for  such  period  the  State  agency  disregards  earned 

19  income  of  the  individuals  involved  in  accordance  with  the 

20  requirements  specified  in  section  402(a)    (7)  and  (8)  of 

21  such  Act  as  amended  by  this  section. 

22  (181)(&j  (1 )  Effective  July  1,  1969,  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of 

23  section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  such  Act  arc  amended  to  read  as 

24  follows:  "(i)  the  State  agency  shall  with  respect  to  any 

25  month  disregard  the  first  $50  of  the  total  of  the  earned  in- 
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1  come  of  such  individual  for  such  month  plus  one-half  of  the 

2  remainder  of  such  income  for  such  month  and  (ii)  the  State 

3  agency  may,  before  disregarding  the  amount  referred  to  in 

4  clause  (i),  disregard  not  more  than  $5  per  month  of  any 

5  income; ". 

6  (2)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  2  of  the  Social 

7  Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall  not  be 

8  deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substantially  with  the  re- 

9  quirements  of  section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  such  Act  ( as  in  effect 

10  prior  to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period  beginning  after  De- 

11  cember  31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  if  for 

12  mch  period  the  State  agency  disregards  earned  income  of 

13  the  individuals  involved,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 

14  specified  in  clause  (i)  of  section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  such  Act  as 

15  amended  by  this  section. 

16  (mi)(c)(l)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  clauses  (A)  and  (B) 

17  of  section  1402(a)  (8)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as 

18  follows:  "(A)  the  State  agency  shall  with  respect  to  any 

19  month  disregard  the  first  $50  of  the  total  of  the  earned  in- 

20  come  of  such  individual  for  such  month  plus  one-half  of  the 

21  remainder  of  such  income  for  such  month,  (B)  the  State 

22  agency  may,  before  disregarding  the  amount  referred  to  in 

23  clause  (A),  disregard  not  more  than  $5  per  month  of  any 

24  income,  and". 

25  (2)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  1402  of  the 
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1  Social  Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 

2  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substan- 

3  tially  with  the  requirements  of  section  1402(a)  (8)  of  such 

4  Act  (as  in  effect  prior  to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period 

5  beginning  after  December  31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to 

6  July  1,  1969,  if  for  such  period  the  State  agency  disregards 

7  earned  income  of  the  individual  involved  in  accordance  ivith 

8  the  requirements  specified  in  clause  (A)  of  section  1402 

9  (a)(8)  of  such  Act  as  amended  by  this  section. 

10  (im}(d)(l)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  clause  (i)  of  section 

11  1602(a)  (14)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

12  "(i)  the  State  agency  shall  with  respect  to  any  month  dis- 

13  regard  the  first  $50  of  the  total  of  the  earned  income  of  such 

14  individual  for  such  month  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  of 

15  such  income  for  such  month,  and'\ 

16  (2)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  subparagraph  (C)  of  sec- 

17  tion  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  foi- 
ls lows:  "if  such  individual  has  attained  age  65  and  is  neither 

19  blind  nor  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  the  State  agency 

20  shall  with  respect  to  any  month  disregard  the  first  $50  of  the 

21  total  of  the  earned  income  of  such  individual  for  such  month 

22  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  income  for  such 

23  month,  and'\ 

24  (3)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  1602  of  the  Social 
H.R.  12080  16 
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1  Security  Act  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall  not  be 
2 

deemed  to  have  failed  to  comply  substantially  with  the  require^ 

3 

ments  of  section  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  prior 

^    to  July  lj  1969)  for  any  period  beginning  after  December 

5 

31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  if  for  such 
period  the  State  agency  disregards  earned  income  of  the  indi- 

7 

vidua!  involved  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  specified 

8 

in  clause  (i)  of  section  1602(a)  (14)  (B )  or  subparagraph 

9 

(C)  of  section  1602(a)  (14)  as  amended  by  this  section. 

^   (184)  (d)   fo  determining  the  need  el  individuals  claim 

^  iftg  aid  te  families  with  dependent  children  (and  individuals 
12 

whose  needs  are  taken  iftte  account  ift  making  such  dctermi 

13 

nation)-  under  a  State  pfee  approved  under  section  402  ef  the 

14 

Seeial  Security  Aet  which  provides  for  the  determination  el 

15 

sueh  need  under  the  provisions  el  section  102  (a)  -f?-)-  aftd 

16 

-f8-f  el  sueh  Aet  as  amended  fey  this  section,  the  State  shall 
apply  such  provisions  notwithstanding  any  provision  ef  law 

18 

(other  than  such  Act)   requiring  the  State  te  disregard 

19 

earned  i  n  come  el  such  individuals  m  determining  need  under 

20 

such  State  plan. 

21 

(e )  In  determining  the  need  of  individuals  claiming  aid 

22 

or  assistance  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X, 

23 

XIV,  XVI,  or  XIX,  or  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social 

24 

Security  Act  which  provides  for  the  determination  of  such 

25 

need  under  the  provisions  of  such  title  or  such  part  as 
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1  amended  by  this  section,  the  State  shall  apply  such  provisions 

2  notwithstanding  any  provisions  of  law  (other  than  such  Act) 

3  requiring  the  State  to  disregard  earned  income  of  such  indi- 

4  viduals  in  determining  need  under  such  State  plan. 

5  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN  OF  UNEMPLOYED  FATHERS 

6  Sec.  203.  (a)  Section  407  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

7  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

8  "dependent  children  of  unemployed  fathers 

9  "Sec.  407.  (a)  The  term  'dependent  child'  shall,  not- 

10  withstanding  section  406  (a) ,  include  a  needy  child  who 

11  meets  the  requirements  of  section  406  (a)  (2) ,  who  has  heen 

12  deprived  of  parental  support  or  care  by  reason  of  the  unem- 

13  ployment  (as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards  pre- 

14  scribed  by  the  Secretary)  of  his  father,  and  who  is  living 

15  with  any  of  the  relatives  specified  in  section  406(a)  (1) 

16  in  a  place  of  residence  maintained  by  one  or  more  of  such 

17  relatives  as  his  (or  their)  own  home. 

18  "  (b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applicable 

19  to  a  State  if  the  State's  plan  approved  under  section  402' — 

20  "  ( 1 )  requires  the  payment  of  aid  to  families  with 

21  dependent  children  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  as 

22  defined  in  subsection  (a)  when — 

23  "  (A)  such  child's  father  has  not  been  employed 

24  (as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards  pre- 
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1  scribed  by  the  Secretary)  for  at  least  30  days  prior 

2  to  the  receipt  of  such  aid,  (185)  and 

3  "(B)  such  father  has  not  without  good  cause, 

4  within  such  period  (of  not  less  than  30  days)  as 

5  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  refused  a  bona 

6  fide  offer  of  employment  or  training  for  employ- 

7  ment,  and 

8  (186)"  (C)  (i)  sneh-  father  has  £  or  more  quarters  of 

9  work  -fas  defined  in  subsection  (d)  (1) ) 

10  calendar  quarter  period  ending  within  one  year 

11  prior  to  the  application  for  sneh  aid  or  -{ii)-  he  re- 

12  ceived  unemployment  compensation  under  an  imcm 

13  ploymcnt  compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the 

14  United  States,  or  lie  was  qualified  (within  the  mean 

15  iftg  ef  subsoetion  (d)  (3) )  for  unemployment  com 

16  pensation  under  the  unemployment  compensation 

17  law  of  the  StatcT  within  one  year-  prior  to  the  appli 

18  cation  for  such  aid-j  and 

19  provides— 

20  -  (A)  (i)  for  the  establishment  of  a  work  an4 

21  training  program  in  accordance  with  section  409? 

22  afi4  -{«-}-  for  sneh  assurances  as  will  satisfy  the  See- 

23  rotary  that  fathers  of  dependent  children  as  defined 

24  m  subsection  -{ar)-  are  assigned  as  participants  to 
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projects  under  saeh  program  within  30  days  alter 
rcecipt  ef  aid  with  respect  to  such  children ; 

-  (B)  that  the  services  el  the  public  em- 
ployment offices  in  the  State  shall  fee  utilized  in 
order  te  assist  fathers  el  dependent  children  as  de- 
fined in  subsection  -faf  te  secure  employment  er 
occupational  training,  mcluding  appropriate  previ- 
sion ler  registration  and  periodic  ^registration  el 
sueh  fathers  and  for  maximum  utilization  ef  the 
job  placement  services  and  other  services  and  facili- 
ties ef  sueh  effiees-j 
11  (2)  provides — 

"(A)  for  such  assurances  as  will  satisfy  the 
Secretary  that  fathers  of  dependent  children  as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (a)  will  be  referred  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  as  provided  in  section  402(a)  (19) 
within  thirty  days  after  receipt  of  aid  with  respect 
to  such  children; 

"(187)-fG)-  (B)  for  entering  into  cooperative 
arrangements  with  the  State  agency  responsible  for 
administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of 
vocational  education  in  the  State,  designed  to  assure 
maximum  utilization  of  available  public  vocational 
education  services  and  facilities  in  the  State  in  order 
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1  to  encourage  the  retraining  of  individuals  capable 

2  of  being  retrained ;  and 

3  "(188X©)  (C)  for  the  denial  of  aid  to  fam- 

4  ilies  with  dependent  children  to  any  child  or  relative 

5  specified  in  subsection  (a)  if,  and  for  as  long  as, 

6  such  child's  (189)father — father  is  not  currently 

7  registered  with  the  public  employment  offices  in  the 

8  State. 

9  OSO)11^*)-  *»  ftot  currently  registered  with 

10  the  public  employment  offices  in  the  State, 

11  -  (ii)  refuses  without  good  cause  to  under 

12  take,  or  continue  to  undertake,  work  or  training 

13  m  the  program  referred  to  in  subparagraph 

15  "(iii)  refuses  without  good  cause  to  accept 

16  employment  in  which  he  is  able  to  engage 
which  is  offered  through  the  public  employment 

1°  offices  ef  the  State,  or  is  otherwise  offered  by  an 

19  employer  if  the  offer  of  such  employer  is  de- 

^  tcrmincd  by  the  State  or  local  agency  adminis 

^1  tcring  the  State  plan,  alter  notification  by  him, 

22  to  be  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment, 

nn 

-  (iv)  refuses  without  good  cause  to  un- 
^  dcrgo  the  retraining  referred  to  in  subpara 

25  graph  -{Gfc  or 
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2  "  (v)  receives  unemployment  compensation 

2  under  an  unemployment  compensation  law  of 

3  a  State  or-  of  the  United  States. 

4  (19 1)11-^)-  -Notwithstanding  any  ether  provision:  ef  this  see- 

5  tienT  expenditures  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  bo  excluded 

6  from  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children — 

7  "  (1)  where  soeh  expenditures  are  made  with  re- 

8  spect  to  any  dependent  child  as  defined  in  subsection 

9  44— 

10  -  (A)  for  any  part  of  the  30  day  period  ro- 
ll ferred   to   in   subparagraph   -(A)-   of  subsection 

12  (b)  (1),  or 

13  -  (B)  for  any  period  prior  to  the  time  when 

14  the  father  satisfies  subparagraphs  -fB-)-  and  -(G)-  of 

15  subsection  -(b)  (1),  aod 

16  -  (2)  i#j  and  for  as  long  asy  no  action  is  taken  undcr 

17  the  program  specified  in  subparagraph  -(A)-  of  subscc 

18  tien    (b)  (2)    -(after  the  £0  day  period  referred  to 

19  therein)  to  assign  such  child's  father  to  a  project  under 

20  such  program,  unless  the  State  agency  or  local  agency 

21  administering  the  plao  determines,  in  accordance  with 

22  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  that  any  soeh  as- 

23  signmcnt  would  be  detrimental  to  the  health  of  snob 

24  father  or  that  no  sueh  pre -jeet  is  available. 

25  -  (d)  5or  purposes  of  this  section — 
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1  "  (1)  the  term  'quarter  of  work'  with  rcspeet  to  any 

2  individual  means  a  calendar  quarter  in  which  such  indi 

3  vidual  received  earned  income  of  not  loss  than  $§Q  -for 

4  which  is  a  fquartcr  of  coverage1  as  defined  in  section 

5  213  (a)  (2) ) ,  or  in  which  such  individual  participated 

6  in  a  community  work  and  training  program  under  section 

7  40$  or  any  other  work  and  training  program  subject  to 

8  the  limitations  in  section  409; 

9  "  (2)  the  term  'calendar  quarter'  means  a  period  of 

10  g  consecutive  calendar  months  ending  on  March  My 

11  June  30j  September      or  December  34-f  and 

12  "  (3)  0^  individual  shall  bo  deemed  qualified  for  «n- 

13  employment  compensation  under  the  State's  uncmploy 

14  ment  compensation  law  if — 

15  -  (A)  he  would  have  been  eligible  to  receive 

16  suoh  unemployment  compensation  upon  filing  appli 

17  cation,  or 

18  "  (B)-  ho  performed  work  not  covered  under 

19  such  law  and  sueh  work,  if  it  had  been  covered, 

20  would  (together  with  any  covered  work  he  per- 

21  formed)   have  made  him  eligible  to  receive  sueh 

22  unemployment  compensation  upon  filing  applica 

23  tion^ 

24  -fhf  In  the  ease  of  an  application  for  aid  to  families  _with 


25    dependent  children  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  see- 
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1  tien  40§  ef  sueh  Aet  with  respect  te  ft  dependent  child  as 

2  defined  m  section  107  (a)  el  meh  Aet  -fas  amended  by  this 

3  section)  within  6  months  after  the  effective  date  el  the  modi 

4  fication  el  seel*  State  pla«  which  provides  ler  payments  m 

5  aeeerdaftee  with  section  407-  el  sueh  Act  as  se  amended,  the 

6  father  ef  stteh  child  shall  he  deemed  te  meet  the  requirements 

7  ef  subparagraph  -fGf  ef  section  40^H+f     s«eh  Aet  -fas 

8  se  amended)  if  at  ftw  time  after  April  1961  a-nd  prior  -te 

9  the  date  ef  application  sueh  father  met  the  requirements  el 

10  seeh  subparagraph  (C) .  ¥o¥  purposes  el  the  preceding  sen- 

11  tence,  aft  individual  receiving  aid:  te  families  with  dependent 

12  children  (under  seetieft  407-  ef  the  Social  Security  Aet  as 

13  hi  effect  before  the  enactment  ef  this  Act)  fer  the  last 

14  month  ending  before  the  effective  date  ef  the  modification 

15  rcfciTcd  te  m  sueh  senteftce  shall  be  deemed  te  hftv-e  filed 


16  application:  fer-  sueh  aid  under  sueh  section  407-  -fas  amended 

17  by  this  section)  eft  the  day  after  sueh  effective  date. 

18  "(c)    Notwithstanding   any   other  provisions   of  this 

19  section — 

20  "(1)  a  State  plan  may,  at  the  option  of  the  State, 

21  provide  for  denial  of  all  (or  any  part)  of  the  aid  under 

22  the  plan  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  as  defined  in 

23  subsection  ( a)  to  which  any  child  or  relative  might  other- 

24  wise  be  entitled  for  any  month  if  the  father  of  such  child 

25  receives  unemployment  compensation  under  an  unem- 
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1  ployment  compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the  United 

2  States  for  any  week  any  part  of  which  is  included  in 

3  such  month,  and 

4  expenditures  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 

5  excluded  from  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 

6  (A)  where  such  expenditures  are  made  wider  the  plan 

7  with  respect  to  any  dependent  child  as  defined  in  sub- 

8  section   (a),   (i)  for  any  part  of  the  30-day  period 

9  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(1), 

10  or  (ii)  for  any  period  prior  to  the  time  when  the  father 

11  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  of  such  subsection,  and  (B) 

12  if,  and,  for  as  hug  as,  no  action  is  taken  (after  the  30- 

13  day  period  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsec- 

14  tion  (b)(2)),  under  the  program  therein  specified,  to 

15  refer  such  father  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pursuant  to 

16  section  402(a)  (19 )." 


17  (192)-{e)-  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

18  be  effective  (193)Oe4efee?  h  49€3  January  1,  1968;  except 

19  that  (194)-f4f  no  State  which  had  in  operation  a  program 

20  of  aid  with  respect  to  children  of  unemployed  parents  under 

21  section  407  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  in  effect  prior  to 

22  such   amendment)    in   the  calendar  quarter  commencing 

23  (195),,!+^  October  1,  1967,  shall  be  required  to  include  any 

24  additional  child  or  family  under  its  State  plan  approved 

25  under  section  402  of  such  Act,  by  reason  of  the  enactment 
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1  of  such  amendment,  prior  to  July  1,  (1  96)4r969-f  and  -f^f 

2  no  such  State  shah  he  required  te  deny  ahd  nneVr  such  State 

3  elan  ee  ftw  individnah  heeftese  the  elae.  elees  net  establish- 

4  a  communis  werk  an4  training  eregram  in  aeeerdance  with 

5  section  444$  el  sneh  At4T  orier  to  July  4^  444£Ot  7.96'.9. 

6  097)fcJ  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  w  amended  by  adding 

7  af  //k  e??d  before  the  period  tin  following:  ":  and  (30) 

8  effective  Jul//  1.  WO!),  provide  for  assistance  to  children  in 

9  /?rec/  because  of  tin   unemployment  of  their  father  as  pro- 

10  vided  in  section  407.'' 

11  COMMUNITY  WOHK  A^©  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 

12  $£er  S04t  -faf  Section  400  el  the  Social  Security  Aet 

13  is  amended  te  rea4  as  fellows : 

11  "community  work  a^©  training-  programs 

15  "Sec.  400t  4>or  the  purpose  el  assisting  the  States  in  en- 

16  eouragingr  through  community^  work  an4  training  programs 

17  el  a  constructive  nature,  the  conservation  el  work  skills  and 

18  the  development-  el  «ew-  skills  in  appropriate  eases  ler-  ehih- 

19  dren  an4  relatives  receiving  a!4  te  families  with  dependent 

20  children.  ami  ether  individuals  (living  in  the  same  home  a-s 

21  a  relative  an4  child  receiving  sueh  ahh)-  whose  needs  are 

22  taken  inte  account  m  making  the  determination  under  see- 

23  tien  102  (a)  (7) .  under  conditions  which  are  designed  te 

24  assure  protection  el  the  health  ftnd  welfare  el  such  persons. 

25  expenditures  (other  than  ler  medical  er  any  ether  ey-pe  el 
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1  remedial  care)  for-  any  month  with  respect  te  a  dependent 

2  child  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  section  402-  shall 

3  he  included  in  the  term  %id  te  families  with  dependent 

4  children'  -(as  defined  in  section  106  (b) )  where  sueh  es- 

5  penditurcs  are  made  in  the  form  ef  payments  for  wTork-  per- 

6  formed  m  sueh  month  by  sneh  ehddr  relative,  or  ether  indi 

7  vidual  if — 

8  "  (1)  sueh  child,  relative,  er  other  individual  has 

9  attained  age  4#r 

10  -  (2)  sneb  werk  is  performed  under  a  werk  and 

11  training  program  administered  or  supervised  by  the  State 

12  agency  and  maintained  and  operated  by  that  agency  or 

13  another  public  er  nonprofit  ageney  I U 1   TTTT7  15111  [JUoU  TTT 

14  preparing  individuals  fer^  er  restoring  them  tey  cmploya 

15  bility, 

16  iLf^)-  there  is  State  financial  participation  in-  sueh 

17  expenditures, 

18  '-H^f  the  State  pke  includes  previsiens  which,  m 

19  the  judgment  el  the  Secretary,  provide  reasonable  assur 

20  an ce  that — 

21  "  (A)  sueb  werk  and  training  program  een- 

22  forms  te  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary ; 

23  sueh  program  is  w  effect  in  those  political 

24  subdivisions  ef  the  State  in-  which  there  is  a  sig- 

25  nificant  number  -{^crmincd  m  accordance  with 


253 

1  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  ef  individuals 

2  whe  have  attained  age'  4£  and  are  receiving  aid 

3  to  families  with  dependent  children^ 

4  "  (C)  (if  the  vocational  needs  and  potential  ef 

5  each  appropriate  child  and  each  relative  -{applying 

6  fer  or  receiving  aid  to  families  with*  dependent  ehih- 

7  dren )  T  and  ef  eaeh  ether  appropriate  individual  (liv 

8  ing  in  the  same  heme  as  a  relative  and  child  receiving 

9  sneh  aid-)-  -whose  needs  are  -fe*  would  bet  fer  section 

10  402(a)  (20f{^f  he)-  taken  into  aeeennt  m  making 

11  the  determination  under  section  402  (a)  (7) ,  are 

12  evahffltcdT  and  -fir)-  the  program  is  made  available  te 

13  any  such  child,  relative,  er  ether  individual  who  is 

14  determined  te  have  the  capability  fer  employment ; 

15  -  (D)  appropriate  standards  fer  health,  safety, 

16  and  other  conditions  applicable  te  the  performance 

17  ef  such  work  are  established  and  maintained  (except 

18  that  if  State  law  establishes  standai^  fer  health 

19  and  safety  which  are  applicable  te  the  performance 

20  ef  seek  work  in  the  State,  the  requirements  ef  this 

21  subparagraph  shall  he  deemed  te  he  satisfied)  ; 

22  -  (E)  payments  fer  sack  work  are  at  rates  net 

23  less  than  the  minimnm  rate  -fif  any)  provided  by 

24  er  under  applicable  Federal  er  State  law  fer  the 
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1  same  type  ef  work  and  Ret  less  than  the  rates  pfe- 

2  veiling  for  similar  work  in  the  community  (except 

3  that  in  the  ease  ef  wefk  by  individuals  who  under 

4  sneh  law-  afe  considered  learners  ef  handicapped 

5  pcrsonsy  payments  may  be  at  any  special  minimum 

6  rates  established  for  them  by  ef  under  s«eh  law)  ; 

7  -  (F)  sneh  wefk  is  performed  en  projects  wrhich 

8  serve  a  useful  public  purpose  and  de  net  result  in 

9  displacement  ef  regular  workers,  with  provision  in 

10  appropriate  eases  fef  the  performance  ef  sneh  work 

11  (pursuant  te  agreement  entered  into  by  the  State 

12  ef  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan)  fef 

13  Federal,  State,  ef  leeal  agencies  ef  fef  private  em- 

14  ploycrs,  organizations,  agencies,  ef  institutions ; 

15  -  (G)  in  determining  the  needs  ef  any  saeh 

16  child,  relative,  ef  other  individual,  any  additional 

17  expenses  reasonably  attributable  te  sneh  work  wiU 

18  be  considered ; 

19  iL{B)-  any  such  child,  relative,  ef  other  mdi 

20  vidual  shall  have  rcasenablc  opportunities  te  seek 

21  regular  employment  and  te  secure  any  appropriate 

22  training  ef  retraining  which  may  be  available ;  and 

23  -  (I)  any  such  child,  relative,  ef  other  individ 

24  ft©!  will,  with  respect  te  the  work  se  performed,  be 

25  covered  under  the  State  workmen's  compensation 
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Ift^V  OF  DO  provided  comparable  protoction-j  an4 

2  "  (5)  the  State  plan  includes — 

3  -  (A)  provision  for  entering  into  cooperative 

4  arrangements  with  the  pu-bhe  employment  effiees  in 

5  the  State  for  the  utilization  of  sueh  offices  to  assist 

6  any  such  ehild,  relative,  or  other  individual  perform 

7  rag  such  work  under  such  program  to  secure  employ 

8  mcnt  or  occupational  training,  including  appropriate 

9  provision  for  registration  and  periodic  reregistration 

10  of  sueh  individuals  an4  for  maximum  utilization  of 

11  the  job  placement,  vocational  evaluation,  testing, 

12  counseling^  and-  other  sendees  and  facilities  of  sueh 

13  offices; 

14  -  (B)  provision  that  the  services  and  facilities 

15  under  title  H  of  the  Manpower  Development  and 

16  Training  Act  of  1962,  an4  the  services  and  facili 

17  ties  under  any  other  Federal  and  State  programs 

18  for  manpower  training,  retraining,  an4  work  ex~ 

19  perience,  shall,  to  the  extent  available,  he  utilized 

20  for  the  training,  retrainings  and  work  experience  of 

21  the  persons  aeecptcd  for  participation  under  swob 

22  work  and  training  program ; 

23  "  (C)   provision  for  entering  into  cooperative 

24  arrangements  with  the  Federal  and  State  agencies 
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1  responsible  for  administering  or  supervising  the  ad- 

2  ministration   ef   vocational   education   and  adult 

3  education  in  the  State,  designed  to  assure  maximum 

4  utilization  ef  available  public  vocational:  or  adult 

5  education  services  and  iaciliti.es  in  the  otate  m  order 

6  to  encourage  the  training  or  retraining  el  any  saeh 

7  child,  relative?  or  other  individual  performing  work 

8  under  sueh  program  and  otherwise  assist  them  m 

9  preparing  for  regular  employment ; 

10  provision  for  assuring  appropriate  ar- 
il rangemcnts  for  the  eare  and  protection  of  children 

12  during  the  absence  from  the  home  of  any  saeh  rcla 

13  tive  performing  work  or  receiving  training  under 

14  saeh  program ;  and 

15  iLf£^~  provision  that  there  will  be  no  adjust 

16  mcnt  or  recovery  by  the  State  or  any  political  sab- 

17  division  thereof  on  account  of  any  payments  which 

18  ate  correctly  made  for  saeh  work." 

19  -fbf  Section  402  (a)  of  saeh  Aet  -(as  amended  by  see- 

20  tiens  201  (a)  and  202  (a)  of  this  Aetf  is  amended  by  in- 

21  sorting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

22  how  clauses :  (19)  include  provisions  to  assure  that  all 

23  appropriate  children  and  relatives  receiving  aid  to  families 

24  with  dependent  children?  and  all  other  appropriate  individuals 

same  home  as  a  relative  ana  child  receiving 
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1  seen  aid)-  whoso  needs  are  taken  inte  account  ifi  making  tfee 

2  determination  under  clause   (7) ,  register  ane  periodically 

3  reregister  witfe  tfee  public  employment  offices  el  tfee  State ; 

4  -fgOf  provide  that  -fA-f  if  ane!  ley  as  leng  as  any  suefe  aeere- 

5  priate  child  er  relative  refuses  without  good  cause  te  se 

6  register  er-  reregister,  ef-  refuses  without  good  cause  te  eeeeet 

7  employment  m  which  fee  is  afele  te  engage  ane  which  is 

8  offer cd  through  the  public  employment  offices  ef  tfee  State 

9  er-  is  otherwise  offered  fey  aft  employer  (and  tfee  offer  ef 

10  seefe  employer-  is  determined  fey  tfee  State  er  local  agency 

11  administering  tfee  State  planT  after  notification  fey  him,  te 

12  fee  a  bona  fide  effer-  ef  employment) ,  er  refuses  without  geee! 

13  cruise  te  participate  m  a  work  ane1  training  program  under 

14  section  400  er-  undergo  any  other  training  fer-  employment, 

15  tfeen — 

16  "  (i)  if  tfee  relative  makes  seen  refusal,  such  refet- 

17  livens  needs  shall  net  fee  taken  inte  account  in  making 

18  the  determination  under  clause  (7) .  ane!  aid  fer-  any 

19  dependent  ebne!  in  the  family  in  any  form  other  tfeen 

20  payments  ef  the  type  described  in  section  106  (b)  (2) 

21  (which  may  fee  made  in  suefe  a  ease  without  regard 

22  te  clauses  -(A)-  through  -(E)-  thereof)  er  section  408 

23  wife  fee  denied, 

24  "  (ii)  aie!  with  respect  te  a  dependent  child  win 
H.E..  12080-  17 
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1  be  denied  if  a  child  whe  is  the  enly  child  receiving  aid 

2  m  the  family  makes  sueh  refusal,  and 

3  "  (iii)  if  there  is  more  than  ene  child  receiving  aid 

4  m  the  family,  aid  fey-  any  sueh  child  wiH  he  denied  if  that 

5  child  makes  sueh  refusal ; 

6  and         if  and  for  as  leng  as  any  sueh  other  appropriate 

7  individual  makes  sueh  a  refusal,  ouch  individual's  needs 

8  shall  net  he  taken  into  aecount  in  making  the  dctcrmina 

9  tien  under  clause  (7)  ;  (21)  effective  July  ^  1-969,  provide 

10  fey  (A)  a  work  and  training  program  meeting  the  require 

11  mcnts  ef  section  409  for  appropriate  individuals  wne  have 

12  attained  age  4-6  and  aye  receiving  aid  to  families  with  depend 

13  ent  childrcnT  and  fey  other  appropriate  individuals  living  in 

14  the  same  home  whose  needs  aye  taken  into  account  in 

15  making  the  determination  under  clause  4:Hr  with  the 
obicctivc  that  a  maximum  numbey  ef  such  individuals 

17  will  he  benefited  through  the  conservation  ef  their  work 
1°    skills  ane!  the  development  ef  new  skills,  and  -fB-)-  expend 

19  iturcs  in  the  form  ef  payments  described  in  sueh  section  109". 

20  -fe)-  Section  103  (a)  (3)  ef  sueh  Aet  -fas  amended  by 

21  section  201  (c)  ef  this  Aetf  is  amended  by  inserting  after 

22  subparagyaph  -fAf  the  following  new  subparagraph : 

23  "  (B)  7#  per  centum  ef  se  much  ef  sueh  ex- 
pcnoitui  cs  as  am  c  fey— 

(i)  tra.iningT  supervision  materials,  and 
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j  meh  other  items  as  ftre  authorized  hy  -the  Seere- 

2  tarv.  hi  connection  with  a-  work  ftnd  training- 

3  program  described  m  section-  4Q9r  and 

4  "  (ii)  other  services  (not  included  in-  el&nse 

5  (i) ) .  specified  by  the  Secretary?  which  are 
q  related  to  the  purposes  el  snob  ft  program  ftnd 

7  ftfe  provided  te  iod^duftk  who  are  participants 

8  ffi  saeh  ft  program ;  plus". 

9  -fdf  Section  103  (a)  ef  soeh  -Vet  is  further  amended  by 


10  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence : 

11  ^¥^¥  purposes  ef  subparagraph  -fBf  of  paragraph    ( 3 ) , 

12  subject  to  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the 

13  services  and  items  referred  te  in  clauses  -(if  and.-fiif  of  saeh 

14  subparagraph  may  he  famished,  pursuant  to  agreement 

15  entered  into  by  the  State  or-  leeal  agency  administering  the 

16  State  piftRr  by  employers,  organizations,  agencies,  and  insti- 

17  tutions  equipped  to  furnish  saeh-  ser^iees  and  items." 

18  -(e)-  Xotwithstanding  subparagraph  -fEf-  of  section  403- 

19  (a)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security  -A-et  4«s  added  hy  sabsee- 

20  tion  -fef  of  this  section) ,  the  Fate  specified  in-  saeh  sab- 

21  paragraph  m  the  ease  of  aoy  State  shall  he  8o  per-  centum 

22  (rather  than  -7-5  per-  centum)  with  respect  to  expenditures, 

23  for-  services  and  training  furnished,  made  en-  or-  after  Oe- 

24  tobeF  4*5  l-tM^-fy  and  pf4of  to  d-u4y  4-j  4-£M?©7 
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1  (f)  (1)  Title  HT  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

2  by  adding  at  the  en4  thereof  the  following  new  scctietH 

3  "SERVICES  FUItN-ISHED  B¥  PUBLIC  EMPLOYMENT  OFFICES 

4  OF  Kffi  STATE 

5  ifSFer  &94r  The  Secretary  ef  Health,  Education,  ane! 

6  Welfare  shall  enter  into  eeeperativc  agreements  with  the 

7  Secretary  ef  -Laber  for  the  provision  through  the  public  em- 

8  ploymcnt  effiees  m  eaeh  State  ef  suek  services  as  the  Sccrc 

9  tary  ef  Health,  Education?  ane1  Welfare  shall  specify  as 

10  necessary  te  assure  that  individuals  receiving  er  applying  fer 

11  aid:  te  families  with  dependent  ehildrcn  under  a  plan-  ap- 

12  proved  under  part  A  ef  title  44-  ef  this  Aet  -f4)-  are  regis 

13  tcrcd  ane!  periodically  reregistered  at  seek  effiees,  are 

14  receiving  testing  ane1  counseling  services  an4  saeh  other 

15  services  as  seek  offices  make  available  te  individuals  te  assist 

16  them  in  securing  and  retaining  employment,  ar+d  are? 

17  m  appropriate  cases,  referred  te  employers  whe  have  re- 

18  quested  sueh  offices  te  furnish  applicants  fer  jee  placement. 

19  The  State  agency  administering  er  supervising  the  adminis 

20  tration  ef  the  plan  ef  any  State  approved  imdcr  section 

21  402  ef  this  Aet  shall  pay  the  Secretary  ef  Labor  -fas 

22  expenses  subject  te  section  403  (a)  (3)  (B)   ef  this  Aetf 

23  fer  any  costs  incurred  in-  providing  the  services  described 
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1  m  clause  -f2-f  ef  tbe  preceding:  sentence  with  respect  fce  ifi- 

2  dividual?  wbe  a?e  receiving  er-  applying  fey  ai~d  -fe?  wbese 

3  needs  ase  taken  iete  account)  under  such  plan.''' 

4  -f=H-  Section  102  (a)  ef  eeeh  Aet  -(as  amended  by  the 

5  preceding  provisions  el  this  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting 

6  before  the  period  at  the  en4  thereof  the  following  aew  clause: 

7  %   (22 )   provide  fe?  payment  te  the  Secretary  ef  Labor 

8  fef  aey  costs  incurred  ie  providing'  the  services  described  hi 

9  clause  -(2-)-  ef  the  fct  sentence  ef  section  304  with  respect 

10  te  individuals  whe  a?e  receiving  e?  applying  fe?  aM  -fey 

11  whose  needs  a?e  tali  en  iete  account)  under  the  plan". 

12  -fg1}-  ¥he  amendments  made  by  subsections  -farfr  -fefr 

13  ae4  (f)  (2)  ehah  be  effective  ee  Jeiy  4t  ±£#&t  e^  if  earlier 
1-1  -fie  the  ease  ef  asy  State) .  ee  the  4ate  as  ef  which  the  mod 

15  ification  ef  the  State  ehm  te  comply  with  seeh  amendments 

16  is  approved.  Except  as  otherwise  specifically  indicated 
IT  therein,  the  amendment  made  by  subsection  -fbf  shall  he 

18  effective  Aeril  h  49#^ 

19  WORK    INCENTIVE    PROGRAM    FOR    RECIPIENTS    OF  AID 

20  UNDER  PART  A  OF  TITLE  IV 

21  Sec.  204.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

22  amended  by  inserting  after  part  B  (hereinafter  added  to  such 

23  title  bjj  section  235  of  this  Act)  the  following  material : 
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1  "Part  C — Work  Incentive  Program  for  Recipi- 

2  ents  of  Aid   Under  State  Plan  Approved 

3  Under  Part  A 

4  "purpose 

5  "Sec.  430.  The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  require  the 

6  establishment  of  a  program  utilizing  all  available  man- 

7  power  services,  including  those  authorized  under  other  pro- 

8  visions  of  law,  under  which  individuals  receiving  aid  to 

9  families  with  dependent  children  will  be  furnished  incentives, 

10  opportunities,   and  necessary  services  in  order  for  (1) 

11  the    employment    of    such    individuals    in    the  regular 

12  economy,   (2)  the  training  of  such  individuals  for  work 

13  in  the  regular  economy,  and  (3)  the  participation  of  such 

14  individuals  in  special  work  projects,  thus  restoring  the  fami- 

15  lies  of  such  individuals  to  independence  and  useful  roles  in 

16  their  communities.  It  is  expected  that  the  individuals  partici- 

17  pating  in  the  program  established  under  this  part  will  acquire 

18  a  sense  of  dignity,  self-worth,  and  confidence  which  will  flow 

19  from  being  recognized  as  a  wage-earning  member  of  society 

20  and  that  the  example  of  a  working  adult  in  these  families 

21  will  have  beneficial  effects  on  the  children  in  such  families. 

22  "appropriation 

23  "Sec.  431.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 

24  ated  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 

25  each  fiscal  year  a  sum  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
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1  this  part.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

2  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  from  time  to  time 

3  sufficient  amounts,  out  of  the  moneys  appropriated  pursuant 

4  to  this  section,  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  such  purposes. 

5  ''establishment  of  programs 

6  "Sec.  432.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereinafter  in 

7  this  part  referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  shall,  in  accordance 

8  with  the  provisions  of  this  part,  establish  work  incentive  pro- 

9  grams  (as  provided  for  in  subsection  (b))  in  each  State 

10  and  in  each  political  subdivision  of  a  State  in  which  he 

11  determines  there  is  a  significant  number  of  individuals  who 

12  have  attained  age  16  and  are  receiving  aid  to  families  with 

13  dependent  children.  In  other  political  subdivisions,  he  shall 

14  use  his  best  efforts  to  provide  such  programs  either  within 

15  such  subdivisions  or  through  the  provision  of  transportation 

16  for  such  persons  to  political  subdivisions  of  the  State  in  which 

17  such  programs  are  established. 

18  "(b)  Such  programs  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be 

19  limited  to,  (1)  a  program  placimg  as  many  individuals  as 

20  is  possible  in  employment,  and  utilizing  on-the-job  training 

21  positions  for  others,   (2)   a  program  of  institutional  and 

22  work  experience  training  for  those  individuals  for  whom  such 

23  training  is  likely  to  lead  to  regular  employment,  and  (3 )  a 

24  program  of  special  work  projects  for  individuals  for  whom 
2^  a  job  in  the  regular  economy  cannot  be  found. 
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1  "(c)  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  part  the  Secre- 

2  tary  may  make  grants  to,  or  enter  into  agreements  with,  pub- 

3  lie  or  private  agencies  or  organizations  ( including  Indian 

4  tribes  with  respect  to  Indians  on  a  reservation),  except  that 

5  no  such  grant  or  agreement  shall  be  made  to  or  with  a  private 
q  employer  for  profit  or  with  a  private  nonprofit  employer  not 

7  organized  for  a  public  purpose  for  purposes  of  the  work 

8  experience  program  established  by  clause  (2)  of  subsection 

9  (b). 

10  "(d)  Using  funds  appropriated  under  this  part,  the 

11  Secretary,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part, 

12  shall  utilize  his  authority  under  the  Manpower  Development 

13  and  Training  Act  of  1962,  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as 

14  amended  (48  Stat.  113),  and  other  Acts,  to  the  extent  such 

15  authority  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act. 

16  u(e)  The  Secretary  shall  take  appropriate  steps  to  as- 

17  sure  that  the  present  level  of  manpower  services  available 

18  under  the  authority  of  other  statutes  to  recipients  of  aid  to 

19  families  with  dependent  children  is  not  reduced  as  a  result  of 

20  programs  under  this  pari. 

21  ''operation  of  program 

22  "Sec.  433.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  a  program 

23  of  testing  and  counseling  for  all  persons  referred  to  him  by 

24  a  State,  pursuant  to  section  402,  and,  shall  select  those  persons 

25  whom  he  finds  suitable  for  the  programs  established  by  clauses 


1  (1)  and  ( 2)  of  section  -132(h) .  Those  not  so  selected  shall  be 

2  deemed  suitable  for  the  program  established  by  clause  (3)  of 

3  such  section  432(b)  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  there  is 
±  good  cause  for  an  individual  not  to  participate  in  such 
5  program. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  develop  an  em  ploy  ability  plan 

'  for  each  suitable  person  referred  to  him  under  section  402 

8  which  shall  describe  the  education,  training,  work  experience. 

9  and  orientation  which  it  is  determined  that  each  such  person 
10  needs  to  complete  in  order  to  enable  him  to  become  self- 
H  supporting. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  make  maximum  use  of  services 

13  available  from  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  and.  to  the 

14  extent  not  otherwise  available  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis,  he 
lD  may  reimburse  such  agencies  for  services  rendered  to  persons 
16    under  this  part. 

'  "(d)  To  the  extent  practicable  and  where  necessary, 

18  work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part  shall  include. 

19  in  addition  to  the  regular  counseling,  testing,  and  referral 

20  available  through   the  Federal-State  Employment  Service 

21  System,  program  orientation,  basic  education,  training  in 

22  communications  and  employ  ability  skills,  work  experience. 

23  institutional  training,  on-the-job  training,  job  development. 
2-±  and  special  job  placement  and  followup  services,  required 
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1  to  assist  participants  in  securing  and  retaining  employment 

2  and  securing  possibilities  for  advancement. 

3  " (e)(1)  In  order  to  develop  special  work  projects  under 

4  the  program  established  by  section  432(b)  (3) ,  the  Secretary 

5  shall  enter  into  agreements  with  (A)  public  agencies,  (B) 

6  private  nonprofit  organizations  established  to  serve  a  public 

7  purpose,  and  (C)  Indian  tribes  with  respect  to  Indians  on  a 

8  reservation,  under  which  individuals  deemed  suitable  for  par- 

9  ticipation  in  such  a  program  will  be  provided  work  which 

10  serves  a  useful  public  purpose  and  which  would  not  otherwise 

11  be  performed  by  regular  employees. 


12  "(8)  Such  agreements  shall  provide — 

13  "(A)  for  the  payment  by  the  Secretary  to  each 

14  employer  a  portion  of  the  wages  to  be  paid  by  the  em- 

15  ployer  to  the  individuals  for  the  work  performed; 

16  "(B)  the  hourly  wage  rate  and  the  number  of 

17  hours  per  week  individuals  will  be  scheduled  to  ivork 

18  on  special  work  projects  of  such  employer; 

19  "(C)  that  the  Secretary  will  have  such  access  to 

20  the  premises  of  the  employer  as  he  finds  necessary  to 

21  determine  whether  such  employer  is  carrying  out  his 

22  obligations  tinder  the  agreement  and  this  part;  and 

23  "(D)  that  the  Secretary  may  terminate  any  agree- 

24  ment  under  this  subsection  at  any  time. 

25  "(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  one  or  more  accounts 
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1  in  each  State  with  respect  to  the  special  work  projects  estab- 

2  lished  and  maintained  pursuant  to  this  subsection  and  place 

3  into  such  accounts  the  amounts  paid  to  him  by  the  State 

4  agency  pursuant  to  section  402 ( a)  (19)  (E ) .  The  amounts  in 

5  such  accounts  shall  be  available  for  the  payments  specified 

6  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (2).  At  the  end  of  each 
~  fiscal  year  and  for  such  period  of  time  as  he  may  establish, 

8  the  Secretary  shall  deter/nine  how  much  of  the  amounts  paid  to 

9  him  by  the  State  agency  pursuant  to  section  402 ( a)  (19)  (E) 
10  were  not  expended  as  provided  by  the  preceding  sentence  of 
H  this  paragraph  and  shall  return  such  unexpended  amounts  to 
12  the  State,  which  amounts  shall  be  regarded  as  overpayments 
1^  for  purposes  of  section  403(b)(2). 

14  "(4)  No  wage  rates  provided  under  any  agreement 

-  entered  into  under  this  subsection  shall  be  lower  than  the 

applicable  minimum  wage  for  the  particular  work  concerned. 

1"  "(f)  Before  entering  into  a  project  under  any  of  the 

^  programs  established  by  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall  have 

reason-able  assurances  that — 


20 
21 
22 


"(1)  appropriate  standards  for  the  health,  safety, 
and  other  conditions  applicable  to  the  performance  of 
work  and  training  on  such  project  are  established  and 


23  will  be  maintained. 


24 
25 


11  (2)  such  project  will  not  result  in  the  displacement 
of  employed  workers. 
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1  "(3)  with  respect  to  such  project  the  conditions  of 

2  work,  training,  education,  and  employment  are  reason- 

3  able  in  the  light  of  such  factors  as  the  type  of  work, 

4  geographical  region,  and  proficiency  of  the  participant, 

5  "(4)  appropriate  workmen 's  compensation  protec- 
ts tion  is  provided  to  all  participants. 

7  "(ff)  Where  an  individual,  referred  to  the  Secretary  of 

8  Labor  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19)  (A)  (i)  and  (ii)  re- 

9  fuses  without  good  cause  to  accept  employment  or  participate 

10  in  a  project  under  a  program  established  by  this  part,  the 

11  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  ( after  providing  opportunity  for 

12  fair  hearing)  notify  the  State  agency  which  referred  such 

13  individual  and  submit  such  other  information  as  he  may  have 

14  with  respect  to  such  refusal. 

15  "(h)  With  respect  to  individuals  who  are  participants 

16  in  special  work  projects  under  the  program  established  by 
37  section  432(b)  (3) .  the  Secretary  shall  periodically  (but  at 

18  least  once  every  six  months)  review  the  employment  record 

19  of  each  such  individual  while  on  such  special  work  project 

20  and  on  the  basis  of  such  record  and  such  other  information 

21  as  he  may  acquire  determine  whether  it  ivoiild  be  feasible  to 

22  place  such  individual  in  regular  employment  or  on  any 

23  of  the  projects  under  the  programs  established  by  section  432 

24  (b)  (1)  and  (2). 
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1  "incentive  payment 

2  "Sec.  434.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  any 

3  participant  under  a  program  established  by  section  432(b) 

4  (2)  an  incentive  payment  of  not  more  than  $20  per  week. 

5  "federal  assistance 

6  "Sec.  435.  (a)  Federal  assistance  under  this  part  shall 
1  not  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this 

8  part.  Non-Federal  contributions  ?nay  be  cash  or  in  kind. 

9  fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited  to  plant,  equip- 

10  ment,  and  services. 

11  "(b)  Costs  of  carrying  out  this  part  include  costs  of 

12  training,  supervision,  materials,  administration,  incentive 
1°  payments,  transportation,  and  other  items  as  are  authorized 

14  by  the  Secretary,  but  may  not  include  any  reimbursement 

15  for  time  spent  by  participants  in  work,  training,  or  other 

16  participation  in  the  program;  except  that  with  respect  to 

17  special  work  projects  under  the  program  established  by  sec- 

18  tion  432(b)  (3) ,  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this  part  shall 

19  include  only  the  costs  of  administration. 

20  "period  of  enrollment 

21  "Sec.  436.   (a)   The  program  established  by  section 

22  432(b)  ( 2)  shall  be  designed  by  the  Secretary  so  that  the 

23  average  period  of  enrollment  under  all  projects  under  such 
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1  program  throughout  any  area  of  the  United  States  will  not 

2  exceed  one  year. 

3  "(b)  Services  provided  under  this  part  may  continue  to 

4  be  provided  to  an  individual  for  such  period  as  the  Secre- 

5  tary  determines  (in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 

6  by  the  Secretary  after  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 

7  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  is  necessary  to  qualify 

8  him  fully  for  employment  even  though  his  earnings  disqualify 

9  him  from  aid  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  section  402. 

10  "relocation  of  participants 

11  "Sec.  437.  The  Secretary  may  assist  participants  to 

12  relocate  their  place  of  residence  when  he  determines  such 

13  relocation  is  necessary  in  order  to  enable  them  to  become 

14  permanently  employable  and  self-supporting.  Such  assistance 

15  shall  be  given  only  to  participants  who  concur  in  their  re- 

16  location  and  who  will  be  employed  at  their  place  of  relocation 

17  at  wage  rates  which  will  meet  at  least  their  full  need  as  deter- 

18  mined  by  the  State  to  which  they  will  be  relocated.  Assistance 

19  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  costs  of 

20  transportation  for  participants,  their  dependents,  and  their 

21  household  belongings  plus  such  relocation  allowance  as  the 

22  Secretary  determines  to  be  reasonable. 

23  "participants  not  federal  employees 

24  "Sec.  438.  Participants  in  projects  under  programs  es- 
2^  tablished  by  this  part  shall  be  deemed  not  to  be  Federal  em- 
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1  ployees  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  laws 

2  relating  to  Federal  employment,  including  those  relating  to 

3  hours  of  work,  rates  of  compensation,  leave,  unemployment 

4  compensation,  and  Federal  employee  benefits. 

5  "rules  and  regulations 

6  "Sec.  439.  The  Secretary  may  issue  such  rules  and 

7  regulations  as  he  finds  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

8  this  part:  Provided,  That  in  developing  policies  for  programs 

9  established  by  this  part  the  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 

10  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  IV  elf  are. 

11  "annual  report 

12  "Sec.  440.  The  Secretary  shall  annually  report  to  the 

13  Congress  (with  the  first  such  report  being  made  on  or  before 

14  July  1,  1970)  on  the  work  incentive  programs  established  by 

15  this  part. 

16  "evaluation  and  research 

17  "Sec.  441.  The  Secretary  shall  (jointly  with  the  Secre- 

18  tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  provide  for  the 

19  continuing  evaluation  of  the  work  incentive  programs  estab- 

20  Ushed  by  this  part,  including  their  effectiveness  in  achieving 

21  stated  goals  and  their  impact  on  other  related  programs.  He 

22  also  may  conduct  research  regarding  ways  to  increase  the 

23  effectiveness  of  such  programs.  He  may,  for  this  purpose,  con- 

24  tract  for  independent  evaluations  of  and  research  regarding 
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1  such  programs  or  individual  projects  under  such  programs. 

2  For  purposes  of  sections  435  and  443,  the  costs  of  carrying 

3  out  this  section  shall  not  be  regarded  as  costs  of  carrying  out 

4  work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part. 

5  "review  of  special  work  projects  by  a  state 

6  PANEL 

7  "Sec.  442.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  make  an  agreement 

8  with  any  State  which  is  able  and  willing  to  do  so  under  which 

9  the  Governor  of  the  State  will  create  one  or  more  panels  to 

10  review  applications  tentatively  approved  by  the  Secretary 

11  for  the  special  work  projects  in  such  State  to  be  established  by 

12  the  Secretary  under  the  program  established  by  section 

13  432(b)(3). 

14  "(b)  Each  such  panel  shall  consist  of  not  more  than 

15  five  and  not  less  than  three  members,  appointed  by  the  Gov- 

16  ernor.  The  members  shall  include  one  representative  of  em- 

17  ployers  and  one  representative  of  employees;  the  remainder 

18  shall  be  representatives  of  the  general  public.  No  special  work 

19  project  under  such  program  developed  by  the  Secretary  pur- 

20  suant  to  an  agreement  under  section  433(e)(1)  shall,  in 

21  any  State  which  has  an  agreement  under  this  section,  be 

22  established  or  maintained  under  such  program  unless  such 

23  project  has  first  been  approved  by  a  panel  created  pursuant 

24  to  this  section. 
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1  "collection  of  state  share 

2  "Sec.  443.  If  a  non-Federal  contribution  of  10  per 

3  centum  of  the  costs  of  the  ivork  incentive  programs  estab- 

4  lished  by  this  part  is  not  made  in  any  State  (as  specified  in 

5  section  402(d)).  the  Secretary  of  Health.  Education,  and 

6  Welfare  may  irithhold  any  action  under  section  404  because 

7  of  the  States  failure  to  comply  substantially  with  a  pro- 

8  vision  required  by  section  402.  If  the  Secretary  of  Health. 

9  Education,  and  Welfare  does  withhold  such  action,  he  shall. 

10  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the 

11  appropriate  State  agency  or  agencies,  withhold  any  pay- 

12  ments  to  be  made  to  the  State  under  sections  3(a),  403(a), 

13  1003(a).  1403(a).  1603(a),  and  1903(a)  until  the  amount 
11  so  withheld  (including  any  amounts  contributed  by  the  State 

15  pursuant  to  the  requirement  in  section  402(a)  (19 )  (C) ) 

16  equals  10  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  work  incentive  pro- 

17  grams.  Such  withholding  shall  remain  in  effect  until  such 

18  time  as  the  Secretary  has  assurances  from  the  State  that  such 

19  10  per  centum  will  be  contributed  as  required  by  section 

20  402.  Amounts  so  withheld  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  paid 

21  to  the  State  under  such  sections  and  shall  be  paid  by  the 

22  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  the  Secre- 

23  tary.   Such   payment  shall   be  considered  a  non-Federal 

24  contribution  for  purposes  of  section  435. 

H.R.  12080  18 
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1  "agreements  with  other  agencies  providing  assist- 

2  ance  to  families  of  unemployed  parents 

3  "Sec.  444.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter 

4  into  an  agreement  ( in  accordance  with  the  succeeding  pro- 

5  visions  of  this  section)  with  any  qualified  State  agency  (as 

6  described  in  subsection  (b) )  under  which  the  program  estab- 

7  lished  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  part  C  will  (except 

8  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section)  be  applicable  to  indi- 

9  viduals  referred  by  such  State  agency  in  the  same  manner, 

10  to  the  same  extent,  and  under  the  same  conditions  as  such 

11  program  is  applicable  with  respect  to  individuals  referred 

12  to  the  Secretary  by  a  State  agency  administering  or  super- 

13  vising  the  administrate  of  a  State  plan  approved  by  the 

14  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  part 

15  A  of  this  title. 

16  "(b)  A  qualified  State  agency  referred  to  in  subsection 

17  (a)  is  a  State  agency  which  is  charged  with  the  administrat- 
is tion  of  a  program — 

19  "(1)  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  provide  aid  or  as- 

20  sistance  to  the  families  of  unemployed  parents, 

21  "(2)  which  is  not  established  pursuant  to  part  A 

22  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

23  "(3)  which  is  financed  entirely  from  funds  appro- 

24  printed  by  the  Congress,  and 

25  "(4)  none  of  the  financing  of  which  is  made  avail- 
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1  able  under  any  program  established  pursuant  to  title 

2  V  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act. 

3  "(c)(1)  Any  agreement  under  this  section  with  a  quali- 

4  fled  State  agency  shall  provide  that  such  agency  will,  with 

5  respect  to  all  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under 

6  the  program  of  aid  or  assistance  to  families  of  unemployed 

7  parents  administered  by  such  agency,  comply  with  the  re- 

8  retirements  imposed  by  section  402(a)  (15)  and  section  402 

9  (a)  (19)  (F)  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as 

10  if  (A)  such  qualified  agency  were  the  agency  in  such  State 

11  administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  a  State 

12  plan  approved  under  part  A  of  this  title,  and.  (B)  indi- 

13  viduals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  program  ad- 

14  ministered  by  such  qualified  agency  were  recipients  of  aid 

15  under  a  State  plan  which  is  so  approved. 

16  "(2)  Any  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  shall 

17  remain  in  effect  for  such  period  as  may  be  specified  in  the 

18  agreement  by  the  Secretary  and  the  qualified  State  agency. 

19  except  that,  whenever  the  Secretary  determines,  after  reason- 

20  able  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  qualified  State 

21  agency,  that  such  agency  has  failed  substantially  to  comply 

22  with  its  obligations  under  such  agreement,  the  Secretary  may 

23  suspend  operation  of  the  agreement  until  such  time  as  he  is 

24  satisfied  that  the  State  agency  will  no  longer  fail  substantially 

25  to  comply  with  its  obligations  under  such  agreement. 
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1  "(3)  Any  such  agreement  shall  further*  provide  that  the 

2  agreement  will  be  inoperative  for  any  calendar  quarter  if, 

3  for  the  preceding  calendar  quarter,  the  maximum  amount  of 

4  benefits  payable  under  the  program  of  aid  or  assistance  to 

5  families  of  unemployed  parents  administered  by  the  qualified 
q  State  agency  which  is  a  party  to  such  agreement  is  lower  than 

7  the  maximum  amount  of  benefits  payable  under  such  program 

8  for  the  quarter  which  ended,  September  30,  1967. 

9  "(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  any  qualified 

10  State  agency  referred,  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 

11  upon  receipt  from  it,  of  a  list  of  the  names  of  individuals  re- 

12  referred  to  the  Secretary,  furnish  to  such  agency  the  names  of 

13  each  individual  on,  such  list  participating  in  a  special  work 

14  project  under  section  433(a)  (3)  whom  the  Secretary  deter- 

15  mines  should  continue  to  participate  in  such  project.  The 

16  Secretary  shall  not  comply  with  any  such  request  with  respect 

17  to  an  individual  on  such  list  unless  such  individual  has  been 

18  referred  to  the  Secretary  by  such  agency  under  such  section 

19  402(a)  (15 )  for  a  period  of  at  least  six  months^ 

20  (b)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

21  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  period  the  following: 

22  (19)  provide — 

23  "(A)  for  the  prompt  referral  to  the  Secretary 

24  of  Labor  or  his  representative  for  participation 
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1  under  a  work  incentive  program  established  by  part 

2  C  of- 

3  "(i)  each  appropriate  child  and  relative 
1  who  has  attained  age  sixteen  and  is  receiving  aid 

5  to  families  with  dependent  children, 

6  "(H)  each  appropriate  individual  (living 

7  in  the  same  home  as  a  relative  and  child  re- 

8  ceiving  such  aid)  who  has  attained  such  age  and 

9  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making 

10  the  determination  under  section  402(a)  (7),  and 

11  "(Hi)  any  other  person  claiming  aid  under 

12  the  plan  (not  included  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  ), 

13  who,  after  being  informed  of  the  work  incentive 

14  programs  established  by  part  C,  requests  such 

15  referral  unless  the  State  agency  determines  that 

16  participation  in  any  of  such  programs  would  be 
1"  inimical  to  the  welfare  of  such  person  or  the 

18  family; 

19  except  that  the  State  agency  shall  not  so  refer  a 

20  child,  relative,  or  individual  under  clauses  (i)  and 

21  (ii)  if  such  child,  relative,  or  individual  is — 

22  "(iv)  a  person  with  illness,  incapacity,  ad- 

23  vanced  age,  or 

24  "(v)  so  remote  from  any  of  the  projects 
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1  under  the  work  incentive  programs  established 

2  by  part  C  that  he  cannot  effectively  participate 

3  under  any  of  such  programs,  or 

4  "(vi)  a  child  attending  school  full  time,  or 

5  "(vii)  a  person  whose  presence  in  the  home 

6  on  a  substantially  continuous  basis  is  required 

7  because  of  the  illness  or  incapacity  of  another 

8  member  of  the  household,  or 

9  "(viii)  a  mother  or  other  person  who  is 

10  actually  caring  for  one  or  more  children  of  pre- 

11  school  age,  or  a  mother  or  other  relative  who  is 

12  actually  caring  for  one  or  more  children  under 

13  the  age  of  16  who  are  attending  school,  except 

14  where  participation  in  such  work  program  does 

15  not  necessitate  the  absence  of  such  mother  or 

16  relative  from  the  home  during  hours  when  the 

17  child  or  children  are  not  attending  school,  or 

18  "(ix)  a  person  with  respect  to  whom  the 

19  State  agency  finds,  in  accordance  with  criteria 
^  established  by  the  Secretary,  that  participation 
^  under  the  work  incentive  programs  established 
^  by  part  C  would  be  not  in  the  best  interests  of 

such  child,  relative,  or  individual  and  inconsist- 

24 

ent  with  the  objectives  of  such  programs; 

or 

"(B)  that  aid  under  the  plan  will  not  be  denied 
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by  reason  of  such  referral  or  by  reason  of  an  indi- 
vidual's participation  on  a  project  under  the  pro- 
gram established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  or  (3) ; 

"( C)  for  arrangements  to  assure  that  there  will 
be  made  a  non-Federal  contribution  to  the  work  in- 
centive programs  established  by  part  C  by  appro- 
priate agencies  of  the  State  or  private  organizations 
of  10  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  programs,  as 
specified  in  section  435(b) ; 

"(D)  that  (i)  training  incentives  authorized 
under  section  434,  and  income  derived  from  a  special 
work  project  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)(3)  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
needs  of  an  individual  under  section  402(a)  (7 ) , 
and  (ii)  in  determining  such  individuaVs  needs 
the  additional  expenses  attributable  to  his  partici- 
pation in  a  program  established  by  section  432(b) 
(2)  or  (3)  shall  be  taken  into  account; 

"(E)  that,  with  respect  to  any  individual  re- 
ferred pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A)  who  is  partic- 
ipating in  a  special  work  project  under  the  program 
established  by  section  432(b)  (3) ,  (i)  the  State 
agency,  after  proper  notification  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor,  will  pay  to  such  Secretary  (at  such  times 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
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1  Education,  and  Welfare  prescribes)  the  money  pay- 

2  ments  such  State  would  otherwise  make  to  or  on 

3  behalf  of  such  individual  (including  such  money 

4  payments  with  respect  to  such  individual's  family), 

5  or  SO  per  centum  of  such  individual's  earnings 

6  under  such  program,  whichever  is  lesser  and  (ii) 

7  the  State  agency  will  supplement  any  earnings  re- 

8  ceived  by  such  individual  by  payments  to  such  in- 

9  dividual  (which  payments  shall  be  considered  aid 

10  under  the  plan)  to  the  extent  that  such  payments 

11  when  added  to  the  individual's  earnings  from  his 

12  participation  in  such  special  work  project  will  be 

13  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  aid  that  would  have  been 

14  payable  by  the  State  agency  with  respect  to  such 

15  individual's  family  had  he  not  participated  in  such 

16  special  work  project,  plus  20  per  centum  of  such 

17  individual's  earnings  from  such  special  work  project; 

18  and 

19  "(F)  that  if  and  for  so  long  as  any  child, 

20  relative,  or  individual  (referred  to  the  Secretary  of 

21  Labor  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A)    (i)  and 

22  (ii)  )  has  been  found  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  un- 

23  der  section  433(g)  to  have  refused  without  good 

24  cause  to  participate  under  a  work  incentive  program 

25  established  by  part  C  with  respect  to  which  the  Secre- 
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1  tary  of  Labor  has  determined  his  participation  is 

2  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  such  part  C,  or  to 

3  have  refused  without  good  cause  to  accept  employ- 

4  merit  in  which  he  is  able  to  engage  which  is  offered 

5  through  the  public  employment  offices  of  the  State, 

6  or  is  otherwise  offered  by  an  employer  if  the  offer 

7  of  such  employer  is  determined,  after  notification  by 

8  him,  to  be  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment — 

9  "  (i)  if  the  relative  makes  such  refusal,  such 

10  relative's  needs  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 

11  in  making  the  determination  under  clause  (7), 

12  and  aid  for  any  dependent  child  in  the  family 

13  shall  be  continued; 

14  "(H)  aid  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child 

15  will  oe  denied  if  a  child  who  is  the  only  child 

16  receiving  aid  in  the  family  makes  such  refusal; 
1'  "(Hi)  if  there  is  more  than  one  child  re- 

ceiving  aid  in  the  family,  aid  for  any  such  child 
19  will  be  denied  (and  his  needs  will  not  be  taken 

-0  into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 

clause  (7) )  if  that  child  makes  such  refusal; 
22  and 

2^  "(iv)   if  such  individual  tnakes  such  re- 

fused,  such  iiidivdual's  needs  shall  not  be  taken 
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1  into  account  in  making  the  determination  under 

2  clause  (7); 

3  except  that  the  State  agency  shall,  for  a  period  of 

4  sixty  days,  make  payments  of  the  type  described  in 

5  section  406(b)(2)  (without  regard  to  clauses  (A) 

6  through  (E)  thereof)  on  behalf  of  the  relative  speci- 

7  fied  in  clause  (i),  or  continue  aid  in  the  case  of  a 

8  child  specified  in  clause  (ii)  or  (Hi),  or  take  the  in- 

9  dividual 's  needs  into  account  in  the  case  of  an  in- 

10  dividual  specified  in  clause  (iv),  but  only  if  dur- 

11  ing  such  period  such  child,  relative,  or  individual 

12  accepts  counseling  or  other  services  ( which  the  State 

13  agency  shall  make  available  to  such  child,  relative, 

14  or  individual)  aimed  at  persuading  such  relative, 

15  child,  or  individual,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  partici- 

16  pate  in  such  program  in  accordance  with  the  de- 
1^  termination  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor". 

18  (c)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  shall 

19  in  the  case  of  any  State  be  effective  on  July  1,  1968,  or  if 

20  a  statute  of  such  State  prevents  it  from  complying  with  the 

21  requirements  of  such  amendment  on  such  date,  such  amend- 

22  ment  shall  with  respect  to  such  State  be  effective  on  July  1, 

23  1969;  except  such  amendment  shall  be  effective  earlier  (in 

24  the  case  of  any  State)  if  a  modification  of  the  State  plan 
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1  to  comply  with  such  amendment  is  approved  on  an  earlier 

2  date. 

3  (2)  The  provisions  of  section  409  of  the  Social  Security 

4  Act  shall  not  apply  to  any  State  with  respect  to  any  quarter 

5  beginning  after  the  first  full  quarter  in  which  such  State  is 

6  not  prohibited  by  a  State  statute  from  complying  with  such 

7  amendment. 

8  (d)  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1969.  the 

9  Secretary  of  Labor  may.  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 

10  section  433  ( e)  (2)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  pay  all  of 

11  the  wages  to  be  paid  by  the  employer  to  the  individuals  for 

12  work  performed  for  public  agencies  (including  Indian  tribes 

13  with  respect  to  Indians  on  a  reservation)  under  special  work 
11  projects  established  under  the  program  established  by  section 

15  432(b)(3)   of  such  Act  and  may  transfer  into  accounts 

16  established  pursuant  to  section  433(e)(3)  of  such  Act  such 
IT  amounts  as  he  finds  necessary  in  addition  to  amounts  paid 

18  into  such  accounts  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19)  (E )  of 

19  such  Act. 

20  (e)  Section  402(a)(8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

21  amended  by  section  202(b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended 

22  by  stinking  out  ";  and',  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (A)  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  (i  (except  that  the  provisions  of  this 

24  clause  (ii)  shall  not  apply  to  earned  income  derived  from 
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1  participation  on  a  project  maintained  under  the  programs 

2  established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  and  (3)  ) ;  andu\ 

3  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  FOSTER  CARE 

4  OF  CERTAIN  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

5  Sec.  205.  (a)  Section  402  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 

6  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  Act) 

7  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

8  the  following  new  clause:  ";  (199>n4  -fS&f  (20)  effective 

9  July  1,  1969,  provide  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 

10  dren  in  the  form  of  foster  care  in  accordance  with  section 

11  408". 

12  (b)  Section  403(a)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

13  by  striking  out  "as  exceeds"  and  all  that  follows  and  insert- 

14  ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  "as  exceeds  (i)  the  product 

15  of  $32  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to 

16  families  with  dependent  children  (other  than  such  aid  in  the 

17  form  of  foster  care)  for  such  month,  plus  (ii)  the  product 

18  of  (200)$4QQ  $50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipi- 

19  ents  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  in  the  form  of 

20  foster  care  for  such  month;  and". 

21  (c)   Section  408  (a)    of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  inserting  "(A)"  after  "and  (4)  who",  and  by  inserting 

23  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ",  or 

24  (B)  (i)  would  have  received  such  aid  in  or  for  such  month  if 

25  application  had  been  made  therefor,  or  (ii)  in  the  case  of  a 
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1  child  who  had  been  living  with  a  relative  specified  in  section 

2  406(a)  within  6  months  prior  to  the  month  in  which  such 

3  proceedings  were  initiated,  would  have  received  such  aid  in 
1  or  for  such  month  if  in  such  month  he  had  been  living  with 

5  (and  removed  from  the  home  of)  such  a  relative  and  appli- 

6  cation  had  been  made  therefor". 

7  (d)  Sections  135(e)  and  155(b)  of  the  Public  Wel- 
S  fare  Amendments  of  1962  are  each  amended  by  striking  out 
9  ",  and  ending  with  the  close  of  June  30,  1968". 

1"  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 

11  shah  apply  only  with  respect  to  foster  care  provided  after 

12  (201)Scptcmbcr  406?  December  1967. 

13  EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  FOE  CERTAIN  NEEDY  FAMILIES 

14  WITH  (202)DErENDENT  CHILDREN 

15  Sec.  206.  (a)  Section  403  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 
l';    Act  (as  amended  by  section  201  (e)  of  this  Act)  is  amended 

1"    by  striking  out  the  period  at  xliv  end  of  paragraph  (203)-(&)- 

18  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ":  and",  and  by  inserting 

19  after  paragraph  (204)4§-)-  ( >  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(-OSj-htf  (5)  in  the  case  of  any  State,  an  amount 
-1         equal  to  the  sum  of — 

22  ''(A)    50  per  centum   of  the  total  amount 

expended  under  the  State  plan  during  such  quarter 
as  emergency  assistance  to  needy  families  with  chil- 
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1  dren  in  the  form  of  payments  or  care  specified  in 

2  paragraph  (1)  of  section  406  (e) ,  and 

3  "(B)  75  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  ex- 

4  pended  under  the  State  plan  during  such  quarter  as 

5  emergency  assistance  to  needy  families  •with  chil- 
li dren  in  the  form  of  services  specified  in  paragraph 

7  (2)  of  section  406(e)." 

8  (b)  Section  406  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

9  201  (f )  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

10  the  following  new  subsection: 

11  "(e)    ^206^(1)  The  term  'emergency  assistance  to 


12  needy  families  with  children'  means  any  of  the  following,  fur- 

13  nished  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  (207)^0  60  days  in  any 

14  12-month  period,  in  the  case  of  a  needy  child  under  the  age 

15  of  21  who  is  (or,  within  such  period  as  may  be  specified  by 

16  the  Secretary,  has  been)  living  with  any  of  the  relatives  speci- 

17  fied  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  in  a  place  of  residence  maintained 

18  by  one  or  more  of  such  relatives  as  his  or  their  own  home, 

19  (208)btrfc  only  where  such  child  m  without  available  resources 

20  and  febe  payments,  earey  or  services  involved  are  necessary  to 

21  avoid  destitution  of  meh  child  or  to  provide  suitable  living 

22  arrangements  m  a  home  for  such  child — but  only  where  such 

23  child  is  without  available  resources,  the  payments,  care,  or 

24  services  involved  are  necessary  to  avoid  destitution  of  such 

25  child  or  to  provide  living  arrangements  in  a  home  for  such 
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1  child,  and  such  destitution  or  need  for  living  arrangements  did 

2  not  arise  because  such  child  or  relative  refused  without  good 

3  cause  to  accept  employment  or  training  for  employment — 

4  "(209)~(-4)  (A)  money  payments,  payments  in  kind. 

5  or  such  other  payments  as  the  State  agency  may  specify 

6  with  respect  to,  or  medical  care  or  any  other  type  of 

7  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  on  behalf  of, 

8  such  child  or  any  other  member  of  the  household  in 

9  which  he  is  living,  and 

10  "(210)  (2)  (B)  such  services  as  may  be  specified  by 

11  the  Secretary; 

12  but  only  with  respect  to  a  State  whose  State  plan  approved 

13  under  section  402  includes  provision  for  such  (211)assist 

14  ancc."  assistance. 

15  (2l2yi(2)  Emergency  assistance  as  authorized  under 

16  paragraph  (1)  may  be  provided  under  the  conditions  speci- 

17  fied  in  such  paragraph  to  migrant  workers  with  families  in 
1^  the  State  or  in  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  the  State  shcdl 

19  designate." 

20  PEOTECTIVE  PAYMENTS  AND  VENDOR  PAYMENTS  WITH 

21  RESPECT  TO  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

22  Sec.  207.  (a)  (1)  Section  406(b)  (2)  of  the  Social 

23  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows 
2^  "  (2)  "  and  precedes  "but  only",  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
2*  the  following:  "payments  with  respect  to  any  dependent 
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1  child  (including  payments  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  relative, 

2  and  the  relative's  spouse,  with  whom  such  child  is  living, 

3  and  the  needs  of  any  other  individual  living  in  the  same 

4  home  if  such  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  the 

5  determination  under  section  402  (a)  (7))  which  do  not  meet 

6  the  preceding  requirements  of  this  subsection,  but  which 

7  would  meet  such  requirements  except  that  such  payments  are 

8  made  to  another  individual  who  (as  determined  in  accord- 

9  ance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  is  inter- 

10  ested  in  or  concerned  with  the  welfare  of  such  child  or  rela- 

11  tive,  or  are  made  on  behalf  of  such  child  or  relative  directly 

12  to  a  person  furnishing  food,  living  accommodations,  or  other 

13  goods,  services,  or  items  to  or  for  such  child,  relative,  or 

14  other  individual,". 

15  (2)  Section  406  (b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

16  by  striking  out  clause  (B),  and  redesignating  clauses  (0) 

17  through  (F)  as  clauses  (B)  through  (E) ,  respectively. 

18  (213>(g}-  Seetien  406(b)  el  sueh  Aet  is  further-  amended  hy 

19  adding  at  the  end  thereof  -(after  and  below  clause  -(Ef  -fas 

20  redesignated  by  paragraph  -fS-f  el  this  subsection) )-  the 

21  following^  -except  that  pa3Tmeuts  teade  under  this  eiause 

22  42-)-  shall  be  ineiuaWl  in  a+4  to  families  with  dependent  chil 

23  ^ren  withe-ut  regard  te  ekn+ses  -(A)-  through  -(4£f  in  the  ease 

24  of  a-  refusal  deseribcd  in  seetien  402  (a)  (20)  ;". 

25  \^h)-  Seetien  403-fa}-  of  sueb  Aet  -(as  amended  by  the 
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1  preceding  provisions  el  this  Act)  is  amended  fey  striking  eat 

2  the  sontcnoo  immediately  following  paragraph  -f4-K 

3  f&J  Section  403(a)  of  such  Act  fas  amended  by  the 

4  preceding  provisions  of  this  Act)   is  amended  by  striking 

5  out  "o"  in  the  sentence  immediately  following  paragraph  (4) 

6  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "10". 

7  (c)  Section  202  (e)  of  the  Public  Welfare  Amendments 

8  of  1962  is  amended  by  striking  out      and  ending  with  the 

9  close  of  June  30,  1968". 

10  (2  l4)mriTATioy  number  of  craxDuEx  with  se- 

11  SEECT  TO  WHOM  rEDEHAL  rAYMEXTS  M^rt  BE  MADE 

12  Se^  20gr  -faf  Section  403  (a)  of  the  Seeial  Security 

13  Aet  is  amended  fey  striking  eat  ^^sfeaH  pay"  m  the  matter 

14  preceding  paragraph  -f4-)-  ane  inserting  in  lies  thereof  the 

15  f ollewing :  "shall  -(subject  te  subsection  (d) )  pay". 

16  -ffef  Section  4Q3-  ef  sueh  Aet  is  further  amended  fey 

17  adding  at  the  ene!  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

18  "  (d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  ef  this  Aetr 

19  the  number  ef  dependent  ehile^en  whe  have  been  deprived 

20  ef  parental  support  e*  ea?e  fey  reason  ef  the  continued 

21  absence  from  the  home  ef  a  parent  with  respect  te  whom  p&y- 

22  ments  under  this  section  may  fee  made  te  a  State  fe?  any 

23  calendar  quarter  after  1967  shall  net  exceed  the  number 

24  which  beafs  the  same  patie  te  the  total  population  ef  sueh 

H.E.  12080  19 
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1  State  under  the  age  el  34-  or-  the  fet  day  of  the  year  » 

2  which  sueh  quarter  falls  as  the  number  ef  sueh  dependent 

3  children  with  respect  te  whom  payments  under  this  section 

4  were  made  te  sueh  State  for-  the  calendar  quarter  beginning 

5  January  4y  1967,  here  te  the  tetal  population  ef  sueh  State 

6  under  the  age  el  34-  en  that  date." 

7  FEDERAL    (2l5)PARTWIPATION    IN    PAYMENTS    FOR  RE- 

8  PAIRS  TO  HOME  OWNED  BY  RECIPIENT  OF  AID  OR  AS- 

9  SISTANCE 

10  Sec.  (216)309  208.  (a)  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security 

11  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

12  new  section: 

13  "FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  REPAIRS  TO 

14  HOME  OWNED  BY  RECIPIENT  OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE 

15  "Sec.  1119.  In  the  case  of  an  expenditure  for  repairing 

16  the  home  owned  by  an  individual  who  is  receiving  aid  or 

17  assistance,  other  than  medical  assistance  to  the  aged,  under 

18  a,  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  (217)X¥4^ 

19  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV  if— 

20  "  ( 1 )  the  State  agency  or  local  agency  adminis- 

21  tering  the  plan  approved  under  such  title  has  made  a 

22  finding  (prior  to  making  such  expenditure)  that  (A) 

23  such  home  is  so  defective  that  continued  occupancy  is 
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1  unwarranted,    (B)   unless  repairs  are  made  to  such 

2  home,  rental  quarters  will  be  necessary  for  such  indi- 

3  vidual,  and  (C)  the  cost  of  rental  quarters  to  take  care 

4  of  the  needs  of  such  individual  (including  his  spouse 

5  living  with  him  in  such  home  and  any  other  (218)pef- 

6  sen  individual  whose  needs  were  taken  into  account  in 

7  determining  the  need  of  such  individual)  would  exceed 

8  (over  such  time  as  the  Secretary  may  specify)  the  cost 

9  of  repairs  needed  to  make  such  home  habitable  together 

10  with  other  costs  attributable  to  continued  occupancy 

11  of  such  home,  and 

12  "(2)  no  such  expenditures  were  made  for  repair- 

13  ing  such  home  pursuant  to  any  prior  finding  under  this 

14  section, 

15  the  amount  paid  to  any  such  State  for  any  quarter  under 

16  section  3(a),  (219)403(a),  1003(a),  1403(a),  or  1603 

17  (a)  shall  be  increased  by  50  per  centum  of  such  expendi- 

18  tures,  except  that  the  excess  above  $500  expended  with  re- 

19  spect  to  any  one  home  shall  not  be  included  in  determining 

20  such  expenditures." 

21  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

22  apply  with  respect  to  expenditures  made  after  (220)Scptcm 

23  be*  30?  December  31,  1967. 
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1  (22V)USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS 

2  IN  PROVIDING  SERVICES  TO  INDIVIDUALS  APPLYING 

3  FOR  AND  RECEIVING  ASSISTANCE 

4  Sec.  209.  (a)(1)  Section  2(a)  (5)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

5  rity  Act  is  amended  by — 

6  (A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

7  thereof  "provide  (A )  "  ;  and 

8  (B)  adding  at  the  end,  thereof  before  the  semicolon 

9  the  following:  11 ,  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
10  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  em- 
It  phasis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recip- 

12  ients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  community 

13  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for 

14  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a 

15  social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to 

16  applicants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory 

17  committees  established  by  the  State  agency'' . 

18  (2)  Section  402(a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

19  (A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 

21  (B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the 

22  following:  ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use 

23  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on 

24  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recipients  and 

25  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  services  aides, 
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1  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  non- 

2  paid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service  volun- 

3  teer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants  and  re~ 
1  cipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  estab- 

5  lished  by  the  State  agency". 

6  (3)  Section  1002 ( a)  (5 )  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 
"  (A)  striking  out  " provide''  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

9  (B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
10  the  following:  ".  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
H  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis 
1-  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recipients 
13  and  other  persons  of  low-income,  as  community  service 
1^  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use 

of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 

16  volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants 

■  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 

-  established  bp  the  State  agency" . 

^  (4)  Section  1402  (a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
~1  thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

99 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ".  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 

24- 

use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  em- 

25 

phasis  on   the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 


294 

recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  com- 
munity service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan 
and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers 
in  a  social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing  serv- 
ices to  applicants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any 
advisory  committees  established  by  the  State  agency". 

(5)  Section  1602(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 
recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  com- 
munity service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan 
and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volun- 
teers in  a  social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing 
services  to  applicants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting 
any  advisory  committees  established  by  the  State 
agency". 

(6)  Section  1902  (a)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 
the  following:  ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective 
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1  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  empha- 

2  sis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of  recipients 

3  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service 

4  aides,  m  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use 

5  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 

6  volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants 

7  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 

8  established  by  the  State  agency3'. 

9  (b)  Each  of  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a) 

10  shall  become  effective  July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier  (with  re- 

11  sped  to  a  State's  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI, 

12  or  XIX,  or  part  A  of  title  IV)  on  the  date  as  of  which  the 

13  modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with  such  amendment 

14  is  approved. 

15  (222y)SIMPLICITT  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

16  SEC.  210.  Effective  July  1,  1969— 

17  (a)  Section  2(a)(5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

18  amended  by  section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

19  (1)  striking  out  1 'necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  th ereof  1  'nece-ssa i*y  ( i) ' ' ;  and 

21  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  fol- 

22  lowing:  "arid  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 

23  extent  of  assistance  under  the  plan  will  be  determined 

24  in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administra- 

25  tion  and  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ; 
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1  (b)  Section  402(a)(5)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 

2  section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

3  (1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

4  thereof  "necessary  (i)" ;  and 

5  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 

6  ing:  "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 

7  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan  will  be  determined  in  a 

8  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and 

9  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ; 

10  (c)  Section  1002(a)  (5 )  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 

11  section  210  of  this  Act)   is  amended  by — 

12  (1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "necessary  (i)" ;  and 

14  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 

15  ing:  "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 

16  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan  will  be  determined  in  a 

17  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and 

18  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ; 

19  (d)  Section  1402(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 

20  section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

21  (1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  "necessary  (i)";  and 

23  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 

24  ing:  "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 

25  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan  ivill  be  determined  in  a 
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1  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and 

2  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" ;  and 

3  (e)  Section  1602(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 

4  section  210  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

5  (1)  striking  out  "necessary"  and  inserting  in  lien 

6  thereof  "necessary  (i)" ;  and 

7  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  comma  the  follow- 

8  ing:  "and  (ii)  to  assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the 

9  extent  of  aid  or  assistance  under  the  plan  will  be  de- 
10  termined  in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  ad- 
H  ministration  and  the  best  interests  of  the  recipients" . 

12  (22y)LOCATION  OF  CERTAIN  PARENTS  WHO  DESERT  OR 

13  ABANDON    DEPENDENT    CHILDREN;  ESTABLISHMENT 

14  AND  COLLECTION  OF  LIABILITY  TO  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  211.  (a)  Effective  January  1,  1969,  section  402 

16  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding 

17  sections  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  inserting  before 

18  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  clauses: 

19  ";  (21)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  report  to  the  Sec- 

20  retary,  at  such  times  (not  less  often  than  once  each  calendar 

21  qwirter )  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe — 

22  "(A)  the  name,  and  social  security  account  num- 

23  ber,  if  known,  of  each  parent  of  a  dependent  child  or 

24  children  with  respect  to  ivhom  aid  is  being  provided  under 

25  the  State  plan — 
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1  "(i)  against  whom  an  order  for  the  support 

2  and  maintenance  of  such  child  or  children  has  been 

3  issued  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  but  who 

4  is  not  making  payments  in  compliance  or  partial 

5  compliance  with  such  order,  or  against  whom  a  peti- 

6  tion  for  such  an  order  has  been  filed  in  a  court 

7  having  jurisdiction  to  receive  such  petition,  and 

8  "(H)  whom  it  has  been  unable  to  locate  after 

9  requesting  and  utilizing  information  included  in  the 

10  files  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

11  Welfare  maintained  pursuant  to  section  205, 

12  "(B)  the  last  known  address  of  such  parent  and 

13  any  information  it  has  with  respect  to  the  date  on  which 

14  such  parent  could  last  be  located  at  such  address,  and 

15  "(C)  such  other  information  as  the  Secretary  may 

16  specify  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sec- 

17  tion  410; 


18  (22)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will,  in  accordance  with 

19  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  cooperate  with  the 

20  State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  administra- 

21  tion  of  the  plan  of  another  State  under  this  part — 

22  "(A)  in  locating  a  parent  residing  in  such  State 

23  (whether  or  not  permanently)  against  whom  a  petition 

24  has  been  filed  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of 

25  such  other  State  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  a 
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1  child  or  children  of  such  parent  with  respect  to  whom  aid 

2  is  being  provided  under  the  plan  of  such  other  State. 

3  and 

4  "(B)  in  securing  compliance  or  good  faith  partial 

5  compliance  by  a  parent  residing  in  such  State  (whether 

6  or  not  permanently )  with  an  order  issued  by  a  court 

7  of  competent  jurisdiction  against  such  parent  for  the 

8  support  and  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  of  such 

9  parent  with  respect  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under 

10  the  plan  of  such  other  State: 

11  (23)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  report  to  the  Seer e- 

12  tary — 

13  i:(A)  the  name,  the  social  security  account  number, 

14  if  known,  and  the  address  for  last  known  address)  of 

15  any  parent  (i)  against  whom  an  order  has  been  issued 

16  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  for  the  support  and 
IT  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  of  such  parent  with 

18  respect  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under  the  State 

19  plan,  (ii)  who  is  not  making  payments  in  compliance 

20  or  good  faith  partial  compliance  with  such  order,  and 

21  (Hi)  who  is  residing  in  another  State  (whether  or  not 

22  permanently ) . 

23  "(B)  the  amount  of  aid  with  respect  to  the  depend- 

24  ent  child  or  children  of  such  parent  which  has  been 
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1  provided  under  the  State  plan  after  March  31,  1968, 

2  or  after  the  date  of  such  court  order,  whichever  is  later, 

3  "(C)  the  amount  of  the  payments  for  the  support 

4  and  maintenance  of  such  child  or  children  specified  in 

5  such  court  order, 

6  "(D)  all  information  which  it  has  been  able  to 

7  obtain  concerning  the  ability  of  such  parent  to  make 

8  payments  in  compliance  with  such  order,  and 

9  "(E)  such  other  information  as  the  Secretary  may 

10  from  time  to  time  specify  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the 

11  provisions  of  section  411". 

12  (b)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after 

13  section  409  the  following  new  sections: 

11  "assistance    by    internal    revenue    service  in 

15  locating  parents 

16  "Sec.  410.  Upon  receiving  a  report  from  a  State  agency 


17  made  pursuant  to  section  402  (a)  (21),  the  Secretary  shall 

18  furnish  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  the 

19  names  and  social  security  account  numbers  of  the  parents 

20  contained  in  such  report,  and  the  name  of  the  State  agency 

21  which  submitted  such  report.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 

22  or  his  delegate  shall  endeavor  to  ascertain  the  address  of  each 

23  such  parent  from  the  master  files  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

24  Service,  and  shall  furnish  any  address  so  ascertained  to  the 

25  State  agency  which  submitted  such  report. 
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1  "establishment  and  collection  of  liability  to 

2  the  united  states 

3  "Sec.  411.  (a)  If  a  State  agency  reports  to  the  Secre- 

4  tary  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (23)  that  a  parent  residing 

5  in  another  State  is  not  making  payments  in  compliance  or 

6  good  faith  partial  compliance  with  a  court  order  for  the 

7  support  and  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  ivith  respect 

8  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under  the  State  plan,  the 

9  Secretary  shall  determine,  on  the  basis  of  the  information 

10  reported  by  such  State  agency  and  such  other  information  as 

11  the  Secretary  may  obtain,  whether  such  parent  is  able  to  make 

12  payments  in  compliance  with  such  order  or  to  make  pay- 

13  ments  in  partial  compliance  in  amounts  larger  than  he  is 

14  making  ( taking  into  consideration  the  income  of  such  parent, 

15  his  current  obligations,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secre- 

16  tary  considers  proper) . 

17  "(b)(1)  If  the  Secretary  determines  with  respect  to  a 

18  parent  under  subsection  (a)  that  such  parent  is  able  to  make 

19  payments  in  compliance  with  the  court  order  issued  against 

20  him,  or  to  make  payments  in  partial  compliance  in  amounts 

21  larger  than  he  is  making,  such  parent  shall  become  liable  to 

22  the  United  States,  as  provided  in  subsection  (c )(3),  for  an 

23  amount  not  in  excess  of  the  lower  of — 

24  "(A)        Federal  share  of  the  amounts  expended 
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1  as  aid  with  respect  to  th?  child  or  children  of  such  parent 

2  as  computed  (or  recomputed)  by  the  Secretary  under 

3  paragraph  (2),  or 

4  "(B)  the  amount  of  payments  required  in  com- 

5  pliance  with  the  court  order  issued  against  such  parent 

6  for  the  period  with  inspect  to  which  the  computation  under 

7  paragraph  (2)  is  made  (not  including  any  portion  of 

8  such  period  during  which  such  parent  made  payments  in 

9  compliance  or  good  faith  partial  compliance  with  such 

10  court  order),  reduced  by  the  amount  of  payments  made 

11  in  partial  compliance  with  such  order  by  such  parent  for 

12  such  period  (not  including  any  such  portion  of  such 

13  period). 

14  "(2)  The  Federal  share  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 

15  (A)  with  respect  to  any  parent  shall  be  an  amount  computed 

16  by  the  Secretary  equal  to  the  Federal  share  (as  determined 

17  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by 

18  him)  of  the  amounts  expended  as  aid  to  families  with  de- 

19  pendent  children  with  respect  to  the  child  or  children  of  such 

20  parent  during  the  period  beginning  on  April  1,  1968,  on  the 

21  date  of  such  court  order,  or  on  the  first  day  after  the  close  of 

22  any  period  for  ivhich  a  prior  computation  was  made  under 

23  this  paragraph  with  respect  to  such  parent,  whichever  is  later, 

24  and  ending  with  the  close  of  the  calendar  quarter  preceding 

25  the  day  on  which  such  computation  is  made  (not  including 
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1  any  portion  of  such  period  during  which  such  parent  made 

2  payments  in  compliance  or  good  faith  partial  compliance 

3  with  such  court  order).  If  at  any  time  after  the  close  of  such 

4  period  such  parent  makes  any  payments  attributable  to  su^ch 

5  period,  the  Secretary  shall  recompute  the  amount  under  this 

6  paragraph. 

7  "(c)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  (but 

8  not  more  often  than  quarterly )  determine  with  respect  to  each 

9  parent  with  respect  to  whom  he  had,  made  a  determination 

10  under  subsection  (b)  (1),  on  the  basis  of  information  fur- 

11  nished  by  the  State  agency  which  submitted  the  report  under 

12  subsection  (a)  with  respect  to  such  parent  and  such  other 

13  information  as  he  may  obtain,  the  portion  of  the  applicable 

14  amount  described  in  subsection  (b)  (1)  (A)  or  (B)  with 

15  respect  to  such  parent  ?ohich,  in  his  judgment,  such  parent  is 

16  able  to  pay  ( taking  into  consideration  the  income  of  such 

17  parent,  his  current  obligations,  and  such  other  factors  as 

18  the  Secretary  considers  proper).  The  Secretary  shall  certify 

19  the  amount  so  determined  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 

20  or  his  delegate,  together  with  the  social  security  account 

21  number,  if  known,  of  such  parent,  the  address  (or  last  known 

22  address)  of  such  parent,  and  such  other  information  as  the 

23  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  considers  necessary 

24  to  assist  him  in  collecting  such  amount. 
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1  "(2)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  a  certification  under 

2  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  any  parent — 

3  "(A)  who  is  making  payments  in  compliance  or 

4  good  faith  partial  compliance  with  the  court  order  issued 

5  against  him,  or 

6  "(B)  after  the  obligation  of  such  parent  to  make 

7  payments  under  such  court  order  terminates. 

8  "(3)  Upon  certification  by  the  Secretary  with  respect 

9  to  a  parent  under  paragraph  (1),  such  parent  shall  become 

10  liable  to  the  United  States  for  the  amount  certified. 

11  "(d)  Upon  receiving  a  certification  from  the  Secretary 


32  under  subsection  (c)  with  respect  to  any  parent,  the  Secretary 

13  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  shall  assess  and  collect  the 

14  amount  certified  by  the  Secretary,  in  the  same  manner,  with 

15  the  same  powers,  and  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and  re- 

16  strictions  as  if  such  amount  were  a  tax  imposed  by  subtitle 

17  C  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (except  that  no  in- 

18  terest  or  penalties  shall  be  assessed  or  collected). 

19  "(e)(1)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

20  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

21  this  section  and  section  410. 

22  "(2)  The  Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of 
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1  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  sufficient  amounts  out  of  the 

2  monies  appropriated  pursuant  to  paragraph  fl)  to  enable 

3  him  to  perform  his  functions  and  duties  under  this  section 

4  and  section  410." 

5  (c)(1)  Subchapter  A  of  chapter  64  of  the  Internal 
(j  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  collection  of  taxes)  is 
-  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

8  section  : 

9  SEC.  6305.  COLLECTION  OF  CERTAIN  LIABILITY  TO  THE 
1"  UMTED  STATES. 

11  "Upon  receiving  a  certification  from  the  Secretary  of 

12  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare  under  section  411(c)  of 

13  the  Social  Security  Act  with  respect  to  any  parent,  the  Sec- 
H  retary  or  his  delegate  shall  assess  and  collect  the  amount 
15  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare. 
l(j  in  the  same  'manner,  with  the  same  powers,  and  subject  to 
17  the  same  limitations  and  restrictions  as  if  such  amount  were 
IS  a  tax  imposed  by  subtitle  C  ( except  that  no  interest  or  penalties 

19  shall  be  assessed  or  collected ) ." 

20  ( 2)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  subchapter  is  amended 

21  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  6305.  Collection  of  certain  liability  to  the  United 
States." 

H.R.  12080  20 


306 

2  C224^PROVISION  OF  SERVICES  BY  OTHERS  THAN  A  STATE 

2  PROVISION  OF  SERVICES  BY  OTHERS  THAN  A  STATE 

3  Sec.  212.  (a)  So  much  of  section  (3)  (a)  (4)  of  the 

4  Social  Security  Act  as  follows  subparagraph  (C)  and  pre- 

5  cedes  subparagraph  (D)  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
g  "shall"    the  following:   ",   except  to   the   extent  specified 

7  by  the  Secretary" . 

8  (b)  So  much  of  section  1003(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 

9  lows  subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D )  is 

10  amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  following:  ",  except  to 

11  the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary," . 

12  (c)  So  much  of  section  1403(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 

13  lows  subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is 

14  amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  following:  except 

15  to  the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary," . 

16  (d)  So  much  of  section  1603(a)  (4)  of  such  Act  as  fol- 

17  lows  subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is 

18  amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  folloiuing:  ",  except 

19  to  the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary," . 

20  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections 

21  of  this  section  shall  take  effect  January  1,  1968. 

22  (225y)lNCREASING  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  PUBLIC 

23  ASSISTANCE 

24  Sec.  213.  (a)(1)  Section  (2)  (a)  (10)  of  the  Social 

25  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

26  following  subparagraph : 
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1  "(D)     effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that  the 

2  standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  ap- 

3  plicants  and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  assist- 

4  ance  under  the  plan,  and  any  maximum  on  the 

5  amount  of  assistance,  will  be  so  modified  that  an 

6  increase  in  the  amount  of  assistance  and  other  income 

7  will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month  per  individual 

8  ( determined  on  an  average  per  individual  in  accord- 

9  ance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary) 

10  above  such  amount  of  assistance  and  other  income 

11  available  under  the  standards  and  maximum  appli- 

12  cable  under  the  plan  on  December  31,  1966  (as  of 

13  June  30,  1966,  if  the  State  plan  includes  provisions 
11  for  automatic  cost-of-living  adjustments  in  aid  or 

15  assistance  under  such  plan);  and". 

16  (2)  Section  1002(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

17  (A)  striking  out  uand"  at  the  end  of  clause  (12) ; 

18  and 

19  (B )  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the  follow- 

20  ing:  ";  and  (14)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that  the 

21  standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  applicants 

22  and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan, 

23  and  any  maximum  on  the  amount  of  aid,  will  be  so  modi- 

24  fled  that  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  aid  and  other 

25  income  will  be  no  less  than  $7.50.  per  month  per  individ- 
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1  ual  (determined  on  an  average  per  individual  in  ac- 

2  cor  dance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary) 

3  above  such  amount  of  aid  and  other  income  available 

4  under  the  standards  and  maximum  applicable  under  the 

5  plan  on  December  31,  1966  (as  of  June  30,  1966,  if  the 

6  State  plan  includes  provisions  for  automatic  cost-of-living 

7  adjustments  in  aid  or  assistance  under  such  plan)". 

8  (3)  Section  1402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

9  (A)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (11); 

10  and 

11  (B)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  period  the  follow- 

12  ing:  ";  and  (13)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that 

13  the  standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  applicants 

14  and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  aid  under  the  plan, 

15  and  any  maximum  on  the  amount  of  aid,  will  be  so  modi- 

16  fied  that  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  aid  and  other  in- 

17  come  will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month  per  individual 

18  (determined  on  an  average  per  individual  in  accordance 

19  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  above  such 

20  amount  of  aid  and  other  income  available  under  the 

21  standards  and  maximum  applicable  under  the  plan  on 

22  December  31,  1966  (as  of  June  30,  1966,  if  the  State 

23  plan  includes  provisions  for  automatic  cost-of-living 

24  adjustments  in  aid  or  assistance  under  such  plan)". 

25  (4)  Section  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 
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1  (A)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

2  (C); 

3  (B)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

4  (D);and 

5  ( C)  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subpara- 

6  graph: 

7  "(E)  effective  July  1,  1968,  provide  that  the 

8  standards  used  for  determining  the  need  of  applicants 

9  and  recipients  for  and  the  extent  of  aid  under  the 

10  plan,  and  any  maximum  on  the  amount  of  aid,  will 

11  oe  so  modified  that  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  aid 

12  and  other  income  will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month 

13  per  individual  (determined  on  an  average  per  in- 

14  dividual  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  hi/ 
1-5  the  Secretary)  above  such  amount  of  aid  and  other 

16  income  available  under  the  standards  and  maximum 

17  applicabh   under  thi  plan  on  December  31.  1.066' 

18  (as  of  Ju in  :><),  Ifffifi,  if  tin  Stat,  plan  includes 

19  provisions  for  automatic  cost-of-living  adjustments 

20  in  aid  or  assistance  under  such  plan)". 

21  (3)  Section  402 (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

22  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (22);  and  adding  at  the  end 

23  before  the  period  the  following:  11 ;  and  (24)  provide  that  by 

24  July  1.  1969.  and  at  least  annually  thereafter,  the  amounts 

25  used  by  the  State  to  determine  the  needs  of  individuals  will 
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1  be  adjusted  to  reflect  fully  changes  in  living  costs  since  such 

2  amounts  were  established,  and  that  any  maximums  that  the 

3  State  imposes  on  the  amount  of  aid  paid  to  families  will  be 

4  proportionately  adjusted". 

5  (b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 

6  fare  shall,  in  the  case  of  any  State,  determine  the  expendi- 

7  tures  made  during  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1968,  and 

8  ending  with  the  close  of  June  30,  1970,  under  the  plans  of 

9  such  State  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI  which 

10  are  necessitated  by  compliance  with  the  new  requirements 

11  under  such  title  imposed  by  this  section. 

12  (2)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  any  State  the 

13  expenditures  determined  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

14  Part  2 — Medical  Assistance  Amendments 

15  (226)limitation  on  federal  participation  in 

16  medical  assistance 

17  Sect  -(a)-  Section  4#Q3  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

18  amended  by  adding  at  the  ene!  thereof  the  following  new 

20  -  (f)  (1)  (A)  Payment  under  the  preceding  provisions 

21  of  tins  section  shall  not  he  made  with  respect  to  any  amoimt 

22  expended  as  medical  assistance  in  a  calendar  quarter,  in  any 

23  State,  for  any  member  of  a  family  the  annual  income  of 

24  which  exceeds  the  applicable  income  limitation  determined 

25  under  this  paragraph. 
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1  "(B)  (i)  Except  as  provided  in  sub  para  graph  -{£)-  and 

2  m  clause  -fi±)-  of  this  subparagraph,  the  applicable  ineomc 

3  limitation  with  respect  to  afty  family  is  the  amount  deter 

4  mined,  in  aooordanee  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  See- 

5  rotary,  te  he  equivalent  to  44m^  percent  of  the  highest 

6  amount  which  would  ordinarily  he  paid  to  a  family  of  the 

7  same  size  without  any  income  er  resources,  m  the  form  ef 

8  money  payments,  under  the  plen  of  the  State  approved  under 

9  section  4Q£  of  this  Act. 

10  "  (ii)  If  the  Secretary  hnds  that  the  operation  of  a  twi- 
ll fonn  maximum  limits  payments  te  families  of  more  than 

12  one  size^  he  may  adjust  the  amount  otherwise  determined 

13  under  clause  -{*)-  to  take  aeeeunt  of  families  of  different  sizes. 

14  "  (C)  If  4-333-  percent  of  the  average  per  capita  income 

15  of  the  State  is  lowrer,  hy  any  percentage,  than  the  amount 

16  that  would  he  determined  under  subparagraph  -fB|-  in  the 

17  ease  of  a  family  consisting  of  four  individuals — 

18  (i j  the  applicable  income  limitation  mr  such  a 

19  family  shah  he  133 ^  percent  of  sueh  average  per  capita 

20  income,  ami 

"  -1-   1  ii  I      tilL     tC  p  plxtitt1t7Tt3    II iVVM  1 1\      11X111 I'Ul  I V7TT    ttn    tTt  1 1  V_  1  VV  l71\ 

22  determined  under  subparagraph  -fB-f  for  a  family  of  any 

23  other  size  shah  he  reduced  by  the  same  percentage. 

24  "  (D)  The  total  amount  of  any  applicable  income  limita 

25  tien  determined  under  subparagraph  -fBf  or  -(■£)-  shahy  if  it 
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1  is  net  a  multiple  of  $100  of  sueh  other  amount  as  the  Seere- 

2  tary  may  prescribe^  be  founded  by  the  next  higher  multiple 

3  el  $100  or  sueh  ether  amount-,  as  the  ease  may  her 

4  ^Hty-  fe  computing  a  family^s  income  for  purposes  of 

5  paragraph  (1) ,  there  shall  he  excluded  any  costs  (whether 

6  in  the  form  of  insurance  premiums  or  otherwise)  incurred 

7  by  sueh  family  for  medical  care  or  for  any  other  type  of 

8  remedial  eare  recognized  under  State  law.- 

9  ii{3f  £er  purposes  of  paragraph  -fl)  (B),  in  the  ease 

10  of  a  family  eensisting  of  only  one  individual  the  'highest 

11  amount  wfhich  would  ordinarily  fee  paid1  to  such  family 

12  under  the  State's  plan  approved  under  section  40§  of  this  Aet 

13  shah1  be  the  amount  determined  by  the  State  agency  -(on  the 

14  basis  of  reasonable  relationship  to  the  amounts  payable  un- 

15  der  sueh  plan  to  families  consisting  of  two  or  more  persons) 

16  to  be  the  amount  of  the  aid  which  would  ordinarily  be  pay 

17  able  under  sueh  plan  to  a  family  -{without  any  income  or 

18  resources)  consisting  of  one  person  if  such  plan  (without 

19  regard  to  section  408)  provided  for  aid  to  such  a  family. 
-  (1)    4?er  purposes  of  paragraph    (1)  (C) ,  the  per 

trtUUihll   1 IIUU  !  1  It?   T7T   V  ct  \  11    K_Tt  ?l  L  V     7M 1(11 1    T7t~    \)  1  Ui  I  i\ 1 1  £'  ti Ct. '11    U  V    11  ITT    ul  l" 

^  rotary  between  July  4-  and  August  M  of  eaeh  yeary  on  the 

23  basis  of  the  most  recent  calendar  year  for  which  satisfactory 

24  data  are  available  from  the  department  of  Gommcreer  Sueh 
shall  be  conclusive  for  eaeh  of  the  four  quarters 


20 
21 


25 
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1  m  the  calendar  yea*  next,  succeeding  mek  promulgation : 

2  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  sktt  make  tfee  promulgation 

3  which  is  effective  for  quarters  m  the  calendar  j^eftf  1968  as 

4  seen  as  possible  after  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 

5  Amendments  of  1967  " 

6  (b)  (1)  In  the  ease  of  any  State  whoso  plan  under 

7  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Aet  is  approved  by  the 

8  Secretory  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  section 

9  1902  after  July  2§r  1967,  the  amendment  made  by  sub- 

10  section  -fa-}-  shall  apply  with  respect  to  ealendar  quarters 

11  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Aek 

12  -f£)-  in  the  ease  of  any  State  whose  plan  under  title 

13  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Aet  was  approved  by  the  Secrc 

14  tary  of  Health,  Education,  ane!  Welfare  under  section  1902 

15  of  the  Social  Security  Act  prior  to  Jtdy  ^  1967,  the 

16  amendments  made  by  subsection  -(a-)-  shall  apply  with  re- 

17  spect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  SOj  1968, 

18  except  that — 

19  (A)  with  respect  to  the  third  and  fourth  calendar 

20  quarters  of  1968,  sueh  subsection  shall  be  applied  by 

21  substituting  in  subsection  -fff  of  section  1903  of  the 

22  Social  Security  Aet  4#0  percent  for  133 1  percent  eaeh 

23  time  sueh  latter  figure  appears  in  sneh  subsection  -ff)-7 

24  ^ 

25  with  respect  to  ah  calendar  quarters  during 
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1  1969,  sueh  subsection  shall  be  applied  by  substituting  m 

2  subsection  -fff  of  section  1903  ef  sueh  Aet  4-40  percent 

3  133g  percent  eaeh  time  suefe  latter  figure  appears 

4  hi  such  subsection  -(4}-r 

5  LIMITATION  ON  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  MEDICAL 

6  ASSISTANCE 

7  Stec.  fa,)  Section  1903(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

8  rity  Act  is  amended  by — 

9  (1)    inserting   "(A)"   immediately  after   11  (1)", 

10  (2)  inserting  after  "under  the  State  plan'  the 

11  following:  "for  individuals  who  (i)  are  recipients  of 

12  money  payments  under  one  of  the  approved  State  plans 

13  hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  subparagraph,  (ii)  are 

14  not  eligible  to  receive  money  payments  under  one  of  the 

15  approved  State  plans  hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  sub- 

16  paragraph,  but  would  be  eligible  for  such  payments  if 

17  they  met  the  duration  of  residence  requirements  imposed 

18  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  such  payments,  (Hi)  are 

19  children  under  age  21  who  are  not  but  would  be  ( except 

20  for  age  and  school  attendance  requirements)  eligible  for 

21  aid  under  the  State  plan  of  such  State  approved  under 

22  part  A  of  title  IV,  or  (iv)  are  in  medical  institutions 
and  are  not,  but  ivould  be  (if  they  were  not  in  such  in- 
stitutions),  eligible  to  receive  money  payments  under  one 


23 
24 
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1  of  the  State  plans  hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  sub- 

2  paragraph",  and 

(3)  inserting  after  and  below  the  end  thereof  the 
4         following  new  su b paragraph  : 

"(B)  an  amount  equal  to  the  square  of  the 

fraction  which  is  equivalent  to  the  Federal  medical 
'  assistance  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  1905 

(b))   of  the  total  amount  expended  during  such 

quarter  as  medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 

10  for  individuals  who  are  not  described  in  clause  (i), 

11  ( ™)  f  ( ni) ,  or  ( iv)  of  subparagraph  (A ) ;  plus". 

12  (b)  Section  1903  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 

13  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

H  "(f)(1)  Payments  under  the  preceding  provisions  of 

15  this  section  shall  not  be  made  with  respect  to  any  expendi- 

16  tures  for  medical  assistance  in  any  State  for  individuals 
VI    whose  income  exceeds  the  amount  determined,  in  accordance 

18  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  to  be  equivalent 

19  to  150  percent  of  the  amount,  applicable  in  the  State  for 

20  determining  need,  for  determining  eligibility  of  an  individual 

21  for  aid  or  assistance  in  the  form  of  money  payments  under 

22  the  plan  of  such  State  approved  under  title  I  or  XVI  (as  the 

23  case  may  be),  or  if  there  is  more  than  one  such  individual 

24  living  in  the  same  home,  the  amount  so  determined  for  one 
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1  such  individual  plus  such  additional  amounts  for  each  of  the 

2  other  individuals  living  in  the  same  home,  as  may  be  deter- 

3  mined  in  accordance  with  such  standards  prescribed  by  the 

4  Secretary  and  the  total  so  determined,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple 

5  of  $100  or  such  other  amount  as  the  Secretry  may  prescribe, 

6  may  be  rounded  by  the  next  multiple  of  $100  or  such  other 

7  amount,  as  the  case  may  be. 

8  "(2)  In  computing  an  individual's  (or  family's)  income 

9  for  purposes  of  the  preceding  paragraph  there  shall  be  ex- 
10  eluded  any  costs  ( whether  in  the  form  of  insurance  pre- 
H  miums  or  otherwise)  incurred  by  him  (or  the  family)  for 

12  medical  care  or  for  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  rec- 

13  ognized  under  State  law." 

1^  (c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  (except 

1^  in  the  cases  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands) 

1^  apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June 

^  30,  1968,  and  the  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
(except  in  the  cases  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 

1 Q 

Islands)  apply  with  respect  to  calendar  c/uarters  beginning 

20  after  June  30,  1969. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  STATE  EFFOET 

Sec.  221.  (a)  Section  1117(a)  of  the  Social  Security 

23 

Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
^  new  sentence:  "For  any  fiscal  year  ending  on  or  after 
25   June  30,  1967,  and  before  July  1,  (227)±960r  1968,  in  lieu 
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1  of  the  >iib>tituri<  in  provided  by  paragraph  (3)  or  (4).  at  the 

2  option  of  the  State   (i)  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this 

3  subsection  shall  be  applied  on  a  fiscal  year  basis  (rather 

4  than  on  a  quarterly  basis)  .  and  (ii)  the  base  period  fiscal 

5  year  shall  be  either  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1965, 

6  or  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1964    (whichever  is 

7  chosen  by  the  State )  . 

8  (b)   Section  1117  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

9  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

10  "  (d)  (1)  In  the  case  of  the  quarters  in  any  fiscal  year 

11  ending  before  July  1.  (22^)Un:Ut,  1968,  the  reduction  (if 

12  any)  under  this  section  shall,  at  the  option  of  the  State,  be 

13  determined  under  paragraph  (2).  (3).  or  (4)  of  this  sub- 

14  section  instead  of  under  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 

15  section. 

16  "  (2)  If  the  reduction  determination  is  made  under  this 

17  paragraph  for  a  State,  then — 

18  ''  (A)   subsection   (a)   shall  be  applied  b\  taking 

19  into  account  only  money  payments  under  plans  of  the 

20  State  approved  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV.  and  XVI,  and 

21  part  A  of  title  IV. 

22  "(B)  subsection  (b)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminat- 

23  ing  each  reference  to  title  XIX.  and 

24  "(C)  subsection  (c)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminat- 

25  ing  the  reference  to  section  1903.  and  by  substituting 
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1  a  reference  to  this  paragraph  for  the  reference  to  sub- 

2  sections  (a)  and  (b). 

3  "  (3)  If  the  reduction  determination  is  made  under  this 

4  paragraph  for  a  State,  then — 

5  "(A)  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applied  by  taking 

6  into  account  payments  under  section  523  and  section 

7  422, 

8  "(B)  subsection  (b)  shall  be  applied  by  adding  a 

9  reference  to  section  523  and  section  422  after  each  ref- 

10  erence  to  title  XIX,  and 

11  "(C)  subsection  (c)  shall  be  applied  by  adding  a 

12  reference  to  section  523  and  section  422  after  the  refer- 

13  ence  to  section  1903,  and  by  substituting  a  reference  to 

14  this  paragraph  for  the  reference  to  subsections  (a)  and 

15  (b). 

16  "  (4)  If  the  reduction  determination  is  made  under  this 

17  paragraph  for  a  State,  then — 

18  "(A)  subsection   (a)   shall  be  applied  by  taking 

19  into  account  only  (i)  money  payments  under  plans  of 

20  the  State  approved  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI, 

21  and  part  A  of  title  IV,  and  (ii)  payments  under  sec- 

22  tion  523  and  section  422, 

23  "(B)   subsection   (b)   shall  be  applied  by  elimi- 

24  natinjr  each  reference  to  title  XIX  and  substituting  a 

25  reference  to  section  523  and  section  422,  and 
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1  "(C)  subsection  (c)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminating 

2  the  reference  to  section  1903  and  substituting  a  reference 

3  to  section  523  and  section  422,  and  by  substituting  a 

4  reference  to  this  paragraph  for  the  reference  to  subsec- 

5  tions  (a)  and  (b)." 

6  (2'29s)(c)  Section  1117(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

7  striking  out  "December  SI.  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "June  30, 1966". 

9  (230)  W  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1117  of  the  Social 
10  Security  Act  is  repealed. 

H  COORDINATION  OF  TITLE  XIX  AND  THE  SUPPLEMENTARY 

12  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

13  Sec.  222.  (a)  Section  1843  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

14  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

15  subsection : 

16  "  (h)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  a  State 
1'  made  before  January  1,  1970,  enter  into  a  modification  of 

18  an  agreement  entered  into  with  such  State  pursuant  to  sub- 

19  section  (a)  under  which  the  coverage  group  described  in 

20  subsection  (b)  and  specified  in  such  agreement  is  broadened 
-1  to  include  individuals  who  are  eligible  to  receive  medical 

22  assistance  under  the  plan  of  such  State  approved  under  title 

23  XIX. 

24  "(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  an  individual  shall 
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1  be  treated  as  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  the 

2  plan  of  the  State  approved  under  title  XIX  if,  for  the  month 

3  in  which  the  modification  is  entered  into  under  this  subsec- 

4  tion  or  for  any  month  thereafter,  he  has  been  determined  to 

5  be  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  such  plan.  In 
^  the  case  of  any  individual  who  would  (but  for  this  subsec- 

7  tion)  be  excluded  from  the  agreement,  subsections  (c)  and 

8  (d)  (2)  shall  be  applied  as  if  they  referred  to  the  modifica- 

9  tion  under  this  subsection  (in  lieu  of  the  agreement  under 

10  subsection  (a)  ),  and  subsection  (d)  (2)  (C)  shall  be  applied 

11  by  substituting  'second  month  following  the  first  month'  for 

12  'first  month'." 

13  (b)(1)  Section    1843(d)(3)(A)    of   such   Act  is 

14  amended  by  striking  out  "ineligible  for  money  payments  of 

15  a  kind  specified  in  the  agreement"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  the  following:  "ineligible  both  for  money  payments 

17  of  a  kind  specified  in  the  agreement  and  (if  there  is  in  effect 

18  a  modification  entered  into  under  subsection  (h)  )  for  medi- 

19  cal  assistance". 

20  (2)  Section  1843  (f)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

21  (A)  by  inserting  after  "or  XVI"  the  following: 

22  "or  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  the  plan 

23  of  such  State  approved  under  title  XIX";  and 

24  (B)  by  inserting  after  "and  XVI"  the  following: 
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1  "and  individuals  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance 

2  under  the  plan  of  the  State  approved  under  title  XIX". 

3  (231) (3)  Section  1843(g)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

4  striking  out  "1968''  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

5  (232>f3f  (4)  The  heading  of  section  1843  of  such  Act  is 
g  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "(OR 

7  ARE  ELIGIBLE  EOR  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE)". 

§  (c)  Section  1903  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

9  ing  "(1)"  after  s'(l))",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

10  the  following  new  paragraph : 

H  "(2)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 

12  section,  the  amount  determined  under  subsection  (a)  (1) 

13  for  any  State  for  any  quarter  beginning  after  December  31, 

14  1967,  shall  not  take  into  account  any  amounts  expended  as 

15  medical  assistance  with  respect  to  individuals  aged  65  or 

16  over  which  would  not  have  been  so  expended  if  the  indi- 

17  viduals  involved  had  been  enrolled  in  the  insurance  program 

18  established  by  part  B  of  title  XVIII." 

19  (d)  Effective  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  begin- 

20  ning  after  December  31,  1967,  section  1903  (a)  (1)  of  such 

21  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  other  insurance  pre- 

22  miums"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and,  except  in  the  case 

23  of  individuals  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older  who  are  not 

H.R,  12080  21 
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1  enrolled  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII,  other  insurance 

2  premiums". 

3  (e)  (1)  Section  1843  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

4  striking  out  "1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

5  (2)  Section  1843  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

6  (A)  by  striking  out  "and  before  January  1,  1968"; 

7  and 

8  (B)   by  striking  out  "thereafter  before  January 

9  1968";  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "thereafter". 

10  (3)  Section  1843(d)  (2)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

11  by  striking  out  "(not  later  than  January  1,  1968)". 

12  MODIFICATION  OF  COMPARABILITY  PROVISIONS 

13  Sec.  223.   (a)   Section  1902(a)  (10)   of  the  Social 

14  Security  Act  is  amended — 

15  (1)  by  inserting  "  (I)  "  after  "except  that"  in  the 

16  matter  following  subparagraph  (B) ,  and 

17  (2)  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end 

18  the  following:  ",  and  (II)  the  making  available  of  sup- 

19  piemen tary  medical  insurance  benefits  under  part  B  of 

20  title  XVIII  to  individuals  eligible  therefor  (either  pur- 

21  suant  to  an  agreement  entered  into  under  section  1843 

22  or  by  reason  of  the  payment  of  premiums  under  such 


1  title  by  the  State  agency  on  behalf  of  such  individuals) . 

2  or  provision  for  meeting  part  or  all  of  the  cost  of  the 

3  deductibles,  cost  sharing,  or  similar  charges  under  part 

4  B  of  title  XVIII  for  individuals  eligible  for  benefits 

5  under  such  part,  shall  not,  by  reason  of  this  paragraph 
q  (10) ,  require  the  making  available  of  any  such  benefits, 

7  or  the  making  available  of  services  of  the  same  amount. 

8  duration,  and  scope,  to  any  other  individuals". 

9  (b)   The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

10  apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after 

11  June  BO,  1967. 

12  (233)nEQUinED  sehtices  t^we  s*&¥E  ME-B-ieAt 

13  ASSISTANCE  PLAN 

14  SeOt  Section  1902  (a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Security 

15  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  est  "provide  (A)  for  inclusion 

16  et  at  least  the  eare  aftd  services  listed  in  clauses  -ft}-  through 

17  -{&f  el  section  1905  (a) ,  and  -(B)  -  and  inserting  is  lieu 

J_0  til  LI  C Ul     I  LIU     lUliU  >>  lllJ^T        JJ1  U  i  1UU      \  -^L  J      LUl     I.L1L  1  UolUl  1     tTT  rrr 

19  least — 

20  iL(if  the  eare  and  services  Ikted  m  clauses  -(4-}- 

21  through  -(af  of  section  1905  (a) ,  or 

22  "  (ii)  the  eare  and  services  listed  in  any  seven- 
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1  of  the  clauses  numbered  -(4-f  through  (11)  of  meh 

2  section, 

3  ftn4-fEf^ 

4  REQUIRED  SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

6  Sec.  224.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

7  rifr/  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

8  "faS;  provide— 

9  "f^U  /or  inclusion  of  some  institutional  a?id 

10  some  noninstitutional  care  and  services,  and 

11  "(B)  in  the  case  of  individuals  receiving  aid 

12  or  assistance  under  the  State  s  plan  approved  under 

13  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,  for 

14  the  inclusion  of  at  least  the  care  and  services  listed 

15  in  clauses  (1)  through  (5)  of  section  1905(a),  and 

16  "(C)  in  the  case  of  individuals  not  included 

17  under  subparagraph  (B),  for  the  inclusion  of  at 

18  least — 

19  (i)  the  care  and  services  listed  in  clauses 

20  (1)  through  (5)  of  section  1905(a)  or 

21  (H)(1)  the  care  and  services  listed  in  any 

22  7  of  the  clauses  numbered  (1)  through  (14) 

23  of  such  section  and  (II)  in  the  event  the  care 

24  and  services  provided  under  the  State  plan  in- 

25  elude  hospital  or  skilled  nursing  home  services, 


3 
4 


7 

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 


1  physicians'  services  to  an  individual  in  a  hospi- 

-  tal  or  skilled  nursing  home  during  any  period 

he  is  receiving  hospital  service*  from  such  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  home  services  from 

5  such  home,  and 

6  "(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (under 
section  1861(v)(l))  of  inpatient  hospital  services, 
and.  effective  J  nip  1.  1970,  extended  arc  (skilled 
nursing  home  ami  intermediate  en  re  facility)  serv- 
ices, and  home  health  care  services  provided  under 
the  plan:" . 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 
lo    with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  December 

14  31,  1967. 

15  (c)(1)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  (A)  of  the  Social  Seen- 
rity  Act  (as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section)  is 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)(i)  for  the  inclusion  of  some  institutional 
and  some  non-institutional  care  and  services,  and 
"(ii)  for  the  inclusion  of  home  health  services 
for  any  individual  who.  under  the  State  plan,  is 
entitled  to  skilled  nursing  home  services,  and''. 
(2)  Th  e  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  shall  apply   with   respect  to  calendar  quarters 

25 

beginning  after  June  30,  1970. 


17 

18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
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1  EXTENT  OF  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  PARTICIPATION  IN 

2  CERTAIN  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

3  Sec.  225.  (a)  Section  1903  (a)  (2)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

4  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "of  the  State  agency  (or 

5  of  the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the 

6  political  subdivision)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  the 

7  State  agency  or  any  other  public  agency". 

8  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection    (a)  shall 

9  apply  with  respect  to  expenditures  made  after  December  31. 
10  1967. 

U  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

12  Sec.  226.  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

13  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

14  section : 

15  "ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

1^  "Sec.  1906.  For  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Secretary 

17  on  matters  of  general  policy  in  the  administration  of  this 

18  title  (including  the  relationship  of  this  title  and  title  XVIII) 

19  and  making  recommendations  for  improvements  in  such 

20  administration,  there  is  hereby  created  a  Medical  Assistance 

21  Advisory  Council  which  shall  consist  of  twenty-one  persons, 

22  not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States,  appointed 

23  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5, 

24  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competi- 

25  tive  service.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint 
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1  one  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  The  members  shall 

2  include  representatives  of  State  and  local  agencies  and  non- 

3  governmental  organizations  and  groups   concerned  with 

4  health,  and  of  consumers  of  health  services,  and  a  majority  of 

5  the  membership  of  the  Advisory  Council  shall  consist  of 

6  representatives  of  consumers  of  health  services.  Each  member 

7  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  four  years,  except  that  any 

8  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to  the 

9  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was  ap- 

10  pointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term, 

11  and  except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first 

12  taking  office  shall  expire,  as  designated  by  the  Secretary  at 

13  the  time  of  appointment,  five  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  five 

14  at  the  end  of  the  second  year,  five  at  the  end  of  the  third  year, 

15  and  six  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year  after  the  date  of  appoint- 

16  ment.  A  member  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  continuously 

17  for  more  than  two  terms.  The  Secretary  may,  at  the  request 

18  of  the  Council  or  otherwise,  appoint  such  special  advisory 

19  professional  or  technical  committees  as  may  be  useful  in 

20  carrying  out  this  title.  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council 

21  and  members  of  any  such  advisory  or  technical  committee, 

22  while  attending  meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise 

23  serving  on  business  of  the  Advisor}7  Council  or  of  such  com- 

24  mittee,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed 

25  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including 
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1  travel  time,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or 

2  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 

3  penses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  author- 

4  ized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  per- 

5  sons  in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently.  The 

6  Advisory  Council  shall  meet  as  frequently  as  the  Secretary 

7  deems  necessary.  Upon  request  of  five  or  more  members,  it 

8  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  to  call  a  meeting  of  the 

9  Advisory  Council." 

10  FREE   CHOICE   BY   INDIVIDUALS    ELIGIBLE   FOR  MEDICAL 

11  ASSISTANCE 

12  Sec.  227.  (a)  Section  1902  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 

13  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 


15 


121)  ; 


17 


16 


(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (22)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and  ";  and 


19 


18 


(3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (22)  the  following 
new  paragraph : 


21 


22 


25 


20 


23 


24 


"  (23)  provide  that  any  individual  eligible  for  med- 
ical assistance  (234)  ( 'including  drugs)  may  obtain  such 
assistance  from  any  institution,  agency,  (235)6'o??i/)w- 
nity  pharmacy,  or  person,  qualified  to  perform  the  serv- 
ice or  services  required  (including  an  organization  which 
provides  such  services,  or  arranges  for  their  availability. 
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1  on  a  prepayment  basis) .  who  undertakes  to  provide  him 

2  such  services." 

3  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 


4  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  30, 

5  1969  ;  except  that  such  amendments  shall  apply  in  the  case 


5  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  only  with 

7  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1972. 

8  UTILIZATION  OF  STATE  FACILITIES  TO  PROVIDE  CONSULTA- 

9  TIVE  SERVICES  TO  INSTITUTIONS  FURNISHING  MEDI- 

10  CAL  CARE 

11  Sec.  228.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security 

12  Act  (as  amended  by  section  227  of  this  Act)  is  amended — 

13  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

14  (22)  ; 

15  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

16  graph  (23)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and":  and 

17  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (23)  the  follow- 

18  ing  new  paragraph: 

19  "  (24)  effective  July  1,  1969,  provide  for  consul  ta- 

20  tive  services  by  health  agencies  and  other  appropriate 

21  agencies  of  the  State  to  hospitals,  nursing  homes,  home 

22  health  agencies,  clinics,  laboratories,  and  such  other 

23  institutions  as  the  Secretary  may  specify  in  order  to 

24  assist  them  (A  )  to  qualify  for  payments  under  this  Act, 

25  (B)  to  establish  and  maintain  such  fiscal  records  as  may 
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1  be  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  administration 

2  of  this  Act,  and  (C)  to  provide  information  needed  to 

3  determine  payments  due  under  this  Act  on  account  of 

4  care  and  services  furnished  to  individuals." 

5  (b)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  the  last  sentence  of  section 

6  1864  (a)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

7  PAYMENTS  FOR  SERVICES  AND  CARE  BY  A  THIRD  PARTY 

8  Sec.  229.  (a)  Section  1902  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 

9  Act  (as  amended  by  section  228  of  this  Act)  is  amended — 

10  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

11  (23)  ; 

12  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

13  graph  (24)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and";  and 

14  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (24)  the  follow- 

15  ing  new  paragraph: 

16  "  (25)  provide  (A)  that  the  State  or  local  agency 

17  administering  such  plan  will  take  all  reasonable  meas- 

18  ures  to  ascertain  the  legal  liability  of  third  parties  to  pay 

19  for  care  and  services  (available  under  the  plan)  arising 

20  out  of  injury,  disease,  or  disability,  (B)  that  where  the 

21  State  or  local  agency  knows  that  a  third  party  has  such 

22  a  legal  liability  such  agency  will  treat  such  legal  liability 

23  as  a  resource  of  the  individual  on  whose  behalf  the  care 

24  and  services  are  made  available  for  purposes  of  para- 

25  graph  (17)   (B) ,  and  (C)  that  in  any  case  where  such 
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1  a  legal  liability  is  found  to  exist  after  medical  assistance 

2  has  been  made  available  on  behalf  of  the  individual,  the 

3  State  or  local  agency  will  seek  reimbursement  for  such 

4  assistance  to  the  extent  of  such  legal  liability.'" 

5  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

6  apply  with  respect  to  legal  liabilities  of  third  parties  arising 

7  after  March  31.  1968. 

8  (c)  Section  1903(d)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

9  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence;  "Ex- 

10  penditures  for  which  payments  were  made  to  the  State  under 

11  subsection  (a)  shall  be  treated  as  an  overpayment  to  the  ex- 

12  tent  that  the  State  or  local  agency  administering  such  plan 

13  has  been  reimbursed  for  such  expenditures  by  a  third  party 

14  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  its  plan  in  compliance  with 

15  section  1902(a)  (25)." 

16  DIEECT  PAYMEXTS  TO  CEETATX  EECIPIEXT3  OE  MEDICAL 

17  ASSISTANCE 

18  Sec.  230.  Section  1905  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

19  amended  by  inserting  after  '"'for  individuals"  in  the  matter 

20  preceding  clause  fi)  the  following:      and.  with  respect  to 

21  physicians'  (236)::'Crvices.  at  the  option  ef  the  £tato.  te  m- 

22  dividual:?  net  leeeiving  aid  or  assistance  under  fee  State's 

23  pkffi  approved  under  title  It  Xt  XIV.  m  XVI.  or  part  4A4- 

24  el  title  IV.".  or  dentists'  services,  at  the  option  of  the  State 

25  (and  under  such  safeguards  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 
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1  to  assure  the  quality  thereof  and  the  reasonableness  of  any 

2  charge  therefor),  to  individuals,". 

3  DATE  ON  WHICH  STATE  PLANS  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  MUST 

4  MEET  CERTAIN  FINANCIAL  PARTICIPATION  REQUIRE- 

5  MENTS 

6  Sec.  231.  Section  1902  (a)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security 

7  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "July  1,  1970"  and  inserting 

8  in  lieu  thereof  "July  1,  1969". 

9  (23T)OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

10  Sec.  232.  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

11  amended  by  section  226  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by 

12  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

13  "OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

14  "Sec.  1907.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to 

15  require  any  State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under  this  title 

16  to  compel  any  person  to  undergo  any  medical  screening,  ex- 

17  animation,  diagnosis,  or  treatment  or  to  accept  any  other 

18  health  care  or  services  provided  under  such  plan  for  any 

19  purpose  (other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  and  pre- 

20  venting  the  spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease  or  for 

21  the  purpose  of  protecting  environmental  health),   if  such 

22  person  objects  ( or,  in  case  such  person  is  a  child,  his  parent  or 

23  guardian  objects)  thereto  on  religious  grounds. " 
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1  (2%#)C  OVER  AGE  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  OF  CERTAIN  SPOUSES 

2  OF  INDIVIDUALS  RECEIVING  CASH  WELFARE  AID  OR 

3  ASSISTANCE 

4  Sec.  233.  (a)  Section  1905(a)  of  the  Social  Security 

5  Act  is  amended  (1 )  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause 

6  (iv),  (2)  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (v),  and 

7  (3)  by  inserting  immediately  below  clause  (v)  the  following 

8  new  clause: 

9  "(vi)  persons  essential  (as  described  m  the  second 

10  sentence  of  this  subsection)  to  individuals  receiving  aid 

11  or  assistance  under  State  plans  approved  under  title  I, 

12  X,  XIV,  or  XVI," . 

13  (b)  Section  1905(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

14  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "For 

15  purposes  of  clauses  ( vi)  of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  person 

16  shall  be  considered  essential  to  another  individual  if  .such 

17  person  is  the  spouse  of  and  is  living  with  such  individual, 

18  the  needs  of  such  person  are  taken  into  account  in  determining 

19  the  amount  of  aid  or  assistance  furnished  to  such  individual 

20  (under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or 

21  XVI),  and  such  person  is  determined,  under  such  a  State 

22  plan,  to  be  essential  to  the  well  being  of  such  individual." 
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1  {2?>Sf)lNSPECTI0N  OF  RECORDS  AND  PREMISES  OF  PRO- 

2  VIDERS    OF    CARE    AND    SERVICES    UNDER  PUBLIC 

3  ASSISTANCE  AND  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

4  Sec.  234.  (a)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  2(a)(6) 


5   of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by — 


(5 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

7 

thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 

8 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the 

5) 

following:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 

10 

other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  ( to  the  extent 

11 

prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 

12 

or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under  which 

13 

the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  will 

14 

be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of 

15 

such  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to  as- 

16 

sure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under  the 

17 

plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title, 

18 

except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements  may  limit 

19 

such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar  basis  with 

20 

respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose  records 

21 

and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and  to  situa- 

22 

tio7is  in  luhich  the  Secretary  or  General  Accounting 

23 

Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments  under  the  plan 

24 

to  such  an  institution  or  person  are  erroneous  as  a  result 

25 

of  fraud" . 
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1  (b)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  402(a)(6)  of  such 


2 

Act 

is  amended  by — 

3 

(1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

4 

thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

5 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 

6 

lowing:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 

7 

other  arrangements  frith  institutions  and  (to  the  extent 

8 

prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 

9 

or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under 

10 

which  the  Secretary  and  the  (ieneral  Accounting  Office 

11 

will  be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises 

12 

of  such  institutions  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary 

13 

to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under 

14 

the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  part 

15 

A  of  this  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrange- 

16 

ments  m-ay  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or 

17 

similar  basis  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons 

18 

whose  records  and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspec- 

19 

tion  and  to  situations  in  which  the  Secretary  or  Gen- 

20 

prnl  A  rem m fin n  OtHcp  has  reason  to  believe  that  van- 

21 

merits  under  the  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are 

22 

erroneous  as  a  result  of  fraud". 

23 

(c)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1002(a)  (6 )  of  such 

24 

Act 

is  amended  by — 
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1  (1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  "provide  (A)" ;  and 

3  (2)  striking  out  ";  and1  at  the  end  and  inserting 

4  in  lieu  thereof:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agree- 

5  ments  or  other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  (to 

6  the  extent  prescribed,  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnish- 

7  ing  medical  or  remedial  care  and,  services  under  the 

8  plan  under  which  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Ac- 

9  counting  Office  will  be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records 
10  and  premises  of  such  institutions  and  persons  as  may  be 
H         necessary  to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made 

12  under  the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes 

13  of  this  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements 

14  may  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar 
1^  basis  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose 
1"  records  and,  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and 
1^  to  situations  in  which  the  Secretary  or  General  Ac- 

counting  Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments  under 
the  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are  erroneous 

90 

as  a  result  of  fraud; 
21  (d)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1402(a)  (6)  of  such 

Act  is  amended,  by — 

9Q 

(1)  striking  out  "provide'  and  inserting  in  lieu 

9d. 

thereof  "provide  (A)";  and 

OK 

(2)  adding  at  the  end,  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 
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1  lowing:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 

2  other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  (to  the  extent 

3  prescribed  by  the  Secretary )  persons  furnishing  medical 

4  or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under  which 

5  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  "'ill  hf 
q  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of  such 

7  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure 

8  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under  the  plan  and 

9  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title,  except 

10  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements  may  limit  such 

11  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar  basis  with  respect 

12  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose  records  and  premises 

13  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and  to  situations  in  which 

14  the  Secretary  or  General  Accounting  Office  has  reason 

15  to  believe  that  payments  under  the  plan  to  such  an  in- 

16  stitution  or  person  are  erroneous  as  a  result  of  fraud''. 

17  (e)  Effective  July  1.  1968.  section  1602(a)  (6)  of  such 

18  Act  is  amended  by — 

19  (1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  " provide  (A)";  and 

21  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 

22  lowing:  ''and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 

23  other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  {to  the  extent 
24_  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medical 
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1  or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under  which 

2  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  will 

3  be  afforded,  such  access  to  the  records  and,  premises  of 

4  such  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to  as- 

5  sure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under  the 

6  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 

7  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements  may 

8  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar  basis 

9  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose  records 

10  and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection  and  to  situa- 

11  Hons  in  which  the  Secretary  or  General  Accounting 

12  Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments  under  the 

13  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are  erroneous  as 

14  a  result  of  fraud". 

15  (f)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1902(a)(6)  of  such 

16  Act  is  amended  by — 

17  (1)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "provide  (A )" ;  and 

19  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 

20  lowing:  "and  (B)  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 

21  other  arrangements  with  institutions  and  ( to  the  extent 

22  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  persons  furnishing  medi- 

23  cal  or  remedial  care  and  services  under  the  plan  under 

24  which  the  Secretary  and  the  General  Accounting  Office 

25  will  be  afforded  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises 
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1  of  such  institution  and  persons  as  may  be  necessary 

2  to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under 

3  the  plan  and,  otherwise  to  carry  out  tht   purposes  of 

4  this  title,  except  that  such  agreements  or  arrangements 

5  may  limit  such  access  to  audits  on  a  sample  or  similar 
q  basis  with  respect  to  the  institutions  and  persons  whose 
-  records  and  premises  may  be  selected  for  inspection 

8  and  to  situations  in   which  the  Secretary  or  General 

9  Accounting  Office  has  reason  to  believe  that  payments 

10  under  the  plan  to  such  an  institution  or  person  are 

11  erroneous  as  a  result  of  fraud" , 

12  (240)STANDARDS    FOR    SKILLED    NURSING    HOMES  FUR- 

13  XISHIXG  SERVICES   FXDER  STATE  PLANS  APPROVED 

14  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

15  Sec.  234a,.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security 


16  Act  fas  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is 

17  further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 

18  paragraph  (24).  f:2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 

19  paragraph  {25)  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semi- 

20  colon,  and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

21  new  paragraphs : 

22  (26)  effective  July  1.  196.9.  provide  (A)  for  a 

23  regular  program  of  medical  review  (including  medical 

24  evaluation  of  each  patient's  need  for  skilled  nursing  home 
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1  care)  or  (in  the  case  of  individuals  who  are  eligible 

2  therefor  under  the  State  plan)  need  for  care  in  a.  mental 

3  hospital,  a  written  plan  of  care,  and,  where  applicable, 

4  a  plan  of  rehabilitation  prior  to  admission  to  a  skilled 

5  nursing  home;  (B)  periodic  inspections  to  be  made  in 

6  all  skilled  nursing  homes  and  mental  institutions  (if  the 

7  State  plan  includes  care  in  such  institutions)  within 

8  the  State  by  one  or  more  medical  review  teams  (composed 

9  of  physicians  and  other  appropriate  health  and  social 

10  service  personnel )  of  (i)  the  care  being  provided  in  such 

11  nursing  homes  (and  mental  institutions,  if  care  therein 

12  is  provided  under  the  State  plan)  to  persons  receiving 

13  assistance  under  the  State  plan,  (ii)  with  respect  to  each 

14  of  the  patients  receiving  such  care,  the  adequacy  of  the 

15  services  available  in  particular  nursing  homes  (or  in- 

16  stitutions)  to  meet  the  current  health  needs  and  promote 
1^  the  maximum  physical  well-being  of  patients  receiving 

18  care  in  such  homes  (or  institutions) ,  (Hi)  the  necessity 

19  and  desirability  of  the  continued  placement  of  such 

90 

patients  in  such  nursing  homes  (or  institutions) ,  and 

91 

(iv)  the  feasibility  of  meeting  their  health  care  needs 

99 

through  alternative  institutional  or  noninstitutional  serv- 

9Q 

ices;  and  (C)  for  the  making  by  such  team  or  teams  of 

94- 

full  and  complete  reports  of  the  findings  resulting  from 

25 

such  inspections  together  with  any  recommendations  to  the 
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1  State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  adminis- 

2  tration  of  the  State  plan; 

3  " '(27)  provide  for  agreements  with  every  person  or 

4  institution  providing  services  under  the  State  plan  under 

5  ivhich  such  person  or  institution  agrees  (A)  to  keep  such 
q  records  as  are  necessary  fully  to  disclose  the  extent  of 

7  the  services  provided  to  individuals  receiving  assistance 

8  under  the  State  plan,  and  (B)  to  furnish  the  State 

9  agency  with  such  information,  regarding  any  payments 

10  claimed  by  such  person  or  institution  for  providing  serv- 

11  ices  under  the  State  plan,  as  the  State  agency  may  from 

12  time  to  time  request; 

13  "(28)  provide  that  any  skilled  nursing  home  receiv- 

14  ing  payments  under  such  plan  must — 

15  "(A)  supply  to  the  licensing  agency  of  the 

16  State  full  and  complete  information  as  to  the  identity 

17  (i)  of  each  person  having  (directly  or  indirectly)  an 

18  ownership  interest  of  10  per  centum  or  more  in 

19  such  nursing  home,  (ii)  in  case  a  nursing  home  is 

20  organized  as  a  corporation,  of  each  officer  and  di- 

21  rector  of  the  corporation,  and  (Hi)  in  case  a  nurs- 

22  ing  home  is  organized  as  a  partnership,  of  each 

23  partner;  and  promptly  report  any  changes  which 

24  would  affect  the  current  accuracy  of  the  information 

25  so  required  to  be  supplied; 
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1  "(B)  have  and  maintain  an  organized  nursing 

2  service  for  its  patients,  which  is  under  the  direction 

3  of  a  professional  registered  nurse  who  is  employed 

4  full-time  by  such  nursing  home,  and  which  is  com- 

5  posed  of  sufficient  nursing  and  auxiliary  personnel 

6  to  provide  adequate  and  properly  supervised  nurs- 

7  ing  services  for  such  patients  during  all  hours  of 

8  each  day  and  all  days  of  each  week; 

9  "(C)  make  satisfactory  arrangements  for  pro- 

10  fessional  planning  and  supervision  of  menus  and 

11  meal  service  for  patients  for  whom  special  diets  or 

12  dietary  restrictions  are  medically  prescribed; 

13  "(D)  have  satisfactory  policies  and  procedures 

14  relating  to  the  maintenance  of  medical  records  on 

15  each  patient  of  the  nursing  home,  dispensing  and  ad- 

16  ministering  of  drugs  and  biologicals,  and  assuring 

17  that  each  patient  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician 

18  and  that  adequate  provisions  is  made  for  medical 

19  attention  to  any  patient  during  emergencies ; 

20  "(E)  have  arrangements  with  one  or  more 

21  general  hospitals  under  which  such  hospital  or  hos- 

22  pitals  will  provide  needed  diagnostic  and  other  serv- 

23  ices  to  patients  of  such  nursing  home,  and  under 

24  which  such  hospital  or  hospitals  agree  to  timely 

25  acceptance,  as  patients  thereof,  of  acutely  ill  patients 
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1  of  such  nursing  home  who  are  in  need  of  hospital 

2  care;  except  that  the  State  agency  may  waive  this 

3  requirement  wholly  or  in  part  with  respect  to  any 

4  nursing  home  meeting  all  the  other  requirements  and 

5  which,  by  reason  of  remote  location  or  other  good 
q  and  sufficient  reason,  is  unable  to  effect  such  an 

7  arrangement  with  a  hospital;  end 

8  u(F)(i)  meet  (after  December  31,  1969)  such 

9  provisions  of  the  Life  Safety  Code  of  the  National 

10  Fire  Protection  Association  (21st  Edition,  1967) 

11  as  are  applicable  to  nursing  homes;  except  that  the 

12  State  agency  may  waive  in  accordance  with  regula- 

13  tions  of  the  Secretary,  for  such  periods  as  it  deems 

14  appropriate,  specific  provisions  of  such  code  which,  if 

15  rigidly  applied,  would  result  in  tin  reason  able  hard- 

16  ship  upon  a  nursing  home,  but  only  if  such  agency 

17  makes  a  determination  (and  keeps  a  written  record 

18  setting  forth  the  basis  of  such  determination )  that  such 

19  waiver  /rill  not  adversely  affect  the  hecdth  and  safety 

20  of  the  patients  of  such  skilled  nursing  home:  and 

21  except  that  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  preceding 

22  provisions  of  this  subclause  (i)  shall  not  apply  in 

23  any  State  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  in  such  State 

24  there  is  in  effect  a  fire  and  safeti/  code,  imposed  by 

25  State  leiw,  which  aelequately  protects  patients  in 
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2  nursing  homes;  and  (ii)  meet  conditions  relating  to 

2  environment  and  sanitation  applicable  to  extended 

3  care  facilities  under  title  XVIII;  except  that  the 

4  State  agency  may  waive  in  accordance  with  regula- 

5  Hons  of  the  Secretary,  for  such  periods  as  it  deems 
q  appropriate,  any  requirement  imposed  by  the  pre- 

7  ceding  provisions  of  this  subclause   (ii)   if  such 

8  agency  finds  that  such  requirement,  if  rigidly  ap- 

9  plied,  would  result  in  unreasonable  hardship  upon 

10  a  nursing  home,  but  only  if  such  agency  makes  a 

11  determination  (and  keeps  a  written  record  setting 

12  forth  the  basis  of  such  determination)   that  such 

13  waiver  will  not  adversely  affect  the  health  and  safety 

14  of  the  patients  of  such  nursing  home." 

15  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 

16  section  ( unless  otherwise  specified  in  the  body  of  such  amend- 

17  ments)  shall  take  effect  on  January  1, 1969. 

18  (c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  after 


19  June  30,  1968,  no  Federal  funds  shall  be  paid  to  any  State 

20  as  Federal  matching  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  or 

21  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  payments  made  to  any 

22  nursing  home  for  or  on  account  of  any  nursing  home  services 

23  provided  by  such  nursing  home  for  any  period  during  which 

24  such  nursing  home  is  determined  not  to  meet  fully  all  require- 

25  ments  of  the  State  for  licensure  as  a  nursing  home,  except  that 
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1  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  a  reasonable  period  or  periods  of 

2  time  during  which  a  nursing  home  which  has  formerly  met 

3  such  requirements  will  be  eligible  for  payment*  which  include 

4  Federal  participation  if  during  such  period  or  periods  such 

5  home  promptly  takes  all  necessary  steps  to  again  meet  such 
q  requirements. 

7  (241)<70ST   SHARING   AND   SIMILAR   CHARGES    WITH  RE- 

8  SPECT  TO  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FURNISHED 

9  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

10  Sec.  234b.  (a)(1)  Section  1902 (a)  (14)  (A)   of  the 

11  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "no"  and 

12  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "in  the  case  of  indi- 

13  viduals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  State  plans  ap- 
11  proved  under  titles  I.  X.  XIV.  XVI.  and  part  A  of  title 

15  IV.X.no". 

16  (2)  Section  1902(a)  (14)  ( B )  of  such  Act  is  amended 
IT  (A)  by  inserting  "inpatient  hospital  service*  or"  after  "re- 
Is  spect  to",  and  (B)  by  striking  out  "him"  and  inserting  in 

19  lieu  thereof  "to  an  individual" . 

20  (3)  Section  1902(a)  (15 )  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

21  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

22  "(15)  in  the  case  of  eligible  individuals  65  years  of 

23  age  or  older  who  are  covered  by  either  or  both  of  the 

24  insurance  programs  established  by  title  XVIII.  provide 
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1  where,  under  the  plan,  all  of  any  deductible,  cost  shar- 

2  ing,  or  similar  charge  imposed  with  respect  to  such  in- 

3  dividual  under  the  insurance  program  established  by  such 

4  title  is  not  met,  the  portion  thereof  which  is  met  shall  be 

5  determined  on  a  basis  reasonably  related   ( as  deter- 

6  mined  in  accordance  with  standards  approved  by  the 

7  Secretary  and  included  in  the  plan)  to  such  individual's 

8  income  or  his  income  and  resources;" . 

9  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be 

10  effective  in  the  case  of  calendar  quarters  beginning  after 

11  December  31,  1967. 

12  (24:2)STATE  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS  REGARDING  LICENSING 

13  OF   ADMINISTRATORS   OF   SKILLED    NURSING  HOMES 

14  FURNISHING  SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  PLANS  AP- 
IS PROVED   UNDER   TITLE  XIX 

16  Sec.  234c.  (a)  Section  1902  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 


17  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is 

18  further  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 

19  of  paragraph  (28)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and" 

20  and  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  1902(a)  the 

21  following  new  paragraph  : 


22  "(29)  include  a  State  program  which  meets  the  re- 

23  quirements  set  forth  in  section  1907,  for  the  licensing  of 

24  administrators  of  nursing  homes. 

25  (b)  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended 
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1  by  section  226  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  adding 

2  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

3  "state  programs  for  licensing  of  administrators 

4  of  nursing  homes 

5  ''Sec.  1907.  (a)  For  purposes  of  section  1902(a)  (29) , 

6  a  'State  program  for  the  licensing  of  administrators  of  nurs- 

7  \ng  homes'  is  a  program  which  provides  that  no  nursing  home 

8  within  the  State  may  operate  except  under  the  supervision 

9  of  an  administrator  licensed  in  the  manner  provided  in  this 

10  section. 

11  "(b)  Licensing  of  nursing  home  administrators  shall  be 

12  carried  out  by  the  agency  of  the  State  responsible  for  licensing 

13  under  the  healing  arts  licensing  act  of  the  State,  or,  in  the 

14  absence  of  such  act  or  such  an  agency,  a  board  representative 

15  of  the  professions  and  institutions  concerned  with  care  of 

16  chronically  ill  and  irifirm  aged  patients  and  established  to 

17  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

18  "(c)  It  shall  be  the  function  and  duty  of  such  agency 

19  or  board  to — 

20  "(1)  develop,  impose,  and  enforce  standards  which 

21  must  be  met  by  individuals  in  order  to  receive  a  license 

22  as  a  nursing  home  administrator,  which  standards  shall 

23  be  designed  to  insure  that  nursing  home  administrators 

24  will  be  individuals  who  are  of  good  character  and  are 

25  otherwise  suitable,  and  who,  by  training  or  experience  in 
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1  the  field  of  institutional  administration,  are  qualified  to 

2  serve  as  nursing  home  administrators; 

3  "(2)  develop  and  apply  appropriate  techniques,  in- 

4  eluding  examinations  and  investigations,  for  determin- 
es ing  whether  an  individual  meets  such  standards; 

6  "(3)  issue  licenses  to  individuals  determined,  after 

7  the  application  of  such  techniques,  to  meet  such  standards, 

8  and  revoke  or  suspend  licenses  previously  issued  by  the 

9  board  in  any  case  where  the  individual  holding  any  such 

10  license  is  determined  substantially  to  have  failed  to  con- 

11  form  to  the  requirements  of  such  standards; 

12  "(4)  establish  and  carry  out  procedures  designed  to 

13  insure  that  individuals  licensed  as  nursing  home  adminis- 

14  trators  will,  during  any  period  that  they  serve  as  such, 

15  comply  with  the  requirements  of  such  standards; 

16  "(5)  receive,  investigate,  and  take  appropriate  action 

17  with  respect  to,  any  charge  or  complaint  filed  with  the 

18  board  to  the  effect  that  any  individual  licensed  as  a 

19  nursing  home  administrator  has  failed  to  comply  with 

20  the  requirements  of  such  standards;  and 

21  "(6)  conduct  a  continuing  study  and  investigation 

22  of  nursing  homes  and  administrators  of  nursing  homes 

23  within  the  State  with  a  view  to  the  improvement  of  the 

24  standards  imposed  for  the  licensing  of  such  administrators 

25  and  of  procedures  and  methods  for  the  enforcement  of 
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1  such  standards  with  respect  to  administrators  of  nursing 

2  homes  who  have  been  licensed  as  such. 

3  "(d)  No  State  shall  be  considered  to  have  failed  to  com- 


1  ply  with  the  provisions  of  section  1902(a)  (2.9 )  because  the 

5  agency  or  board  of  such  State  (established  pursuant  to  sub- 

6  section  (b) )  shall  have  granted  any  waiver,  with  respect  to 

7  any  individual  ivho  during  all  of  the  calendar  year  immedi- 

8  ately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  requirements 

9  prescribed  in  section  1902(a)  (29)  are  first  met  by  the  State, 

10  has  served  as  a  nursing  home  administrator,  of  any  of  the 

11  standards  developed,  imposed,  and  enforced  by  such  board 

12  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(1)  other  than  such  standards  as 

13  relate  to  good  character  or  suitability  if — 


14  "(1)  such  waiver  is  for  a  period  ivhich  ends  after 

15  being  in  effect  for  two  years  or  on  June  30,  1972, 

16  whichever  is  earlier,  and 

17  "(2)  there  is  provided  in  the  State  (during  all  of 

18  the  period  for  ivhich  waiver  is  in  effect) ,  a  program  of 

19  training  and  instruction  designed  to  enable  all  indi- 

20  viduals,  with  respect  to  whom  any  such  waiver  is  granted, 

21  to  attain  the  qualifications  necessary  in  order  to  meet 

22  such  standards. 

23  "(e)(1)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 


24  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years 

25  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
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1  make  grants  to  States  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  them  in 

2  instituting  and  conducting  programs  of  training  and  instruc- 

3  tion  of  the  type  referred  to  in  subsection  (d)(2) . 

4  "(2)  No  grant  with  respect  to  any  such  program  shall 

5  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  reasonable  and  necessary  cost, 

6  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  instituting  and  conduct- 

7  ing  such  program. 

8  "(f)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Secretary  and 

9  the  States  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  there 

10  is  hereby  created  a  National  Advisory  Council  on  Nursing 

11  Home  Administration  which  shall  consist  of  nine  persons, 

12  not  othenvise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States,  appointed 

13  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5, 

14  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competi- 

15  tive  service.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint  one 

16  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  The  members  shall  in- 

17  elude,  but  not  be  limited  to,  representatives  of  State  health 

18  officers,  State  welfare  directors,  nursing  home  administrators, 

19  and  university  programs  in  public  health  or  medical  care 

20  administration. 

21  u(2)  In  addition  to  the  function  stated  in  paragraph 

22  (1)    of  this  subsection,  it  shall  be  the  function  and  duty  of 

23  the  Council  (A)  to  study  and  identify  the  core  of  knowledge 

24  that  should  constitute  minimally  the  training  in  the  field  of 

25  institutional  administration  which  should  qualify  an  individr 
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1  ual  to  serve  as  a  nursing  home  administrator;  (B)  to  study 

2  and  identify  the  experience  in  the  field  of  institutional  admin- 

3  istration  that  a  nursing  home  administrator  shoidd  be  re- 

4  quired  to  possess;  (C)  to  study  and  develop  model  techniques 

5  for    determining   whether    an    individual   possesses  such 

6  qualifications;  (D)  to  study  and  develop  model  criteria  for 

7  granting  waivers  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d) ; 

8  (E)  to  study  and  develop  suggested  programs  of  training 

9  referred  to  in  subsection  (d) ;  (F)  to  study,  develop,  and 

10  recommend  programs  of  training  and  instruction  for  those 

11  desiring  to  pursue  a  career  in  nursing  home  administration ; 

12  (G)  to  complete  the  functions  in  (A)  through  (E  )  above  by 

13  July  1,  1969,  and  submit  a  written  report  to  the  Secretary 

14  which  report  shall  be  submitted  to  the  States  to  assist  them  in 

15  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  . 

16  "(3)  Members  of  the  Council,  while  attending  meetings 

17  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serving  on  business  of  the 

18  Council  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed 

19  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including 

20  travel  time,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or 

21  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 

22  penses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  author- 

23  ized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for 

24  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

25  "(4)  The  Secretary  may  at  the  request  of  the  Council 
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1  engage  such  technical  assistance  as  may  he  required  to  carry 

2  out  its  functions;  and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make 

3  available  to  the  Council  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other 

4  assistance  and  such  pertinent  data  obtained  and  prepared  by 

5  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  as  the 

6  Council  may  require  to  carry  out  its  functions. 


7  "(5)  The  Council  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary 

8  prior  to  July  1,  1968,  and  shall  cease  to  exist  as  of  Decem- 

9  her  31, 1971. 

10  "(g)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term — 

11  "(1)  'nursing  home'  means  any  institution  or  fa- 

12  cility  defined  as  such  for  licensing  purposes  under  State 

13  law,  or,  if  State  law  does  not  employ  the  term  nursing 

14  home,  the  equivalent  term  or  terms  as  determined  by  the 

15  Secretary;  and 

16  11  (2)  'nursing  home  administrator'  means  any  in- 

17  dividual  who  is  charged  with  the  general  administration 

18  of  a  nursing  home  whether  or  not  such  individual  has 

19  an  ownership  interest  in  such  home  and  whether  or  not 

20  his  functions  and  duties  are  shared  with  one  or  more 

21  other  individuals." 

22  (c)  Except  as  otherwise  specified  in  the  text  thereof,  the 

23  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  July  1, 

24  1970. 
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-L  (jZ^S^UTILIZATION  OF  CARE  AND  SERVICES  FURNISHED 

2  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

3  Sec.  234d.  Effective  April  1,  1968,  section  1902(a) 

4  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding 
g  sections  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by — 

g  (a)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting 

rj  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  ";  and";  and 

g  (b)  inserting  after  paragraph  (28)  (added  to  the 

9  Social  Security  Act  by  section  234c  of  this  Act)  the 

10  following  paragraph  : 

H  "(29)  provide  such  methods  and  procedures  relat- 

12  ing  to  the  utilization  of,  and  the  payment  for,  care  and 

13  services  available  under  the  plan  as  may  be  necessary 

14  to  safeguard  against  unneccessari/  utilization  of  such 

15  care  and  services^ 

16  (24:4:>)DIFFERENCES  in  standards  with  respect  to 

17  INCOME  ELIGIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

18  Sec.  234e.  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section  1902(a)  (17) 

19  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by — 

20  (a)   striking  out  "(17)"   and  inserting  in  lieu 

21  thereof  "(17)  (A)"; 

22  (b)  redesignating  clauses  (A),  (B),  (C),  and  (D) 

23  as  clauses  (i) ,  ( ii) ,  ( Hi) ,  and  ( iv) ,  respectively; 
H.R.  12080  23 
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1  (c)  striking  out  ";  and  provide'  and  inserting  in 

2  lieu  thereof     and  (B)  provide" ; 

3  (d)  stnking  out  u income  by"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

4  thereof  "income  (i)  by" ;  and 

5  (e)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon 

6  the  following:  ",  and  (ii)  by  establishing,  in  accordance 

7  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  differences  in 

8  income  levels  (but  only  in  the  case  of  applicants  or 

9  recipients  of  assistance  under  the  plan  who  are  not 

10  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  States  plan  ap- 

11  proved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of 

12  title  IV)   which  take  into  account  the  variations  in 

13  shelter  costs  as  between  such  costs  in  urban  areas  and 

14  such  costs  in  rural  areas" . 

15  Paet  3 — Child- Wblpaee  Services  Amendments 

16  inclusion  of  child-welfare  services  in  title  iv 

17  Sec.  235.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  IV  of  the  Social 

18  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

19  "TITLE  IV— GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  AID  AND 

20  SERVICES  TO  NEEDY  FAMILIES  WITH  CHIL- 

21  DREN  AND  FOR  CHILD-WELFARE  SERVICES" 

2  (b)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  insert- 

3  ing  immediately  after  the  heading  of  the  title  the  following: 
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1  "Part  A— Aid  to  Families  With  Depe>*dent 

2  Children" 

3  (c)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

4  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  part  : 

5  "Part  B — Child-Welfare  Services 

6  "appeopriation 

7  "Sec.  420.  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  United 

8  States,  through  the  Secretary,  to  cooperate  with  State  public 

9  welfare  agencies  in  establishing,  extending,  and  strengthen- 

10  ins:  child-welfare  services,  the  following  sums  are  hereby 

11  authorized  to  be  appropriated:  S55.000.0OO  for  the  fiscal 

12  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  (245)f^0^00#09  $125,000,- 

13  000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1968.  and 
11  (246)S1-10..QO0t0QO   S160.000.000   for   each   fiscal  year 

15  thereafter. 

16  "allotments  to  states 

1'  "Sec.  421.  The  sum  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 

1®  420  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  by  the  Secretary 

I9  for  use  by  cooperating  State  public  welfare  agencies  which 

-°  have  plans  developed  jointly  by  the  State  agency  and  the 

-1  Secretary,  as  follows :  He  shall  allot  $70,000  to  each  State, 
and  shall  allot  to  each  State  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 

-3  ratio  to  the  remainder  of  the  sum  so  appropriated  for  such 

24  year  as  the  product  of  ( 1 )  the  population  of  such  State  under 
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1  the  age  of  21  and  (2)  the  allotment  percentage  of  such 

2  State  (as  determined  under  section  423)  bears  to  the  sum 

3  of  the  corresponding  products  of  all  the  States. 

4  "payment  to  states 

5  "Sec.  422.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor 

6  and  the  allotment  available  under  this  part,  the  Secretary 

7  shall  from  time  to  time  pay  to  each  State — 

8  "  ( 1 )   that  has  a  plan  for  child- welfare  services 

9  which  has  been  developed  as  provided  in  this  part  and 

10  which — 

11  "  (A)  provides  for  coordination  between  the 

12  services  provided  under  such  plan  and  the  services 

13  provided  for  dependent  children  under  the  State 

14  plan  approved  imder  part  A  of  this  title,  with  a  view 

15  to  provision  of  welfare  and  related  services  which 

16  will  best  promote  the  welfare  of  such  children  and 

17  their  families,  and 

18  "(B)  provides,  with  respect  to  day  care  serv- 

19  ices  (including  the  provision  of  such  care)  provided 

20  under  (247)&e  pta  this  title— 

21  "  (i)  for  cooperative  arrangements  with  the 

22  State  health  authority  and  the  State  agency 

23  primarily  responsible  for  State  supervision  of 

24  public  schools  to  assure  maximum  utilization  of 

25  such  agencies  in  the  provision  of  necessary 
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1  health   services   and   education   for  children 

2  receiving  day  care, 

3  "  (h)  for  an  advisory  committee,  to  advise 
1  the  State  public  welfare  agency  on  the  general 

5  policy  involved  in  the  provision  of  day  care 

6  services    under    the    plan,    which    shall  in- 

7  elude  among  its  members  representatives  of 

8  other  State  agencies  concerned  with  day  care 

9  or  services  related  thereto  and  persons  repre- 

10  sentative  of  professional  or  civic  or  other  public 

11  or  nonprofit  private  agencies,  organizations,  or 

12  groups  concerned  with  the  provision  of  day 

13  care. 

11  "  (iii)  for  such  safeguards  as  may  be  neces- 

15  sary  to  assure  provision  of  day  care  under  the 

16  plan  only  in  cases  in  which  it  is  in  the  best 
IT  interest  of  the  child  and  the  mother  and  only 

18  in  cases  in  which  it  is  determined,  under  cri- 

19  teria  established  by  the  State,  that  a  need  for 

20  such  care  exists;  and.  in  cases  in  which  the  fam- 

21  ily  is  able  to  pay  part  or  all  of  the  costs  of  such 

22  care,  for  payment  of  such  fees  as  may  be  rea- 

23  sonable  in  the  light  of  such  ability, 

24  "  (iv)  for  giving  priority,  in  determining 

25  the  existence  of  need  for  such  day  care,  to  mem- 


358 

1  bers  of  low-income  or  other  groups  in  the  popu- 

2  lation,  and  to  geographical  areas,  which  have 

3  the  greatest  relative  need  for  extension  of  such 

4  day  care,  and 

5  "  (v)  that  day  care  provided  under  the 

6  plan  will  be  provided  only  in  facilities  (in- 

7  eluding  private  homes)  which  are  licensed  by 

8  the  State,  or  approved  (as  meeting  the  stand- 

9  ards  established  for  such  licensing)  by  the 

10  State  agency  responsible  for  licensing  facilities 

11  of  this  type,  and 

12  (248)* Y^J  for  the  development  and  im~ 

13  plementation   of  arrangements  for   the  more 

14  effective  involvement  of  the  parent  or  parents  in 

15  the  appropriate  care  of  the  child  and  the  im- 

16  provement  of  the  health  and  development  of  the 
1^  child,  and". 

18  "(2)  that  makes  a  satisfactory  showing  that  the 

19  State  is  extending  the  provision  of  child-welfare  services 

20  in  the  State,  with  priority  being  given  to  communities 

21  with  the  greatest  need  for  such  services  after  giving  con- 

22  sideration  to  their  relative  financial  need,  and  with  a  view 

23  to  making  available  by  July  1,  1975,  in  all  political  sub- 

24  divisions  of  the  State,  for  all  children  in  need  thereof, 
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1  child-welfare  services  provided  by  the  staff  (which  shall 

2  to  the  extent  feasible  be  composed  of  trained  child-wel- 

3  fare  personnel)  of  the  State  public  welfare  agency  or  of 

4  the  local  agency  participating  in  the  administration  of 

5  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivision.  (249)except  that 
Q  (effective  July  1.  1969,  or,  if  earlier,  on  the  date  as  of 

7  which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with 

8  this  requirement  with  respect  to  subprofessional  staff  is 

9  approved)  such  plan  shall  provide  for  the  training  and 

10  effective  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff  with,  particular 

11  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 

12  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service  aids,  in 

13  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  non- 
14:  paid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  providing  services 

15  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  established  by 

16  the  State  agency. 

17  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  share  (as  determined  under 

18  section  423)  of  the  total  sum  expended  under  such  plan 

19  (including  the  cost  of  administration  of  the  plan)  in  meeting 

20  the  costs  of  State,  district,  county,  or  other  local  child-welfare 

21  services,  in  developing  State  services  for  the  encouragement 

22  and  assistance  of  adequate  methods  of  community  child- 

23  welfare  organization,  in  paying  the  costs  of  returning  any 

24  runaway  child  who  has  not  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  to  his 

25  own  community  in  another  State,  and  of  maintaining  such 
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1  child  until  such  return  (for  a  period  not  exceeding  fifteen 

2  days) ,  in  cases  in  which  such  costs  cannot  be  met  by  the 

3  parents  of  such  child  or  by  any  person,  agency,  or  institution 

4  legally  responsible  for  the  support  of  such  child.  In  develop- 

5  ing  such  services  for  children,  the  facilities  and  experience  of 

6  voluntary  agencies  shall  be  utilized  in  accordance  with  child- 

7  care  programs  and  arrangements  in  the  State  and  local  com- 

8  munities  as  may  be  authorized  by  the  State. 

9  "(b)    The  method  of  computing  and  paying  such 

10  amounts  shall  be  as  follows: 

11  "  ( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the  beginning 

12  of  each  period  for  which  a  payment  is  to  be  made,  esti- 

13  mate  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  State  for  such  period 

14  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) . 

15  "(2)  From  the  allotment  available  therefor,  the 

16  Secretary  shall  pay  the  amount  so  estimated,  reduced 
1?  or  increased,  as  the  case  may  be,  by  any  sum  (not  pre- 

18  viously  adjusted  under  this  section)  by  which  he  finds 

19  that  his  estimate  of  the  amount  to  be  paid  the  State  for 

20  any  prior  period  under  this  section  was  greater  or  less 

21  than  the  amount  which  should  have  been  paid  to  the 

22  State  for  such  prior  period  under  this  section. 

23  "allotment  percentage  and  federal  share 

24  "Sec.  423.   (a)   The  'allotment  percentage'  for  any 

25  State  shall  be  100  per  centum  less  the  State  percentage; 
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1  and  the  State  percentage  shall  be  that  percentage  which 

2  bears  the  same  ratio  to  50  per  centum  as  the  per  capita 

3  income  of  such  State  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of  the 

4  United  States;  except  that  (1)  the  allotment  percentage 

5  shall  in  no  case  be  less  than  30  per  centum  or  more  than 

6  70  per  centum,  and  (2)  the  allotment  percentage  shall  be 

7  70  per  centum  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 

8  Islands,  and  Guam. 

9  "(b)  The  'Federal  share'  for  any  State  for  any  fiscal 

10  year  shall  be  100  per  centum  less  that  percentage  which 

11  bears  the  same  ratio  to  50  per  centum  as  the  per  capita  in- 

12  come  of  such  State  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of  the 

13  United  States,  except  that  (1)  in  no  case  shall  the  Federal 

14  share  be  less  than  33-^  per  centum  or  more  than  66f  per 

15  centum,  and  (2)  the  Federal  share  shall  be  66f  per  centum 

16  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam, 

17  "(c)  The  Federal  share  and  the  allotment  percentage 

18  for  each  State  shall  be  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  be- 

19  tween  July  1  and  August  31  of  each  even-numbered  year, 

20  on  the  basis  of  the  average  per  capita  income  of  each  State 

21  and  of  the  United  States  for  the  three  most  recent  calendar 

22  years  for  which  satisfactory  data  are  available  from  the 

23  Department  of  Commerce.  Such  promulgation  shall  be  con- 

24  elusive  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  in  the  period  begin- 

25  ning  July  1  next  succeeding  such  promulgation:  Provided, 


362 

1  That  the  Federal  shares  and  allotment  percentages  promul- 

2  gated  under  section  524  (c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in 

3  1966  shall  be  effective  for  purposes  of  this  section  for  the 

4  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  June  30,  1969. 

5  "  (d)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'United 

6  States'  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

7  "reallotment 

8  "Sec.  424.  The  amount  of  any  allotment  to  a  State 

9  under  section  421  for  any  fiscal  year  which  the  State  cer- 

10  tifies  to  the  Secretary  will  not  be  required  for  carrying  out 

11  the  State  plan  developed  as  provided  in  such  section  shall 

12  be  available  for  reallotment  from  time  to  time,  on  such  dates 

13  as  the  Secretary  may  fix,  to  other  States  which  the  Secre- 

14  tary  determines  (1)  have  need  in  carrying  out  their  State 

15  plans  so  developed  for  sums  in  excess  of  those  previously 

16  allotted  to  them  under  that  section  and  (2)  will  be  able  to 

17  use  such  excess  amounts  during  such  fiscal  year.  Such  reallot- 

18  ments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  State  plans  so  de- 
1^  veloped,  after  taking  into  consideration  the  population  under 

20  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  the  per  capita  income  of  each 

21  such  State  as  compared  with  the  population  under  the  age 

22  of  twenty-one,  and  the  per  capita  income  of  all  such  States 

23  with  respect  to  which  such  a  determination  by  the  Secretary 
2^  has  been  made.  Any  amount  so  reallotted  to  a  State  shall 
2^  be  deemed  part  of  its  allotment  under  section  421. 
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1  "definition 

2  "Sec.  425.  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'child- 

3  welfare  services'  means  public  social  services  which  supple- 

4  ment,  or  substitute  for,  parental  care  and  supervision  for 

5  the  purpose  of  (1)  preventing  or  remedying,  or  assisting 

6  in  the  solution  of  problems  which  may  result  in,  the  neglect, 

7  abuse,  exploitation,  or  delinquency  of  children,   (2)  pro- 

8  tecting  and  caring  for  homeless,  dependent,  or  neglected 

9  children,  (3)  protecting  and  promoting  the  welfare  of  chil- 

10  dren  of  working  mothers,  and  (4)  otherwise  protecting  and 

11  promoting  the  welfare  of  children,  including  the  strengthen- 

12  ing  of  their  own  homes  where  possible  or,  where  needed, 

13  the  provision  of  adequate  care  of  children  away  from  their 

14  homes  in  foster  family  homes  or  day-care  or  other  child-care 

15  facilities. 


16  "research,  training,  or  demonstration  projects 

17  "Sec.  426.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 

18  propriated  for  each  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  the  Congress 

19  may  determine — 

20  "  (1)  for  grants  by  the  Secretary — 

21  "(A)  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions 

22  of  higher  learning,  and  to  public  or  other  nonprofit 

23  agencies  and  organizations  engaged  in  research  or 

24  child-welfare  activities,  for  special  research  or  dem- 

25  onstration  projects  in  the  field  of  child  welfare  which 
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1  are  of  regional  or  national  significance  and  for  spe- 

2  cial  projects  for  the  demonstration  of  new  methods 

3  or  facilities  which  show  promise  of  substantial  con- 

4  tribution  to  the  advancement  of  child  welfare; 

5  "  (B)  to  State  or  local  public  agencies  responsi- 

6  ble  for  administering,  or  supervising  the  administra- 

7  tion  of,  the  plan  under  this  part,  for  projects  for  the 

8  demonstration  of  the  utilization  of  research  (includ- 

9  ing  findings  resulting  therefrom)   in  the  field  ol 

10  child  welfare  in  order  to  encourage  experimental 

11  and  special  types  of  welfare  services;  and 

12  "(C)  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions 

13  of  higher  learning  for  special  projects  for  training 

14  personnel  for  work  in  the  field  of  child  welfare,  in- 

15  eluding  traineeships  with  such  stipends  and  allow- 
1,11  ances  as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Secretary;  and 

17  "(2)  for  contracts  or  jointly  financed  cooperative 

18  arrangements  with  States  and  public  and  other  organi- 

19  zations  and  agencies  for  the  conduct  of  research,  special 

20  projects,  or  demonstration  projects  relating  to  such 

21  matters. 

22  "(b)   Payments  of  grants  or  under  contracts  or  co- 

23  operative  arrangements  under  this  section  may  be  made  in 

24  advance  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  and  in  such  install- 

25  ments,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine;  and  shall  be  made 
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1  on  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  to  carry 

2  out  the  purposes  of  the  grants,  contracts.,  or  other  arrange- 

3  ments." 

4  (d)(1)  Subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  section  422 

5  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by  subsection 

6  (c)  of  this  section)  are  redesignated  as  (B)  and  (C). 

7  (2)  So  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  422(a)  of 

8  such  Act  (as  added  by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section)  as 

9  precedes  subparagraph  (B)    (as  redesignated)  is  amended 

10  to  read  as  follows: 

11  '''(1)   that  has  a  plan  for  child-welfare  services 

12  which  has  been  developed  as  provided  in  this  part  and 

13  which— 

14  "(A)  provides  that  (i)  the  State  agency  desig- 

15  nated  pursuant  to  section  402  (a)  (3)  to  administer 

16  or  supervise  the  administration  of  the  plan  of  the 
IT  State  approved  under  part  A  of  this  title  will  ad- 

18  minister  or  supervise  the  administration  of  such  plan 

19  for  child-welfare  services  and    (ii)    to  the  extent 

20  that  child-welfare  services  are  furnished  by  the  staff 

21  of  the  Stare  agency  (250)e¥  leeeA  ageney  adminis- 

22  rering  such   plan  for  child-welfare  services,  the 

23  organizational  unit  in  such  (251)er  local  agency 

24  established  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (15)  will 
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1  be  responsible  for  furnishing  such  child-welfare 

2  services,". 

3  (e)  (1)  Part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

4  repealed  on  the  date  this  Act  is  enacted. 

5  (2)  Part  B  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

6  added  by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section) ,  and  the  amend- 

7  merits  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  shall 

8  become  effective  on  the  date  this  Act  is  enacted. 

9  (3)  The  amendments  made  by  (2&2)paragraphs  (1) 

10  and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  shall  become  effective  July  1, 

11  (253)40£0t  1969,  except  that  if  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 

12  of  this  Act  the  agency  of  a  State  administering  its  plan  for 

13  child-welfare  services  developed  under  part  3  of  title  V  of  the 

14  Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  agency  of  the  State 

15  designated  pursuant  to  section  402  (a)(3)  of  such  Act,  so  much 

16  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  422(a)  of  such  Act  as  precedes 
1'  subparagraph  (B)   (as  added  by  paragraph  (2)  of  such 

18  subsection  '(d)  )  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such  State  but 

19  only  so  long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are  different. 

(f)  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  has  a  plan  devel- 

^1  oped  as  provided  in  part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social  Security 

22  Act  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act — 

( 1 )  such  plan  shall  be  treated  as  a  plan  developed, 
as  provided  in  part  B  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  on  the 

2^  date  this  Act  is  enacted ; 
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1  (2)  any  sums  appropriated,  allotted,  or  reallotted 

2  pursuant  to  part  3  of  title  V  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

3  June  30,  1968,  shall  be  deemed  appropriated,  allotted, 

4  or  reallotted  (as  the  case  may  be)  under  part  B  of  title 

5  IV  of  such  Act  for  such  fiscal  year;  and 

6  (3)  any  overpayment  or  underpayment  which  the 

7  Secretary  determines  was  made  to  the  State  under  sec- 

8  tion  523  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  with  respect  to 

9  which  adjustment  has  not  then  already  been  made  under 

10  subsection  (b)  of  such  section  shall,  for  purposes  of  sec- 

11  tion  422  of  such  Act,  be  considered  an  overpayment  or 

12  underpayment  (as  the  case  may  be)  made  under  section 

13  422  of  such  Act. 

14  (g)  Any  sums  appropriated  or  grants  made  pursuant 

15  to  section  526  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  in  effect  prior 

16  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 

17  appropriated  or  made  (as  the  case  may  be)  under  section 

18  426  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by  subsection  (c) 

19  of  this  section) . 

20  (h)  Each  State  plan  approved  under  title  IV  of  the  Social 

21  Security  Act  as  in  effect  on  the  day  preceding  the  date  of  the 

22  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed,  without  the  necessity 

23  of  any  change  in  such  plan,  to  have  been  conformed  with  the 

24  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section. 
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1  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 

2  Sec.  236.  (a)  Section  228(d)  (1)  of  the  Social  Se- 

3  curity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  insert- 

4  ing  after  "XVI/'  the  following:  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

5  (b)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  401  of  the  Social 

6  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting 

7  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 

8  (2)  The  proviso  in  section  403  (a)  (3)  (D)  of  such  Act 

9  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

10  "part". 

11  (3)  The  last  sentence  of  section  403  (c)  (2)  of  such  Act 

12  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

13  of  "part". 

14  (4)  Section  404  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

15  out  "title"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 

16  (5)  Section  406  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

17  "title"  in  the  matter  preceding  subsection  (a)  and  inserting 

18  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 

19  (c)(1)  Section  1106(c)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

20  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XIX,"  the 

21  following:  "or- part  A  of  title  IV,". 

22  (2)  Section  1109  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

23  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XIX"  the  following:  ", 

24  or  part  A  of  title  IV". 
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1  (3)  Section  1111  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  following: 

3  "and  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

4  (4)  Section  1115  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

5  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XIX"  the  following: 

6  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

7  (5)  Section  1116  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (A)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  subsection  (a)  (1), 

9  and  by  inserting  after  "XIX,"  in  such  subsection  the  fol- 

10  lowing:  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,";  and 

11  (B)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  subsections  (b)  and 

12  (d) ,  and  by  inserting  after  "XIX"  in  such  subsections 

13  the  following:  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

14  (6)  Section  1117  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  clause  (A)  of  sub- 

16  section  (a)  (2),  and  by  inserting  after  "XIX"  in  such 

17  clause  the  following:  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV,": 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  each  place  it  appears  in 

19  subsection  (b)  ; 

20  (C)  by  inserting  after  "and  XIX"  in  subsection 

21  (b)  the  following:  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV,"; 

22  (D)   by  inserting  after  "or  XIX"  in  subsection 

23  (b)  the  following:  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV". 
H.R.  12080  24 
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1  (7)  Section  1118  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  following: 

3  "and  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

4  (d)  Section  1602(a)  (11)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

5  striking  out  "title  IV,  X,  or  XIV"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  "part  A  of  title  IV  or  under  title  X  or  XIV". 

7  (e)  (1)  Section  1843(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

8  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  fol- 

9  lowing:  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV". 

10  (2)  Section  1843  (f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  the  first  sentence,  and 

12  by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  first  place  it  appears  in 

13  such  sentence  the  following:  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,", 

14  and 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  the  second  sentence, 

16  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  in  such  sentence  the  fol- 

17  lowing:  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV". 

18  (f)  (1)  Section  1902(a)  (10)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

19  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the 

20  following:  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV". 

21  (2)  Section  1902  (a)  (17)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  follow- 

23  ing:  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV". 

24  (3)  Section  1902(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
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1  striking  out  "title  IV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part  A 

2  of  title  IV". 

3  (4)  Section  1902  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

4  ing  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  following: 

5  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV". 

6  (5)  Section  1903(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

7  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  fol- 

8  lowing:  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

9  (6)  Section  1905(a)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

10  striking  out  "title  IV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part  A 

11  of  title  IV". 

12  Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical  Amendments 

13  partial  payments  to  states 

14  Sec.  245.  Sections  4,  404(a),  1004,  and  1404  of  the 

15  Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended — 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  "further  payments  will  not  be 

17  made  to  the  State"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "further 

18  payments  will  not  be  made  to  the  State  (or,  in  his  dis- 

19  cretion,  that  payments  will  be  limited  to  categories  under 

20  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such  failure)  " ; 

21  and 

22  (2)  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  and  inserting 

23  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "Until  he  is  so  satisfied 

24  he  shall  make  no  further  payments  to  such  State  (or 
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1  shall  limit  payments  to  categories  under  or  parts  of  the 

2  State  plan  not  affected  by  such  failure) 

3  (254)C0NTBACTS  FOR-  COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH  OR  DEM 

4  ONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

5  SeOt  340t  Section  -H4Q-faH3f  ^  *ke  Seeial  Security 
q  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  out  "nonprofit". 

7  COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH  OR  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

8  Sec.  246.  Section  1110  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

9  amended  by — 

10  (a)  striking  out,  in  subsection  (a)(1),  "for  paying 

11  part  of  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  (A)  paying 

12  part  of" ; 

13  (b)  inserting,  in  subsection  (a)(1),  "the  Federal- 
ly State"  after  "administration  and  effectiveness  of ; 

15  (c)   inserting,  in  subsection  (a)(1),  immediately 

16  after  "programs  related  thereto,  and"  the  following: 

17  "(B)  projects  such  as  those  relating  to  the  causes  of 

18  economic  insecurity,  methods  of  meeting  risks  to  family 

19  income,  costs  of  health  care,  and  improvements  in  the 

20  administration  and  effectiveness  of  the  social  security 

21  program  and  related  programs,  and" ;  and 

22  (d)  striking  out,  in  subsection  (a)(2),  "nonprofit" . 
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1  PERMANENT  AUTHORITY  TO  SUPPORT  DEMONSTRATION 

2  PROJECTS 

3  Sec.  247.  Section  1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

4  amended — 

5  (l)  by  striking  out  "$2,000,000"  and  inserting  in 

6  lieu  thereof  (255)"$  1,000,000^  "$10,000,000"  ;  and 

7  (2)  by  striking  out  "ending  prior  to  July  1,  1968" 

8  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "beginning  after  June  30, 

9  1967". 

10  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  RELATING  TO  PUERTO  RICO,  THE 

11  VIRGIN  ISLANDS,  AND  GUAM 

12  Sec.  248.  (a)  (1)  Section  1108  of  the  Social  Security 

13  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

14  "LIMITATION  ON  PAYMENTS  TO  PUERTO  RICO,  THE  VIRGIN 

15  ISLANDS,  AND  GUAM 

16  "Sec.  1108.   (a)   The  total  amount  certified  by  the 

17  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  title  I, 

18  X,  XIV,  and  XVI,  and  under  part  A  of  title  IV  (exclu- 

19  sive  of  any  amounts  on  account  of  services  and  items  to 

20  which  subsection  (b)  applies)  — 

21  "  (1)  for  payment  to  Puerto  Rico  shall  not  exceed — 
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1 

"(A)  $12,500,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 

2 

year  1968, 

3 

"(B)  $15,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 

4 

year  1969, 

5 

"(C)  $18,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 

6 

year  1970, 

7 

"(D)  $21,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 

8 

year  1971,  or 

9 

"(E)  $24,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 

10 

year  1972  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter; 

11 

"(2)  for  payment  to  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not 

12 

exceed — 

13 

"  (A)  $425,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

14 

1968, 

15 

"(B)  $500,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

16 

1969. 

17 

"(C)  $600,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

18 

1970, 

19 

"(D)  $700,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

20 

1971,  or 

21 

"(E)  $800,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

22 

1972  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter;  and 

23 

\o)  tor  payment  to  ijruam  snail  not  exceed — 

24 

"(A)  $575,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

25 

1968, 
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1  "(B)  $690,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

2  1969, 

3  "(C)  $825,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

4  1970, 

5  "(D)  $960,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

6  1971,  or 

7  "(E)   $1,100,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 

8  year  1972  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 

9  "(b)  The  total  amount  certified  by  the  Secretary  under 


10  part  A  of  title  IV,  on  account  of  family  planning  services  and 

11  services  (256)tw4  items  referred  to  m  *eetwns  403  (a)  (3) 

12  -fBf  a*i4  304  (2)  provided  under  section  402(a)  (19)  with 

13  respect  to  any  fiscal  year — 


14  "  (1 )  for  payment  to  Puerto  Rico  shall  not  exceed 

15  $2,000,000, 

16  "(2)  for  payment  to  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not 

17  exceed  $65,000,  and 

18  "(3)  for  payment  to   Guam   shall  not  exceed 

19  $90,000. 

20  "  (c)  The  total  amount  certified  by  the  Secretary  under 

21  title  XIX  with  respect  to  any  fiscal  year — 

22  "(1)  f°r  payment  to  Puerto  Rico  shall  not  exceed 

23  $20,000,000, 

24  "(2)  for  payment  to  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not 

25  exceed  $650,000,  and 
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1  "(3)  for  payment  to  Guam   shall  not  exceed 

2  $900,000. 

3  "  (d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sections  502  (a) 

4  and  512  (a)  of  this  Act,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  421, 

5  503  ( 1 ) ,  and  504  ( 1 )  of  this  Act  as  amended  by  the  Social 

6  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  and  until  such  time  as  the 

7  Congress  may  by  appropriation  or  other  law  otherwise 

8  provide,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  lieu  of  the  initial  allotment 

9  specified  in  such  sections,  allot  such  smaller  amounts  to  Guam 
1°  as  he  may  deem  appropriate." 

11  (2)   The  amendment  made  by  paragraph   (1)  shall 

12  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal  years  beginning  after  June  30, 

13  1967. 

14  (b)  Notwithstanding  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of 

15  section  403  (a)  (3)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  this  Act) , 

16  the  rate  specified  in  such  subparagraphs  in  the  case  of 

17  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  shall  be  60 

18  per  centum  (rather  than  75  or  85  per  centum) . 

19  (c)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  neither  the  provisions  of 

20  clauses  (A)  through  (C)  of  section  402(a)  (7)  of  such 

21  Act  as  in  effect  before  the  enactment  of  this  Act  nor  the 

22  provisions  of  section  402(a)  (8)  of  such  Act  as  amended 

23  by  section  202  (b)  of  this  Act  shall  apply  in  the  case  of 

24  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  Guam.  Effective  no 

25  later  than  July  1,  1972,  the  State  plans  of  Puerto  Rico, 
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1  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  approved  under  section  402 

2  of  such  Act  shall  provide  for  the  disregarding  of  income 

3  in  making  the  determination  under  section  402(a)  (7)  of 

4  such  Act  in  amounts   (agreed  to  between  the  Secretary 

5  and  the  State  agencies  involved)   sufficiently  lower  than 

6  the  amounts  specified  in  section  402  (a)  (8)  of  such  Act  to 

7  reflect  appropriately  the  applicable  differences  in  income 

8  levels. 

9  (d)  The  amendment  made  by  section  220(a)  of  this 

10  Act  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 

11  Islands,  or  Guam. 

12  (e)  Effective  with  respect  to  quarters  after  1967,  sec- 

13  tion  1905  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "55 

14  per  centum"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "50  per  centum". 

15  APPROVAL  OF  CERTAIN  PROJECTS 

16  Sec.  249.  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
1^  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  the  new  section  added  by 

18  section  209  of  this  Act)  the  following  new  section: 

19  "approval  of  certain  projects 

20  "Sec.  1120.  (a)  No  payment  shall  be  made  under  this 

21  Act  with  respect  to  any  experimental,  pilot,  demonstration, 

22  or  other  project  all  or  any  part  of  which  is  wholly  financed 

23  with  Federal  funds  made  available  under  this  Act  (without 

24  any  State,  local,  or  other  non-Federal  financial  participation) 

25  unless  such  project  shall  have  been  personally  approved  by 
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1  the  Secretary  or  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 

2  Welfare. 

3  "  (b)  As  soon  as  possible  after  the  approval  of  any  proj- 

4  ect  under  subsection  (a) ,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the 

5  Congress  a  description  of  such  project  including  a  state- 

6  ment    of    its    purpose,    probable    cost,    and  expected 

7  duration." 

8  (2bl)STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  WAYS  OF  ASSISTING  RECIPI- 

9  ENTS  OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE  IN  SECURING  PROTEC- 

10  TION  OF  CERTAIN  LAWS 

11  Sec.  250.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 

12  Welfare  shall  make  a  study  of  and  recommendations  concern- 

13  ing  the  means  by  which  and  the  extent  to  which  the  staff  of 

14  State  public  welfare  agencies  may  better  serve,  advise,  and 

15  assist  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  or  assistance  in  se- 

16  curing  the  full  protection  of  local,  State,  and  Federal  health, 

17  housing,  and  related,  laws  and  in  helping  them  make  most 

18  effective  use  of  public  assistance  and  other  programs  in  the 

19  community  and  the  extent  to  which  the  State  public  assistance, 

20  medical  assistance  or  related,  programs  may  be  used  as  a 

21  means  of  enforcing  local,  State,  and  Federal  health,  housing, 

22  and  related  laws.  The  Secretary  shall  report  the  results  of 

23  such  study  and  make  recommendations,  including  the  neces- 

24  sary  changes  in  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  the  Congress  no 

25  later  than  J  idyl,  1969. 
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1  (25SyASSISTANGE    IN     THE    FORM     OF  INSTITUTIONAL 

2  SERVICES  IN  INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 

3  Sec.  251.  (a)  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

4  amended  by  sections  209  and  24.9  of  this  Act)  is  further 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end.  thereof  the  following  n>  v 

6  section : 

7  "ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  FORM  OF  INSTITUTIONAL  SERVICES 

8  IN  INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 

9  "Sec.  1121.  (a)  Any  State  which  has  in  effect  a  plan  for 

10  old-age  assistance,  approved  under  title  I.  a  plan  for  aid  to 

11  the  blind,  approved  under  title  X.  a  plan  for  aid  to  the 

12  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  approved  under  title  XIV. 

13  or  a  plan  for  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled,  approved 
H  under  title  XVI.  may.  on  or  after  January  1.  1968,  modify 
1-5  such  plan  to  include  therein  benefits  in  the  form  of  institu- 
1^  tional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  for  individuals 
1'  who  are  entitled  (or  would,  if  not  receiving  institutional 

18  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities,  be  entitled)  to  assist- 

19  once,  under  such  plan,  in  the  form  of  money  payments. 

-0  "(b)  Any  modification  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  shall 

-1  provide  that  benefits  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in 

22  intermediate  care  facilities  will  be  provided  only  to  individuals 

23  mho- 

24  "(1)  are  entitled  (or  would,  if  not  receiving  insti- 

25  tutional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities,  be  en- 
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1  titled)  to  receive  aid  or  assistance,  under  the  State  plan, 

2  in  the  form  of  money  payments; 

3  "(2)  because  of  their  physical  or  mental  condition 

4  (or  both ) ,  require  living  accommodations  and  care  which, 

5  as  a  practical  matter,  can  be  made  available  to  them 

6  only  through  institutional  facilities;  and 

7  "(3)  do  not  have  such  an  illness,  disease,  injury,  or 

8  other  condition  as  to  require  the  degree  of  care  and 

9  treatment  which  a  hospital  or  skilled  nursing  home  ( as 

10  that  term  is  employed  in  title  XIX)  is  designed  to 

11  provide. 

12  "(c)  Payments  to  any  State  which  modifies  its  approved 


13  State  plan  (referred  to  in  subsection  (a))  to  provide,  to  the 

14  recipients  of  aid  or  assistance  thereunder,  benefits  in  the 

15  form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities 

16  shall  be  made  in  the  same  manner  and  from  the  same  appro- 

17  priation  as  payments  made  with  respect  to  expenditures 

18  under  the  State  plan  so  modified,  except  that,  with  respect 

19  to  expenditures  made  by  the  State  in  paying  the  cost  of 

20  benefits  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate 

21  care  facilities  for  any  quarter,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  the 

22  State  so  elects,  pay  to  each  State  an  amount  equal  to  the 

23  Federal  medical  assistance  percentage  ( as  defined  in  section 

24  1905(b)). 

25  "(d)  Except  when  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  this 


381 

1  section  or  contrary  to  any  provision  of  this  section,  any 

2  modification,  pursuant  to  this  section,  of  an  approved  State 

3  plan  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions,  limitations,  rights, 

4  and  obligations  as  obtain  with  respect  to  such  approved  State 

5  plan. 

6  "(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'intermedi- 

7  ate  care  facility'  means  an  institution  or  distinct  part  thereof 

8  which  (1)  is  licensed,  under  State  law,  to  provide  the  patients 

9  or  residents  thereof,  on  a  regular  basis,  the  range  or  level  of 

10  care  and  services  which  is  suitable  to  the  needs  of  individuals 

11  described  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  and  (3),  but  ivhich  does  not 

12  provide  the  degree  of  care  required  to  be  provided  by  a  skilled 

13  nursing  home  furnishing  services  under  a  State  plan  approved 

14  under  title  XIX,  and  (2)  meets  such  standards  of  safety  and 

15  sanitation  as  are  applicable  under  State  law;  except  that  in  no 

16  case  shall  such  term  include  an  institution  which  does  not 

17  regularly  provide  a  level  of  care  and  service  beyond  room  and 
1^  board." 

19  TITLE  III— IMPROVEMENT  OF  CHILD  HEALTH 

20  CONSOLIDATION  OF  SEPARATE  PROGRAMS  UNDER  TITLE  V 

21  OP  THE  SOCIAL   SECURITY  ACT 

22  Sec.  301.  Effective  with  respect  to  fiscal  years  begin- 

23  ning  after  June  30,  1968,  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
2^  (as  otherwise  amended  by  this  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as 
25  follows : 
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1  "TITLE   V— MATERNAL   AND   CHILD  HEALTH 

2  AND  CRIPPLED  CHILDREN'S  SERVICES 

3  "authorization  of  appropriations 

4  "Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  each  State  to 

5  extend  and  improve  (especially  in  rural  areas  and  in  areas 

6  suffering  from  severe  economic  distress) ,  as  far  as  practicable 

7  under  the  conditions  in  such  State, 

8  "  ( 1 )  services  for  reducing  infant  mortality  and 

9  otherwise  promoting  the  health  of  mothers  and  children ; 

10  and 

11  "  (2)  services  for  locating,  and  for  medical,  surgical, 

12  corrective,  and  other  services  and  care  for  and  facilities 

13  for  diagnosis,  hospitalization,  and  aftercare  for,  children 

14  who  are  crippled  or  who  are  suffering  from  conditions 

15  leading  to  crippling, 

16  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $250,000,000  for  the 

17  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,   1969,  (259)$275,000,000 

18  $305,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970, 

19  (260)1300,000,000  $360,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

20  June  30,  1971,  (261)f3-25,000,000  $385,000,000  for  the 

21  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1972,  and  (262)$350,000,000 

22  $410,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1973,  and 

23  each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 
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1  "PURPOSES  FOE  WHICH  FUNDS  ABE  AVAILABLE 

2  "Sec.  502.  (a)  Appropriations  pursuant  to  section  501 

3  shall  be  available  for  the  following:  purposes  in  the  following 

4  proportions: 

5  "  (1)  In  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

6  1969.  and  each  of  the  next  3  fiscal  years,  (A)  50  per- 

7  cent  of  the  appropriation  for  such  year  shall  be  for  allot- 

8  merits  pursuant  to  sections  503  and  5U4:  (B)  40  per- 

9  cent  thereof  shall  be  for  grants  pursuant  to  section-  50*. 

10  509.  and  510:  and  (C)  1"  percent  thereof  shall  be  for 

11  grants,  contracts,  or  other  arrangements  pursuant  to  sec- 
1-  tions  511  and  512. 

13  "  (2)  In  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30. 

14  1973.  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  (A)  90  percent 

15  of  the  appropriation  for  such  year  shall  be  for  allotments 

16  pursuant  to  sections  503  and  504:  and  (B)  10  percent 

17  thereof  shall  be  for  grants,  contracts,  or  other  arrange- 

18  ments  pursuant  to  sections  511  and  512. 

19  Xot  to  exceed  5  percent  of  the  appropriation  for  any  fiscal 

20  year  under  this  section  shall  be  transferred,  at  the  request  of 

21  the  Secretary,  from  one  of  the  purposes  specified  in  para- 

22  graph  (1)  or  (2)  to  another  purpose  of  purposes  so  spee- 

23  ified.  For  each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  the 
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1  portion  of  the  appropriation,  within  the  percentage  deter- 

2  mined  above  to  be  available  for  sections  503  and  504,  which 

3  shall  be  available  for  allotment  pursuant  to  section  503  and 

4  the  portion  thereof  which  shall  be  available  for  allotment 

5  pursuant  to  section  504.  (263)Notwithstanding  the  preceding 

6  provisions  of  this  section,  of  the  amount  appropriated,  for  any 

7  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  section  501,  not  less  than  6  percent  of 

8  the  amount  appropriated  in  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending 

9  June  30,  1969,  15  percent  of  the  amount  appropriated  in 

10  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  and  20 

11  percent  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  the  case  of  each  fiscal 

12  year  thereafter,  shall  be  available  for  family  planning  serv- 

13  ices  from  allotments  under  section  503  and  for  family  plan- 

14  ning  services  under  projects  under  sections  508  and  512. 

15  "allotments  to  states  foe  maternal  and  child 

16  HEALTH  services 

17  "Sec.  503.  The  amount  determined  to  be  available  pur- 

18  suant  to  section  502  for  allotments  under  this  section  shall  be 

19  allotted  for  payments  for  maternal  and  child  health  services 

20  as  follows: 

21  "  ( 1 )  One-half  of  such  amount  shall  be  allotted  by 

22  allotting  to  each  State  $70,000  plus  such  part  of  the 

23  remainder  of  such  one-half  as  he  finds  that  the  number 

24  of  live  births  in  such  State  bore  to  the  total  number  of 
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1  live  births  in  the  United  States  in  the  latest  calendar 

2  year  for  which  he  has  statistics. 

3  "  (2)  The  remaining  one-half  of  such  amount  shall 

4  (in  addition  to  the  allotments  under  paragraph  (1)  )  be 

5  allotted  to  the  States  from  time  to  time  according  to  the 

6  financial  need  of  each  State  for  assistance  in  carrying 

7  out  its  State  plan,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  after 

8  taking  into  consideration  the  number  of  live  births  in 

9  such  State ;  except  that  not  more  than  25  percent  of  such 

10  one-half  shall  be  available  for  grants  to  State  agencies 

11  (administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  a 

12  State  plan  approved  under  section  505) ,  and  to  public 

13  or  other  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher  learning  (situ- 
11  ated  in  any  State) ,  for  special  projects  of  regional  or  na- 

15  tional  significance  which  may  contribute  to  the  advance- 

16  ment  of  maternal  and  child  health. 

17  "allotments  to  states  for  crippled  children's 

18  services 

19  '"'Sec.  504.  The  amount  determined  to  be  available  pur- 

20  suant  to  section  502  for  allotments  under  this  section  shall 

21  be  allotted  for  payments  for  crippled  children's  services  as 

22  follows : 

23  "  ( 1)  One-half  of  such  amount  shall  be  allotted  by 
H.R.  12080  25 


386 

1  allotting  to  each  State  $70,000  and  allotting  the  re- 

2  mainder  of  such  one-half  according  to  the  need  of  each 

3  State  as  determined  by  him  after  taking  into  considera- 

4  tion  the  number  of  crippled  children  in  such  State  in  need 

5  of  the  services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  section 

6  501  and  the  cost  of  furnishing  such  services  to  them. 

7  "  (2)  The  remaining  one-half  of  such  amount  shall 

8  (in  addition  to  the  allotments  under  paragraph  (1)  )  be 

9  allotted  to  the  States  from  time  to  time  according  to  the 

10  financial  need  of  each  State  for  assistance  in  carrying 

11  out  its  State  plan,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  after 

12  taking  into  consideration  the  number  of  crippled  children 

13  in  each  State  in  need  of  the  services  referred  to  in  para- 

14  graph  (2)  of  section  501  and  the  cost  of  furnishing 

15  such  services  to  them;  except  that  not  more  than  25  per- 

16  cent  of  such  one-half  shall  be  available  for  grants  to 

17  State  agencies  (admimstering  or  supervising  the  admin- 

18  istration  of  a  State  plan  approved  under  section  505), 

19  and  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher 

20  learning  (situated  in  any  State) ,  for  special  projects  of 

21  regional  or  national  significance  which  may  contribute 

22  to  the  advancement  of  services  for  crippled  children. 

23  "approval  of  state  plans 

24  "Sec.  505.  (a)  In  order  to  be  entitled  to  payments 

25  from  allotments  under  section  502,  a  State  must  have  a 
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1  State  plan  for  maternal  and  child  health  services  and  services 

2  for  crippled  children  which — 

3  "(1)   provides  for  financial  participation  by  the 

4  State ; 

5  "(2)  provides  for  the  administration  of  the  plan 

6  by  the  State  health  agency  or  the  supervision  of  the 

7  administration  of  the  plan  by  the  State  health  agency: 

8  except  that  in  the  case  of  those  States  which  on  July  1 . 

9  1967,  provided  for  administration  (or  supervision  there- 

10  of)  of  the  State  plan  approved  under  section  5 IS  (a?  in 

11  effect  on  such  date)  by  a  State  agency  other  than  the 

12  State  health  agency,  the  plan  of  such  State  may  be 

13  approved  under  this  section  if  it  would  meet  the  require- 

14  ments  of  this  subsection  except  for  provision  of  adminis- 

15  tration  (or  supervision  thereof)  by  such  other  agency 

16  for  the  portion  of  the  plan  relating  to  services  for  crip- 

17  pled  children,  and,  in  each  such  case,  the  portion  of  such 
IS  plan  which  each  such  agency  administers,  or  the  admin- 

19  istration  of  which  each  such  agency  supervises,  shall  be 

20  regarded  as  a  separate  plan  for  purposes  of  this  title : 

21  (3)  provides  such  method-  of  administration  (in- 

22  eluding  methods  relating  to  the  establishment  and  mainte- 

23  nance  of  personnel  standard^  on  a  merit  bads,  except  that 
2-1  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  no  authority  with  respect  to 
25  the  selection,  tenure  of  office,  and  compensation  of  any  in- 


388 

1  dividual  employed  in  accordance  with  such  methods)  as 

2  are  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation  of  the 

3  plan ; 

4  "  (4)  provides  that  the  State  agency  will  make  such 

5  reports,  in  such  form  and  containing  such  information, 

6  as  the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  require,  and 

7  comply  with  such  provisions  as  he  may  from  time  to 

8  time  find  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness  and  verifica- 

9  tion  of  such  reports; 

10  "  (5)  provides  for  cooperation  with  medical,  health, 

11  nursing,  educational,  and  welfare  groups  and  organiza- 

12  tions  and,  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  plan  relating 

13  to  services  for  crippled  children,  with  any  agency  in 

14  such  State  charged  with  administering  State  laws  pro- 

15  viding  for  vocational  rehabilitation  of  physically  handi- 

16  capped  children; 

17  "  (6)  provides  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost 

18  determined  in  accordance  w-ith  standards  approved 
1^  by  the  Secretary  and  included  in  the  plan)  of  inpatient 

20  hespita4  service's  provided  under  the  plan-;  (under  section 

21  1861  (v)  (1)  )  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  and,  effective 

22  July  1,  1970,  extended  cave  (skilled  nursing  home  and 

23  intermediate  care  facility)  services,  and.  home  health  care 

24  services,  provided  under  the  plan; 

"(7)  provides,  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  the 
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1  plan  relating  to  services  for  crippled  children,  for  early 

2  identification  of  children  in  need  of  health  care  and  serv- 

3  ices,  and  for  health  care  and  treatment  needed  to  correct 

4  or  ameliorate  defects  or  chronic  conditions  discovered 

5  thereby,  through  provision  of  such  periodic  screening 

6  and  diagnostic  services,  and  such  treatment,  care  and 

7  other  measures  to  correct  or  ameliorate  defects-or  chronic 

8  conditions,  as  may  be  provided  in  regulations  of  the 

9  Secretary ; 

10  "  (8)  effective  July  1.  1972,  provides  a  program 

11  (carried  out  directly  or  through  grants  or  contracts)  of 

12  projects  described  in  section  508  which  offers  reasonable 

13  assurance,  particularly  in  areas  with  concentrations  of 

14  low-income  families,  of  satisfactorily  helping  to  reduce 

15  the  incidence  of  mental  retardation  and  other  handicap- 

16  ping  conditions  caused  by  complications  associated  with 

17  child  bearing  and  of  satisfactorily  helping  to  reduce  infant 

18  and  maternal  mortality; 

19  "(9)  effective  July  1,  1972,  provides  a  program 

20  (carried  out  directly  or  through  grants  or  contracts)  of 

21  projects  described  in  section  509  which  offers  reasonable 

22  assurance,  particularly  in  areas  with  concentrations  of 

23  low^-income  families,   of  satisfactorily  promoting  the 

24  health  of  children  and  youth  of  school  or  preschool  age ; 

25  "(10)  effective  July  1,  1972.  provides  a  program 
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1  (carried  out  directly  or  through  grants  or  contracts)  of 

2  projects  described  in  section  510  which  offers  reasonable 

3  assurance,  particularly  in  areas  with  concentrations  of 

4  low-income  families,  of  satisfactorily  promoting  the 

5  dental  health  of  children  and  youth  of  school  or  preschool 

6  age; 

7  "  (11)  provides  for  carrying  out  the  purposes  speci- 

8  fied  in  section  501 ;  (264a)aiwl 

9  "(12)  provides  for  the  development  of  demonstra- 

10  tion  services  (with  special  attention  to  dental  care  for 

11  children  and  family  planning  services  for  mothers)  in 

12  needy  areas  and  among  groups  in  special  (265)»ee47 

13  need, 

14  "(13)  provides  that,  where  payment  is  authorized 

15  under  the  plan  for  services  which  an  optometrist  is  li- 

16  censed  to  perform  and  such  services  are  not  rendered 

17  either  in  a  clinic  or  in  another  appropriate  institution 

18  which  does  not  have  an  arrangement  with  optometrists  to 

19  render  such  services,  the  individual  for  whom,  such  pay- 

20  ment  is  authorized  may,  to  the  extent  practicable,  obtain 

21  such  services  from  any  optometrist  licensed  to  perform 

22  such  service;  and 

23  "(14)  provides  that  acceptance  of  family  planning 

24  services  provided  under  the  plan  shall  be  voluntary  on 

25  the  part  of  the  individual  to  whom  such  services  are 
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1  offered  and  shall  not  be  a  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for  or  the 

2  receipt  of  any  service  under  the  plan. 

3  "(b)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  any  plan  which  meets 

4  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a) . 

5  "payments 

6  "Sec.  506.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor 

7  and  the  allotments  available  under  section  503  ( 1 )  or  504 

8  (1),  as  the  case  may  be,  the  Secretary  shall  pay  to  each 

9  State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under  this  title,  for  each 
1°  quarter,  beginning  with  the  quarter  commencing  July  1, 
H  1968,  an  amount,  which  shall  be  used  exclusively  for  carry  - 
12  ing  out  the  State  plan,  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  sum 
1^  expended  during  such  quarter  for  carrying  out  such  plan 

14  with  respect  to  maternal  and  child  health  services  and 

15  services  for  crippled  children,  respectively. 

1"         "(b)  (1)  Prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  the 

1^  Secretary  shall  estimate  the  amount  to  which  a  State  will 

1®  be  entitled  under  subsection  (a)  for  such  quarter,  such  esti- 

19  mates  to  be  based  on  (A)  a  report  filed  by  the  State  con- 

20  taining  its  estimate  of  the  total  sum  to  be  expended  in  such 

21  quarter  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  subsec- 

22  tion,  and  stating  the  amount  appropriated  or  made  avail- 

23  able  by  the  State  and  its  political  subdivisions  for  such 
2^  expenditures  in  such  quarter,  and  if  such  amount  is  less  than 
25  the  State's  proportionate  share  of  the  total  sum  of  such 
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1  estimated  expenditures,  the  source  or  sources  from  which 

2  the  difference  is  expected  to  be  derived,  and  (B)  such  other 

3  investigation  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary. 

4  "(2)  The  Secretary  shall  then  pay  to  the  State,  in 

5  such  installments  as  he  may  determine,  the  amount  so  esti- 

6  mated,  reduced  or  increased  to  the  extent  of  any  overpay- 

7  ment  or  underpayment  which  the  Secretary  determines  was 

8  made  under  this  section  to  such  State  for  any  prior  quarter 

9  and  with  respect  to  which  adjustment  has  not  already  been 

10  made  under  this  subsection. 

11  "  (3)  Upon  the  making  of  an  estimate  by  the  Secretary 

12  under  this  subsection,  any  appropriations  available  for  pay- 

13  ments  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  obligated. 

14  "  (c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  from  time  to  time  make 

15  payments  to  the  States  from  their  respective  allotments  pur- 

16  suant  to  section  503  (2)  or  504(2).  Payments  of  grants 

17  under  sections  503(2),  504(2),  508,  509,  510,  and  511, 

18  and  of  grants,  contracts,  or  other  arrangements  under  section 

19  512,  may  be  made  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reimbursement. 

20  and  in  such  installments,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine: 

21  and  shall  be  made  on  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds 

22  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  section  involved. 

23  "  (d)  The  total  amount  determined  under  subsections 

24  (a)   and   (b)   and  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 

25  for  any  fiscal  year  ending  after  June  30,  1968,  shall 
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1  be  reduced  by  the  amount  by  which  the  sum  expended 

2  (as  determined  by  the  Secretary)  from  non-Federal  sources 

3  for  maternal  and  child  health  services  and  services  for 

4  crippled  children  for  such  year  is  less  than  the  sum  expended 

5  from  such  sources  for  such  services  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

6  June  30,  1968.  In  the  case  of  any  such  reduction,  the  Secre- 

7  tary  shall  determine  the  portion  thereof  which  shall  be 

8  applied,  and  the  manner  of  applying  such  reduction,  to  the 

9  amounts  otherwise  payable  from  allotments  under  section  503 

10  or  section  504. 

11  "(e)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 

12  section,  no  payment  shall  be  made  to  any  State  thereunder 

13  from  the  allotments  under  section  503  or  section  504  for  any 

14  period  after  June  30,  1968,  unless  the  State  makes  a  satis- 

15  factory  showing  that  it  is  extending  the  provision  of  services, 

16  including  services  for  dental  care  for  children  and  family 

17  planning  for  mothers,  to  which  such  State's  plan  applies  in 

18  the  State  with  a  view  to  making  such  services  available  by 

19  July  1,  1975,  to  children  and  mothers  in  all  parts  of  the 

20  State. 

21  "operation  of  state  plans 

22  "Sec.  507.  If  the  Secretary,  after  reasonable  notice  and 

23  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  State  agency  administering  or 

24  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  approved 

25  under  this  title,  rinds — 
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"  (1)  that  the  plan  has  been  so  changed  that  it  no 
longer  complies  with  the  provisions  of  section  505;  or 

"(2)  that  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  there 
is  a  failure  to  comply  substantially  with  any  such  pro- 


5 


vision ; 


6  the  Secretary  shall  notify  such  State  agency  that  further  pay- 

'7  ments  will  not  be  made  to  the  State  (or,  in  his  discretion, 

8  that  payments  will  be  limited  to  categories  under  or  parts  of 

9  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such  failure) ,  until  the  Secre- 

10  tary  is  satisfied  that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure 

11  to  comply.  Until  he  is  so  satisfied  he  shall  make  no  further 

12  payments  to  such  State  (or  shall  limit  payments  to  cate- 

13  gories  under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such 

14  failure) . 

15  "special  project  grants  for  maternity  and  infant 

16  CARE 

17  "Sec.  508.  (a)  In  order  to  help  reduce  the  incidence  of 

18  mental  retardation  and  other  handicapping  conditions  caused 

19  by  complications  associated  with  childbearing  and  to  help 

20  reduce  infant  and  maternal  mortality,  the  Secretary  is  au- 

21  thorized  to  make,  from  the  sums  available  under  clause  (B) 

22  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  502,  grants  to  the  State  health 

23  agency  of  any  State  and,  with  the  consent  of  such  agency, 

24  to  the  health  agency  of  any  political  subdivision  of  the  State, 

25  and  to  any  other  public  or  nonprofit  private  agency,  institu- 
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1  tion,  or  organization,  to  pay  not  to  exceed  75  percent  of 

2  the  cost  (exclusive  of  general  agency  overhead)   of  any 

3  project  for  the  provision  of — 

4  "  (1)  necessary  health  care  to  prospective  mothers 

5  (including,  after  childbirth,  health  care  to  mothers  and 

6  their  infants)  who  have  or  are  likely  to  have  conditions 

7  associated  with  childb  earing  or  are  in  circumstances 

8  which  increase  the  hazards  to  the  health  of  the  mothers 

9  or  their  infants  (including  those  which  may  cause  physi- 

10  cal  or  mental  defects  in  the  infants) ,  or 

11  "  (2)  necessary  health  care  to  infants  during  their 

12  first  year  of  life  who  have  any  condition  or  are  in 

13  circumstances  which  increase  the  hazards  to  their  health, 

14  or 

15  "(3)  family  planning  services, 

16  but  only  if  the  State  or  local  agency  determines  that  the  re- 

17  cipient  will  not  otherwise  receive  such  necessary  health  care 

18  or  services  because  he  is  from  a  low-income  family  or  for 

19  other  reasons  beyond  his  control.  (2 67) Acceptance  of  family 

20  planning  services  provided  under  a  project  under  this  section 

21  (and  section  512)  shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  in- 

22  dividual  to  whom  such  services  are  offered  and  shall  not  be  a 

23  prerequisite  to  the  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  service 

24  under  such  project. 
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1  "  (b)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any 

2  project  for  any  period  after  June  30,  1972. 

3  "special  project  grants  foe  health  of  school  and 

4  preschool  children 

5  "Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  promote  the  health  of  chil- 

6  dren  and  youth  of  school  or  preschool  age,  particularly  in 

7  areas  with  concentrations  of  low-income  families,  the  Sec- 

8  retary  is  authorized  to  make,  from  the  sums  available  under 

9  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  502,  grants  to  the 

10  State  health  agency  of  any  State  and  (with  the  consent  of 

11  such  agency)  to  the  health  agency  of  any  political  subdi- 

12  vision  of  the  State,  to  the  State  agency  of  the  State  admin- 

13  istering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan 

14  approved  under  section  505,  to  any  school  of  medicine  (with 

15  appropriate  participation  by  a  school  of  dentistry) ,  and  to 
1"  any  teaching  hospital  affiliated  with  such  a  school,  to  pay 
1^  not  to  exceed  75  percent  of  the  cost  of  projects  of  a  compre- 
1^  hensive  nature  for  health  care  and  services  for  children  and 

19  youth  of  school  age  or  for  preschool  children  (to  help  them 

20  prepare  to  start  school) .  No  project  shall  be  eligible  for  a 

21  grant  under  this  section  unless  it  provides  (1)  for  the  co- 

22  ordination  of  health  care  and  services  provided  under  it 

23  with,  and  utilization  (to  the  extent  feasible)  of,  other  State 

24  or  local  health,  welfare,  and  education  programs  for  such 
%5  children,  (2)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (as  deter- 
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1  mined  in  accordance  with  standards  approved  by  the  Secre- 

2  tary)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  provided  under  the  proj- 

3  ect,  and  (3)  that  any  treatment,  correction  of  defects,  or 
•i  aftercare  provided  under  the  project  is  available  only  to 

5  children  who  would  not  otherwise  receive  it  because  they 

6  are  from  low-income  families  or  for  other  reasons  beyond 
~  their  control:  and  no  such  project  for  children  and  youth 

8  of  school  age  shall  be  considered  to  be  of  a  comprehensive 

9  nature  for  purposes  of  this  section  unless  it  includes  (subject 

10  to  the  limitation  in  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  sentence) 

11  at  least  such  screening,  diagnosis,  preventive  services,  treat- 

12  ment.  correction  of  defects,  and  aftercare,  both  medical  and 

13  dental,  as  may  be  provided  for  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary. 

14  "  (b)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any 
1°  project  for  any  period  after  June  30,  1972. 

16  "special  peoject  geaxts  foe  dental  health  of 

1 '  clltldeex 

18  "Sec.  510.  (a)  In  order  to  promote  the  dental  health  of 

19  children  and  youth  of  school  or  preschool  age,  particularly 
-0  in  areas  with  concentrations  of  low-income  families,  the  Sec- 

-1  retary  is  authorized  to  make  grants,  from  the  sums  available 

22  under  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  502.  to  the 

-3  State  health  agency  of  any  State  and  (with  the  consent  of 
«uch  agency)  to  the  health  agency  of  any  political  subdivi- 

2'5  sion  of  the  State,  and  to  any  other  public  or  nonprofit  private 
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1  agency,  institution,  or  organization,  to  pay  not  to  exceed  75 

2  percent  of  the  cost  of  projects  of  a  comprehensive  nature  for 

3  dental  care  and  services  for  children  and  youth  of  school  age 

4  or  for  preschool  children.  No  project  shall  be  eligible  for  a 

5  grant  under  this  section  unless  it  provides  that  any  treatment, 

6  correction  of  defects,  or  aftercare  provided  under  the  project 

7  is  available  only  to  children  who  would  not  otherwise  receive 

8  it  because  they  are  from  low-income  families  or  for  other 

9  reasons  beyond  their  control,  and  unless  it  includes  (subject 

10  to  the  limitation  in  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  sentence) 

11  at  least  such  preventive  services,  treatment,  correction  of 

12  defects,  and  aftercare,  for  such  age  groups,  as  may  be  pro- 

13  vidcd  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary.  Such  projects  may  also 

14  include  research  looking  toward  the  development  of  new 

15  methods  of  diagnosis  or  treatment,  or  demonstration  of  the 

16  utilization  of  dental  personnel  with  various  levels  of  training. 

17  "(b)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  section  for 

18  any  project  for  any  period  after  June  30,  1972. 

19  "training  op  personnel 

20  "Sec.  511.  From  the  sums  available  under  clause  (C)  of 

21  paragraph  (1)  or  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section 

22  502,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  grants  to  public  or 

23  nonprofit  private  institutions  of  higher  learning  for  training 

24  personnel  for  health  care  and  related  services  for  mothers  and 

25  children,  particularly  mentally  retarded  children  and  children 
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1  with  multiple  handicaps.  In  making  such  grants,  the  Secre- 

2  tary  shall  give  (268)priority  special  attention  to  programs 

3  providing  training  at  the  undergraduate  level. 

4  "research  projects  relating  to  maternal  and  child 

5  health  services  and  crippled  children's  services 

6  "Sec.  512.  From  the  sums  available  under  clause  (C) 

7  of  paragraph  (1)  or  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section 

8  502,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  grants  to  or  jointly 

9  financed  cooperative  arrangements  with  public  or  other  non- 
10    profit  institutions  of  higher  learning,  and  public  or  nonprofit 

11  private  agencies  and  organizations  engaged  in  research  or 

12  in  maternal  and  child  health  or  crippled  children's  programs. 

13  and  contracts  with  public  or  nonprofit  private  agencies 

14  and  organizations  engaged  in  research  or  in  such  programs, 

15  for  research  projects  relating  to  maternal  and  child  health 

16  services  or  crippled  children's  sendees  which  show  promise 
1~   of  substantial  contribution  to  the  advancement  thereof.  EfTec- 

18  tive  with  respect  to  grants  made  and  arrangements  entered 

19  into  after  June  30,  1968,   (1)  special  emphasis  shall  be 

20  accorded  to  projects  which  will  help  in  studying  the  need 

21  for,  and  the  feasibility,  costs,  and  effectiveness  of,  comprehen- 

22  sive  health  care  programs  in  which  maximum  use  is  made  of 

23  health  personnel  with  varying  levels  of  training,  and  in  study- 

24  ing  methods  of  training  for  such  programs,  and  (2)  grants 
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1  under  this  section  may  also  include  funds  for  the  training  of 

2  health  personnel  for  work  in  such  projects. 

3  "administration 

4  "Sec.  513.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 

5  and  Welfare  shall  make  such  studies  and  investigations  as 

6  will  promote  the  efficient  administration  of  this  title. 

7  "(b)  Such  portion  of  the  appropriations  for  grants  under 

8  section  501  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  but  not  exceed- 

9  ing  one-half  of  1  percent  thereof,  shall  be  available  for  evalua- 

10  tion  by  the  Secretary  (directly  or  by  grants  or  contracts)  of 

11  the  programs  for  which  such  appropriations  are  made  and, 

12  in  the  case  of  allotments  from  any  such  appropriation,  the 

13  amount  available  for  allotments  shall  be  reduced  accordingly. 

14  "(c)  Any  agency,  institution,  or  organization  shall,  if 

15  and  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  as  a  condition 

16  to  receipt  of  grants  under  this  title,  cooperate  with  the  State 

17  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  the 

18  State  plan  approved  under  title  XIX  in  the  provision  of  care 

19  and  services,  available  under  a  plan  or  project  under  this 

20  title,  for  children  eligible  therefor  under  such  plan  approved 

21  under  title  XIX. 

22  "definition 

23  "Sec.  514.  For  purposes  of  this  title,  a  crippled  child 

24  is  an  individual  under  the  age  of  21  who  has  an  organic 
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1  disease,  defect,  or  condition  which  may  hinder  the  achieve- 

2  merit   of  normal   growth   and   (269)dcvelopmcnt"  devel- 

3  merit. 

4  (27 '0)" OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

5  "Sec.  515.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to 

6  require  any  State  which  has  any  plan  or  program  approved 

7  under,  or  receiving  financial  support  under,  this  title  to 

8  compel  any  person  to  undergo  any  medical  screening,  ex- 

9  animation,  diagnosis,  or  treatment  or  to  accept  any  other 

10  health  care  or  services  provided  under  such  plan  or  program 

11  for  any  purpose  (other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 

12  and  preventing  the  spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease 

13  or  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  environmental  health),  if 

14  such  persori  objects  (or,  in  case  such  person  is  a  child,  his 

15  parent  or  guardian  objects)  thereto  on  religious  grounds." 

16  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 

17  Sec.  302.    (a)   Section  1905(a)  (4)    of  the  Social 

18  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(4)", 

19  and  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the 

20  following:  "(B)   effective  July  1,  1969,  such  early  and 

21  periodic  screening  and  diagnosis  of  individuals  who  are 

22  eligible  under  the  plan  and  are  under  the  age  of  21  to 

23  ascertain  their  physical  or  mental  defects,  and  such  health 

24  care,  treatment,  and  other  measures  to  correct  or  ameliorate 

H.R.  12080  26 
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1  defects  and  chronic  conditions  discovered  thereby,  as  may  be 

2  provided  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary". 

3  (b)  Section  1902(a)  (11)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

4  inserting  "  (A) "  after  "  (11)     and  by  inserting  before  the 

5  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:     and  (B)  effec- 

6  tive  July  1,  1969,  provide,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the 

7  Secretary,  for  entering  into  agreements,  with  any  agency, 

8  institution,  or  organization  receiving  payments  for  part  or  all 

9  of  the  cost  of  plans  or  projects  under  title  V,   (i)  pro- 

10  viding  for  utilizing  such  agency,  institution,  or  organiza- 

11  tion  in  furnishing  care  and  services  which  are  available 

12  under  such  plan  or  project  under  title  V  and  which  are 

13  included  in  the  State  plan  approved  under  this  section  and 

14  (ii)  making  such  provision  as  may  be  appropriate  for  reim- 

15  bursing  such  agency,  institution,  or  organization  for  the 

16  cost  of  any  such  care  and  services  furnished  any  individual 

17  for  which  payment  would  otherwise  be  made  to  the  State 

18  with  respect  to  him  under  section  1903". 

19  1908  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  MATERNITY  AND  INFANT 

20  OARE  PROJECTS 

21  Sec.  303.  Section  531  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

22  amended  by  striking  out  "and  $30,000,000  for  each  of  the 

23  next  three  fiscal  years"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$30,- 

24  000,000  for  each  of  the  next  2  fiscal  years,  and  $35,000,000 

25  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968". 
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1  (271)CTSE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS 

2  Sec.  304.  (a)  Section  505(a)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security 

3  Act  ( as  added  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

4  (1)  striking  out  "provides"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  "provides  (A)"; 

6  (2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  fol- 

7  lowing:  "and  (B)  provides  for  the  training  and  effec- 

8  tive  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular 

9  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employment  of 

10  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service  aides,  in 

11  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  non- 
12  paid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  providing  services 

13  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  established  by 

14  the  S tote  agency' ' . 

15  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  become 

16  effective  July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier  (with  respect  to  a  State) 

17  on  the  date  as  of  which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to 

18  comply  with  such  amendment  is  approved. 

19  (27 '2) ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM  FOR  SERVICES 

20  FOR  CRIPPLED  CHILDREN 

21  Sec.  305.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  program 

22  for  services  for  crippled  children  as  established  by  this  title 

23  through  the  Children  s  Bureau  of  the  Department  of  Health, 

24  Education,  and  Welfare. 
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1  (ZIS^children's  emotional  illness 

2  Sec.  306.  Section  231  (d)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

3  rnents  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-97)  is  amended  by  striking 

4  out  the  word  "two"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "three" . 

5  SHORT  TITLE 

6  Sec.  (274>304t  306.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 

7  "Child  Health  Act  of  1967". 

8  TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

9  SOCIAL  WOEK  MANPOWER  AND  TRAINING 

10  Sec.  401.  Title  VII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

11  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

12  section : 

13  "grants  for  expansion  and  development  of 

14  undergraduate  and  graduate  programs 

15  "Sec.  707.  (a)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 

16  ated  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 

17  and  $5,000,000  for  each  of  the  three  succeeding  fiscal  years, 

18  for  grants  by  the  Secretary  to  public  or  nonprofit  private  col- 

19  leges  and  universities  and  to  accredited  graduate  schools  of 

20  social  work  or  an  association  of  such  schools  to  meet  part  of 

21  the  costs  of  development,  expansion,  or  improvement  of 

22  (respectively)  undergraduate  programs  in  social  work  and 

23  programs  for  the  graduate  training  of  professional  social  work 

24  personnel,  including  the  costs  of  compensation  of  additional 

25  faculty  and  administrative  personnel  and  minor  improvements 
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1  of  existing  facilities.  Not  less  than  one-half  of  the  sums  appro- 

2  priated  for  any  fiscal  year  under  the  authority  of  this  sub- 

3  section  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  grants  with  respect 

4  to  undergraduate  programs. 

5  "(b)  In  considering  applications  for  grants  under  this 

6  section,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  account  the  relative 

7  need  in  the  States  for  personnel  trained  in  social  work  and 

8  the  effect  of  the  grants  thereon. 

9  "(c)  Payment  of  grants  under  this  section  may  be  made 

10  (after  necessary  adjustments  on  account  of  previously  made 

11  overpayments  or  underpayments)  in  advance  or  by  way  of 

12  reimbursement,  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  and  in 

13  such  installments,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 

14  "  (d)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

15  "  ( 1 )  the  term  'graduate  school  of  social  work' 

16  means  a  department,  school,  division,  or  other  adminis- 

17  trative  unit,  in  a  public  or  nonprofit  private  college  or 

18  university,  which  provides,  primarily  or  exclusively,  a 

19  program  of  education  in  social  work  and  allied  subjects 

20  leading  to  a  graduate  degree  in  social  work; 

21  "  (2)  the  term  'accredited'  as  applied  to  a  graduate 

22  school  of  social  work  refers  to  a  school  which  is  accredited 

23  by  a  body  or  bodies  approved  for  the  purpose  by  the 

24  Commissioner  of  Education  or  with  respect  to  which 
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1  there  is  evidence  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  that  it 

2  will  be  so  accredited  within  a  reasonable  time;  and 

3  "  (3)  the  term  'nonprofit'  as  applied  to  any  college 

4  or  university  refers  to  a  college  or  university  which  is  a 

5  corporation  or  association,  or  is  owned  and  operated  by 

6  one  or  more  corporations  or  associations,  no  part  of  the 

7  net  earnings  of  which  inures,  or  may  lawfully  inure,  to 

8  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.,, 

9  (275)lNCENTIVE  FOft  LOWERING  COSTS  WIIILE  MAINTAIN 

10  ±NO  QUALITY  AifB  INCREASING   EFFICIENCY  «Effi 

11  PROVISION    OP    HEALTLT    SERVICES    INCENTIVE  FOR 

12  ECONOMY  WHILE  MAINTAINING  QUALITY  OR  IMPROV- 

13  ING  THE  PROVISION  OF  HEALTH  SERVICES 

14  Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 

15  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  develop  and  engage  in  experi- 

16  ments  under  which  (27  '^physicians  who  would  otherwise  be 

17  entitled  to  receive  payment  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  charge. 

18  and  organizations  and  institutions  which  would  otherwise  be 

19  entitled  to  reimbursement  or  payment  on  the  basis  of  rea- 

20  sonable  (277)eost  cost,  for  services  provided — 

21  (1)  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security 

22  (278)Aet  Act, 

23  (2)  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  XIX 

24  of  such  Act,  or 
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1  (3)  under  a  plan  developed  under  title  V  of  such 

2  Act, 

3  and  which  are  selected  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance 

4  with  regulations  established  by  the  Secretary,  would  be 

5  reimbursed  or  paid  in  any  manner  mutually  agreed  upon 

6  by  the  Secretary  and  the  (279)organization  or  physician, 

7  organization,  or  institution.  The  method  of  (280)rcimbursc 

8  mont  payment  (in  the  case  of  physicians)  or  reimbursement 

9  (in  the  case  of  an  organization  or  institution)  which  may  be 

10  applied  in  such  experiments  shall  be  such  as  the  Secretary 

11  may  select  and  may  be  based  on  charges  or  costs  adjusted  by 

12  incentive  factors  and  may  include  specific  incentive  payments 

13  or  reductions  of  payments  for  the  performance  of  specific  ac- 

14  tions  but  in  any  case  shall  be  such  as  he  determines  may, 

15  through  experiment,  be  demonstrated  to  have  the  effect  of 

16  increasing  the  efficiency  and  economy  of  health  services 
1^  through  the  creation  of  additional  incentives  to  these  ends 

18  without  adversely  affecting  the  quality  of  such  services. 

19  (b)  In  the  case  of  any  experiment  under  subsection 

20  (a) ,  the  Secretary  may  waive  compliance  with  the  require- 

21  ments  of  titles  XVIII,  XIX,  and  V  of  the  Social  Security 

22  Act  insofar  as  such  requirements  relate  to  reimbursement 

23  or  payment  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  (281)eost^  cost,  or  (in 

24  the  case  of  physicians)  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  charge;  and 
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1  costs  incurred  in  such  experiment  in  excess  of  the  costs  which 

2  would  otherwise  be  reimbursed  or  paid  under  such  titles 

3  may  be  reimbursed  or  paid  to  the  extent  that  such  waiver 

4  applies  to  them   (with  such  excess  being  borne  by  the 

5  Secretary) . 

6  (c)   Section  1875(b)   of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

7  amended  by  inserting  after  "under  parts  A  and  B"  the  fol- 

8  lowing:  "(including  the  experimentation  authorized  by  sec- 

9  tion  402  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967) ". 

10  CHANGES  TO  REFLECT  CODIFICATION  OF  TITLE  5,  UNITED 

11  STATES  CODE 

12  Sec  403.  (a)  (1)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  the 

13  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "under  section 

14  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

15  "under  section  5351  (2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code",  and 

16  by  striking  out  " ;  5  U.S.C.,  sec.  1052". 

17  (2)    Section   210(a)  (6)  (C)  (vi)    of   such   Act  is 

18  amended  by  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act" 

19  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83 

20  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

21  (3)  Section   210(a)  (7)  (D)  (ii)    of   such   Act  is 

22  amended  by  striking  out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of  Au- 

23  gust  4,  1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  section 

24  5351  (2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code",  and  by  striking  out 

25  ";5U.S.C.  1052". 
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1  "Part  5— Grants  to  States  for  Aid  to  Children 

2  Under  Foster  Care 


3 


APPROPRIA  TIONS 


4  "Sec.  541.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  proper 

5  foster  care  of  children  whose  welfare  can  best  be  advanced 

6  through  such  care  by  enabling  each  State  to  furnish  financial 
•    assistance  and  needed  welfare  services,  as  far  as  practicable 

8  under  the  conditions  in  such  State,  to  children  placed  under 

9  foster  care,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
10    each  fiscal  year  a  sum  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

this  part.  The  sums  made  available  under  this  section  shall 
12    be  used  for  making  payment  to  States  which  have  sub- 
mitted,  and  had  approved  by  the  Secretary,  State  plans  for 
aid  and  services  to  children  under  foster  care. 

"STATE  PLANS  FOR  AID  AND  SERVICES  TO  CHILDREN 
UNDER  FOSTER  CARE 

"Sec.  542.  (a)  A  State  plan  for  aid  and  services  to 
children  under  foster  care  must — 

"(1)  provide  that  it  shall  be  in  effect  in  all  politi- 
cal subdivisions  of  the  State,  and,  if  administered  by 
them,  be  mandatory  upon  them; 

"(2)  provide  for  financial  participation  by  the 
State; 

"(3)  provide  that  the  State  public-welfare  agency 
ivhich  administers  the  child-welfare  services  plan  de- 
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1  veloped  as  provided  in  part  3  of  this  title  shall  be  des- 

2  ignated  as  the  State  agency  to  administer,  or  supervise 

3  the  administration  of,  the  State  plan  under  this  part; 

4  u(4)  provide  for  granting  an  opportunity  for  a  fair 

5  hearing  before  the  State  agency  to  any  person  whose 

6  claim  for  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  is  denied  or 

7  is  not  acted  upon  with  reasonable  promptness; 

8  "(&)  provide  such  methods  of  administration  (in- 

9  eluding  methods  relating  to  the  establishment  and  main- 

10  tenance  of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis,  except 

11  that  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  no  authority  with 

12  respect  to  the  selection,  tenure  of  office,  and  compensa- 

13  tion  of  any  individual  employed  in  accordance  with 

14  such  methods)  as  are  found  by  the  Secretary  to  be 

15  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation  of  the 

16  State  plan; 

17  "(6)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  make  such 

18  reports,  in  such  form  and  containing  such  information, 

19  as  the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  require,  and 

20  comply  with  such  provisions  as  the  Secretary  may  from 

21  time  to  time  find  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness 

22  and  verification  of  such  reports; 

23  "(7)  provide  that  (A)  the  amount  of  aid,  if  any, 

24  to  be  provided  under  the  State  plan  with  respect  to  any 
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1  (b)  Section  215  (h)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (1)  by  striking  out  "of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 

3  Act,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  subchapter  III 

4  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,";  and 

5  (2)  by  striking  out  "under  the  Civil  Service  Retire- 

6  ment  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  sub- 

7  chapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States 

8  Code,". 

9  (c)  (1)  Section  217(f)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement 

11  Act  of  May  29.  1930.  as  amended."  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 

13  States  Code,";  and 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as 

15  amended,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  subchapter 

16  nr. 

17  (2)  Section  217(f)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

18  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29, 

19  1930,  as  amended,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter 

20  ni  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

21  (d)  (1)  Section  706  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  striking  out  "the  civil  service  laws"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

23  thereof  "the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  govern- 

24  ing  appointments  in  the  competitive  service". 

25  (2)  Section  706(c)  (2)   of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
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1  striking  out  ' 'section  5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act 

2  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

3  "section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

4  (e)  (1)  Section  1114(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

5  striking  out  "the  civil-service  laws"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  "the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  govern- 

7  ing  appointments  in  the  competitive  service". 

8  (2)  Section  1114(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

9  ing  out  "the  civil-service  laws"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

10  "the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing 

11  appointments  in  the  competitive  service". 

12  (3)  Section  1114  (g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

13  ing  out  "section  5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of 

14  1946  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "sec- 

15  tion  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code.". 

16  (f)  (1)  Section  1501(a)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
1?  by  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  1930" 

18  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of 

19  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

20  (2)  Section  1501  (a)  (9)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

21  striking  out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1947" 

22  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  section  5351  (2)  of  title 

23  5,  United  States  Code",  and  by  striking  out  ";  5  U.S.C,  sec. 

24  1052". 

25  (g)  (l)  Section  1840(e)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
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1  by  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  or  other 

2  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter 

3  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  or  any  other  law". 

4  (2)  Section  1840(e)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

5  .striking  out  "such  other  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "such  other  law". 

7  (h)  Section  103  (b)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

8  ments  of  1965  is  amended — 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  Federal  Employees  Health 

10  Benefits  Act  of  1959"  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  insert- 

11  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "chapter  89  of  title  5,  United  States 

12  Code";  and 

13  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  Act"  in  subparagraph 

14  (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  chapter". 

15  (i)  (1)  Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  the  Internal 

16  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  "under 

17  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1947"  and  inserting  in 

18  lieu  thereof  "under  section  5351  (2)  of  title  5,  United  States 

19  Code",  and  by  striking  out  ";  5  U.S.C.,  sec.  1052". 

20  (2)    Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  (vi)    of  such  Code  is 

21  amended  by  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act" 

22  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83 

23  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

24  (3)    Section  3121  (b)  (7)  (C)  (ii)    of  such  Code  is 

25  amended  by  striking  out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of 
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1  August  4,  1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  section 

2  5351(2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code",  and  by  striking 

3  out  ":  5  U.S.C.  1052". 

4  MEANING  OF  SECRETARY 

5  Sec.  404.  As  used  in  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act 

6  (unless  the  context  otherwise  requires) ,  the  term  "Secre- 

7  tary"  means  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 

8  Welfare. 

9  (282)57Tc/z>r  of  family  and  child  allowance 

10  PROPOSALS 

11  Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized  and 

12  directed  to  conduct  a  study  and  investigation  of  the  various 

13  proposals  for  family  allowances  and  child  allowances.  In 

14  such  study  and,  investigation,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall 

15  give  consideration  to  (1)  the  effect  of  enactment  of  any  of 
1"  these  proposals  upon  the  various  Federal-State  assistance 
1'  programs,  and  (2)  the  savings  which  might  accrue  to  the 
1°  United  States  Government  and  to  the  various  State  gov- 
19    ernments  from  the  enactment  of  such  proposals. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  this  study  and  investigation,  the 

21  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary  of 

22  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  with  all  other  appro- 
priate  government  departments  and  agencies,  and  with  such 

CJA 

other  organizations  and  individuals  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

(c)  On  or  before  January  15,  1969,  the  Secretary  of 
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1  Labor  shall  transmit  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 

2  a  report  which  shall  contain  a  full  and  complete  statement 

3  of  the  findings  of  fact  and  the  conclusions  of  such  study  and 

4  investigation    including   appropriate    recommendations  for 

5  congressional  action. 

6  (283)TITLE  Y— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

7  (284)deduction  of  expexses  foe  medical  care  OF  IX- 

8  DIVIDE ALS  WHO  HAVE  ATTAIXED  AGE  6-5' 

9  Sec.  501.  (a)  Section  213(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

10  Code  of  1954  ( relating  to  allowance  of  deduction  for  medi- 

11  col,  dental,  etc..  expenses)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

12  "(a.)  Allowance  of  Deduction  — 

13  "(1)  I®  general— There  shall  be  allowed  as  a 

14  deduction  the  following  amounts,  not  compensated  for 

15  by  insurance  or  otherwise — 

16  "(A)  the  amount  by  which  the  amount  of  the 
1~  expenses  paid  during  the  taxable  year  (reduced  by 

18  any  amount  deductible  under  subparagraph  (B ) ) 

19  for  -medical  care  of  the  taxpayer,  his  spouse,  and 

20  dependents    (as  defined   in   section   152)  exceeds 

21  3  percent  of  the  adjusted  gross  income,  and 

22  "(B)  an  amount  (not  in  excess  of  $150 )  equal 

23  to  one-half  of  the  expenses  paid  during  the  taxable 

24  year  for  insurance  which  constitutes  medical  care  for 

25  the  taxpayer,  his  spouse,  and  dependents. 
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1  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  amounts  paid  for  the 

2  medical  care  of  an  individual  with  respect  to  whom  para- 

3  graph  (2)  applies  for  the  taxable  year  shall  not  be 

4  taken  into  account. 

5  "(2)  Individuals  who  have  attained  age 

6  65. — There  shall  be  allowed  as  a  deduction  the  amount 

7  of  the  expenses,  not  compensated  for  by  insurance  or 

8  otherwise,  paid  during  the  taxable  year  for  the  medical 

9  care  of — 

10  '"(A)  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse,  if  either  of 

-q  them  has  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the  close  of 

12  the  taxable  year,  and 

13  "(B)  a  dependent  who  (i)  is  the  mother  or 

14  father  of  the  taxpayer  or  his  spouse  and  (ii)  has 

15  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the  close  of  the  taxable 

16  year." 

17  (b)  Section  213(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  limit a- 


18  tion  with  respect  to  medicine  and  drugs)  is  amended  by  add- 

19  ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "The  pre- 

20  ceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to  amounts  paid  for  the 

21  care  of — 

22  "(1)  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse,  if  either  of  them 

23  has  attained  the  age  of  65  before  the  close  of  the  taxable 

24  year,  or 
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1  11  (2)    any    dependent    described    in  subsection 

2  (a)(2)(B)." 

3  (c)  Th  e  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a )  and  (b ) 

4  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31, 

5  1966. 

6  (28S)tax  exempt  status  of  certain  hospital 

7  service  organizations 

8  Sec.  502.  (a)  Section  501  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

9  Code,  of  1954  ( relating  to  exemption  from  tax  on  corpora- 

10  Hons,  etc.)  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (e)  as 

11  subsection  (f)  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 

12  lowing  new  subsection: 

13  "(e)  Cooperative  Hospital  Service  Organiza- 

14  TWNS—For  purposes  of  this  title,  an  organization  shall  be 

15  treated  as  an  organization  organized  and  operated  exclusively 

16  for  charitable  purposes,  if — 

Yi  11  (1)  such  organization  is  organized  and  operated 

18  exclusively  to  perform  services — 

19  "(A)  of  a  type  ivhwh,  if  performed  on  its  own 

20  behalf  by  a  hospital  which  is  an  organization  de- 

21  scribed  in  subsection  (c)(3)  and  exempt  from  tax- 

22  ation  under  subsection  (a),  woidd  constitute  an  inte- 

23  gral  part  of  its  exempt  activities;  and 

24  "(B)  solely  for  hospitals  each  of  which  is— 
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1  "(i)  an  organization  described  in  subsec- 

2  tion  (c)(3)  which  is  exempt  from  taxation  un- 

3  der  subsection  (a), 

4  "(ii)  a  constituent  part  of  an  organization 

5  described  in  subsection   (c)  (3)   which  is  ex- 

6  empt  from  taxation  under  subsection  (a)  and 

7  which,  if  organized  and  operated  as  a  separate 

8  entity,  would  constitute  an  organization  de- 

9  scribed  in  subsection  (c)(3),  or 

10  i((iii)  owned  and  operated  by  the  United 

11  States,  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  a 

12  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  a  political 

13  subdivision  or  an  agency  or  instrumentality  of 

14  any  of  the  foregoing; 

15  "(2)  such  organization  is  organized  and  operated 

16  on  a  cooperative  basis  and  allocates  or  pays,  within  8^ 

17  months  after  the  close  of  its  taxable  year,  all  net  earnings 

18  to  patrons  on  the  basis  of  services  performed  for  them; 

19  and 

20  "(3)  if  such  organization  has  capital  stock,  all  of 

21  such  stock  outstanding  is  owned  by  its  patrons. 


22  For  purposes  of  this  title,  any  organization  which,  by  reason 

23  of  the  preceding  sentence,  is  an  organization  described  in 

24  subsection  (c)(3)  and  exempt  from  taxation  under  subsec- 
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1  Hon  ( a),  shall  be  treated  as  a  hospital  and  as  an  organization 

2  referred  to  in  section  503(b)(5) . " 

3  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

4  apply  to  taxable  years  ending  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 

5  of  this  Act. 

q  (28&)extension  of  period  for  filing  application 
rj  for  exemption  by  members  of  religious  groups 
g        opposed  to  insurance 

9         Sec.  503.  (a)  Section  1402(h)(2)  of  the  Internal 

10  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  time  for  filing  applica- 

11  Hons  by  members  of  certain  religious  faiths)  is  amended 

12  to  read  as  follows: 


13  "(2)  Time  for  filing  application. — For  pur- 

14  poses  of  this  subsection,  an  application  must  be  filed — 

15  "(A)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  self- 

16  employment  income  (determined  without  regard  to 

17  this  subsection  and  subsection  (c)(6))  for  any  tax- 

18  able  year  ending  before  December  31,  1967,  on  or 

19  before  December  31,  1968,  and 

20  "(B)  In  any  other  case,  on  or  before  the  time 

21  prescribed  for  filing  the  return  (including  any  ex- 

22  tension  thereof)  for  the  first  taxable  year  ending  on 

23  or  after  December  31,  1967,  for  which  he  has  self- 
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1  employment  income  (as  so  determined) ,  except  that 

2  an  application  filed  after  such  date  but  on  or  before 

3  the  last  day  of  the  third  calendar  month  following  the 

4  calendar  month  in  which  the  taxpayer  is  first  notified 

5  in  writing  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  that  a 

6  timely  application  for  an  exemption  from  the  tax  im- 
1  posed  by  this  chapter  has  not  been  filed  by  him  shall 

8  be  deemed  to  be  filed  timely." 

9  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 


10  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31, 

11  1950.  For  such  purpose,  chapter  2  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

12  Code  of  1954  shall  be  treated  as  applying  to  all  taxable 

13  years  beginning  after  such  date. 

14  (c)  If  refund  or  credit  of  any  overpayment  resulting 

15  from  the  enactment  of  this  section  is  prevented  on  the  date  of 

16  the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  at  any  time  on  or  before  Decem- 

17  ber  31,  1968,  by  the  operation  of  any  law  or  rule  of  law, 

18  refund  or  credit  of  such  overpayment  may,  nevertheless,  be 

19  made  or  allowed  if  claim  therefor  is  filed  on  or  before  Decem- 

20  ber  31,  1968.  No  interest  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  on  any 

21  overpayment  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  section. 
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1  (28l)COVERAGE  STATUS  OF  FISHERMEN  AND  TRUCK 

2  LOADERS  AND  UNLOADERS 

3  Sec.  504.  (a)(1)  Section  210 (j)  of  the  Social  Secu- 

4  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 

5  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or  ",  and  by 

6  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

7  "(4)   any  individual  who  performs  services  for 

8  remuneration  (whether  on  a  share  basis  or  any  other 

9  basis)  as  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel 

10  while  it  is  engaged  in  the  catching,  taking,  harvesting, 

11  cultivating,  or  farming  of  any  kind  of  fish,  shellfish, 

12  Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of  aquatic 

13  animal  or  vegetable  life  (including  services  performed 

14  by  any  such  individual  as  an  ordinary  incident  to  any 

15  such  activity);  except  that  an  individual  shall  not  be 

16  included  in  the  term  i employed  under  the  provisions  of 

17  this  paragraph  if,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsec- 

18  tion  (p),  any  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such 

19  vessel  is  deemed  to  be  his  employee;  or 

20  "(5)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for 

21  remuneration  in  the  loading  or  unloading  of  the  contents 
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1  of  a  truck,  truck  or  tractor  trailer,  or  similar  convey- 

2  ance." 

3  (2)  Section  210  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add- 

4  ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

5  ^Treatment  of  Owners  and  Lessees  of  Vessels  as  Employers 

6  u(p)  An  individual  who  is  an  employee  under  the  pro- 

7  visions  of  subsection  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  em- 

8  ployee  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel  on  or  in  connection  with 

9  which  his  services  are  performed,  except  that  if — 

10  "(1)  #^c^  vessel  has  been  chartered  or  leased  and 

11  the  owner  has  no  interest  of  any  kind  in  the  fish,  shell- 

12  fish,  Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of 

13  aquatic  animal  or  vegetable  life  caught,  taken,  harvested, 

14  cultivated,  or  farmed  by  such  vessel,  or  in  the  proceeds 

15  thereof,  and 

16  "(2)  anV  charterer  or  lessee  of  such  vessel  has  such 

17  an  interest, 

18  such  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of 

19  such  charterer  or  lessee.  If  by  reason  of  the  preceding  sen- 

20  tence  an  individual  is  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  more 

21  than  one  charterer  or  lessee,  and  one  or  more  (but  less  than 

22  all)  of  such  charterers  or  lessees  are  not  officers  or  members 

23  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel,  such  individual  shall  be  deemed 

24  to  be  the  employee  of  each  of  the  charterers  or  lessees  who 

25  is  not  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel. 
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1  ''Employers  of  Truck  Loaders  and  Unloaders 

2  "(°)  An  individual  who  is  an  employee  under  the  pro- 

3  visions  of  subsection  (j)  (5)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  em- 

4  ployee  of  the  driver  in  charge  of  the  truck  or  other  convey- 

5  ance  in  connection  with  which  his  service  is  performed, 

6  except  that  if  such  driver  is  the  employee  of  another  person 

7  with  respect  to  services  he  performs  as  the  driver  of  such 

8  truck  or  other  conveyance,  such  individual  shall  be  deemed 

9  to  be  the  employee  of  such  other  person.  However,  the  preced- 

10  ing  sentence  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  individual 

11  if  it  can  be  shown  by  such  driver  or  his  employer  that  a 

12  person  other  than  such  driver  or  employer  has  acknowledged 

13  %n  a  form  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 

14  or  his  delegate  that  he  has  the  responsibility  for  collecting 

15  and  paying  the  taxes  imposed  by  the  Federal  Insurance 

16  Contributions  Act  with  respect  to  such  loading  or  unloading 
1^  services  performed  by  such  individual,  in  which  event  the 
1^  person  who  has  made  such  acknowledgment  shall  be  deemed 

19  to  be  the  employer  of  such  individual." 

20  (3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsection  shall  have 

21  the  same  effect  as  if  included  in  the  Social  Security  Act  on 

22  and  after  January  1,  1951. 

23  (b)(1)  Section  3121(d)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

24  of  1954  (definition  of  employee)  is  amended  by  striking  out 

25  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in 
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1  lieu  thereof  ";  or"  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

2  following  new  paragraphs: 

3  u(4)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for 

4  remuneration  (whether  on  a  share  basis  or  any  other 

5  basis)  as  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel 

6  while  it  is  engaged  in  the  catching,  taking,  harvesting, 

7  cultivating,  or  farming  of  any  kind  of  fish,  shellfish, 

8  Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of  aquatic 

9  animal  or  vegetable  life  ( including  services  performed  by 

10  any  such  individual  as  an  ordinary  incident  to  any  such 

11  activity);  except  that  an  individual  shall  not  be  in- 

12  eluded  in  the  term  'employee'  under  the  provisions  of  this 

13  paragraph  if,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 

14  (r),  any  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel  is 

15  deemed  to  be  his  employee;  or 

16  "(5)  any  individual  who  performs  services  for  re- 

17  muneration  in  the  loading  or  unloading  of  the  contents 

18  of  a  truck,  truck  or  tractor  trailer,  or  similar  convey- 

19  ancer 

20  (2)  Section  3121  of  such  Code  (definitions  relating  to 

21  Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is  amended  by  adding 

22  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

23  "(r)  Treatment  of  Owners  and  Lessees  of  Ves- 

24  sels  as  Employers. — For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  an 

25  individual  who  is  an  employee  under  the  provisions  of  sub- 
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1  section  (d)(4)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  the 

2  owner  of  the  vessel  on  or  in  connection  with  which  his  services 

3  are  performed,  except  that  if — 

4  "(1)  such  vessel  has  been  chartered  or  leased  and 

5  the  owner  has  no  interest  of  any  kind  in  the  fish,  shell- 

6  fish,  Crustacea,  sponges,  seaweeds,  or  other  forms  of 

7  aquatic  animal  or  vegetable  life  caught,  taken,  harvested, 

8  cultivated  or  farmed  by  such  vessel,  or  in  the  proceeds 

9  thereof,  and 

10  "(2)  any  charterer  or  lessee  of  such  vessel  has  such 

11  an  interest, 

12  such  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  such 

13  charterer  or  lessee.  If  by  reason  of  the  preceding  sentence  an 

14  individual  is  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  more  than  one 

15  charterer  or  lessee,  and  one  or  more  (but  less  than  all)  of 

16  such  charterers  or  lessees  are  not  officers  or  members  of  the 

17  crew  of  such  vessel,  such  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be 

18  the  employee  of  each  of  the  charterers  or  lessees  who  is  not 

19  an  officer  or  member  of  the  crew  of  such  vessel. 

20  "(s)  Employers  of  Truck  Loaders  and  Unload- 

21  ers. — For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  an  individual  who  is  an 

22  employee  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)(5)  shall  be 

23  deemed  to  be  the  employee  of  the  driver  in  charge  of  the  truck 

24  or  other  conveyance  in  connection  with  which  his  service  is 

25  performed,  except  that  if  such  driver  is  the  employee  of  an- 
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1  other  person  with  respect  to  services  he  performs  as  the  driver 

2  of  such  truck  or  other  conveyance,  such  individual  shall  be 

3  deemed  to  he  the  employee  of  such  other  person.  However,  the 

4  preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  individ- 

5  ual  if  it  can  he  shown  hy  such  driver  or  his  employer  that  a 
q  person  other  than  such  driver  or  employer  has  acknowledged 
7  in  a  form  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate 
3  that  he  has  the  responsibility  for  collecting  and  paying  the 
9  taxes  imposed  by  this  chapter  with  respect  to  such  loading  or 

10  unloading  services  performed  by  such  individual,  in  which 

11  event  the  person  who  has  made  such  acknowledgment  shall  be 

12  deemed  to  be  the  employer  of  such  individual." 

13  (3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply 

14  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967, 

15  for  services  performed  after  such  date. 

16  (c)(l)  Section  3401(c)  of  such  Code  (definition  of 

17  employee  for  withholding  tax  purposes)  is  amended  by  strik- 

18  ing  out  "an  officer  of  a  corporation"  in  the  final  sentence 

19  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  uthe  persons  named  in  section 

20  3121(d),  except  that  paragraph  (3)  shall  not  apply". 

21  (2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply 

22  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967, 

23  for  services  performed  after  such  date. 
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1  (288)fl#F£7iVZ>  OF  CERTAIN  OVERPAYMENTS  BY  EMPLOYEES 

2  OF  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX 

3  Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  6413(c)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 

4  nue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  special  refunds  of  overpay- 

5  merits  of  certain  employment  taxes)  is  amended  by  adding  at 

6  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

7  "(3)  Applicability  with  respect  to  compen- 

8  sation  of  employees  subject  to  the  railroad 

9  retirement  tax  act. — In  the  case  of  any  individual 

10  who,  during  any  calendar  year  after  1967,  receives 

11  wages  from  one  or  more  employers  and  also  receives 

12  compensation  which  is  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  sec- 

13  tion  3201  or  3211,  such  compensation  shall,  solely  for 

14  purposes  of  applying  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  the 

15  tax  imposed  by  section  3101(b),  be  treated  as  wages 

16  received  from  an  employer  with  respect  to  which  the  tax 

17  imposed  by  section  3101  (b)  was  deducted'' 

18  (b)(1)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1402(b)  of  such 

19  Code  (relating  to  definition  of  self -employment  income)  is 

20  amended    (A)    by   inserting    "(A)"    immediately  after 

21  "'wages'",  and  (B)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 

22  period  the  following:  ",  and  (B)  includes,  but  solely  with  re- 
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1  sped  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  1401(b),  compensation 

2  which  is  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201  or  3211". 

3  (2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 

4  effective  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after 

5  December  31, 1968. 

6  (c)(1)  Section  6051(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

7  of  1954  (relating  to  requirement  of  receipts  for  employees) 

8  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "section  3101  or  3402"  in  the 

10  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

11  thereof  "section  3101,  3201,  or  3402"; 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"1  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

13  (5),  and  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

14  graph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  ana"';  and 

15  (C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  following 

16  new  paragraphs: 

17  "(7)  the  total  amount  of  compensation  with  respect 

18  to  which  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201  was  deducted, 

19  and 

20  "(8)  the  total  amount  deducted  as  tax  under  section 

21  3201." 

22  (2)  Section  6051(c)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  ad- 

23  ditional  requirements)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "section 
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1  3101"  in  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

2  "sections  3101  and  3201". 

3  (3)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 

4  shall  apply  in  respect  of  remuneration  paid  after  December 

5  31,1967. 

6  (289)jO/iVT  EMPLOYEES  OF  CERTAIN  TAX-EXEMPT 

7  ORGANIZATIONS 

8  Sec.  506.  For  purposes  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 

9  1954,  if— 

10  (1)  an  individual  is  an  employee  of  two  or  more 

11  organizations  described  in  section  501(c)(4)  of  such 

12  Code  and  exempt  from  taxation  under  section  501(a)  of 

13  such  Code  which  provide  hospital  or  medical  insurance, 

14  and 

15  (2)  one  of  such  organizations  pays  to  such  individ- 

16  ual  all  the  remuneration  for  his  employment  by  such 

17  organizations, 

18  the  organization  which  pays  such  remuneration  shall,  with 

19  the  consent  of  each  such  other  organization,  be  treated  as  the 

20  employer  of  such  individual  with  respect  to  his  employment 

21  by  such  organizations.  The  consent  cf  an  organization  under 

22  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  made  at  such  time,  in  such 
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1  manner,  and  subject  to  such  conditions,  as  the  Secretary  of 

2  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  may  prescribe  by  regulations. 

3  (2 90)e.y tension  of  time  to  provide  assistance  for 

4  united  states  citizens  returned  from  foreign 

5  countries 

q  Sec.  507.  Section  1113(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

7  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "1969" . 

9  (fZdl^PROTECTION  OF  VETERANS'  BENEFITS 

10  Sec.  508.  (a)(1)  Section  415(g)  of  title  38,  United 

11  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 

12  paragraph  as  follows: 

13  "(3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph 

14  (1)  of  this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  any  individual — 

15  "(A )  who,  for  the  month  in  which  the  Social 

16  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  is  entitled 

17  to  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  under  section  202  or 

18  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and 

19  U(B)  who,  for  such  month,  or  for  any  subse- 

20  quent  month,  is  entitled  to  dependency  and  indemnity 

21  compensation  under  this  section, 

22  there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining  the  annual 

23  income  of  such  individual,  any  increase  in  benefits  under 

24  such  sections  of  the  Social  Security  Act  which  result 
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1  from  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 

2  of  1967 r 

3  (2)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  is 

4  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  after  11 503",  and  adding  at  the 

5  end  thereof  the  following: 

6  "(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 

7  this  section,  in  the  case  of  any  individual — 

8  "(1)  who,  for  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Secu- 

9  rity  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  is  entitled  to  a 

10  monthly  insurance  benefit  under  section  202  or  223  of 

11  the  Social  Security  Act,  and 

12  "(2)  who,  for  such  month,  or  for  any  subsequent 

13  month,  is  entitled  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of  this 

14  chapter,  or  under  the  first  sentence  of  section  9(b)  of 

15  the  Veterans'  Pension  Act  of  1959,  there  shall  not  be 

16  counted,  in  determining  the  annual  income  of  such  indi- 

17  vidual,  any  increase  in  benefits  under  such  sections  of  the 

18  Social  Security  Act  which  result  from  the  enactment  of 

19  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  " 

20  (2$%)  AMENDMENTS  TO  SECOND  LIBERTY  BOND  ACT 

21  Sec.  509.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  22(b)(1) 

22  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  (31   U.S.C.  757c)  is 

23  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "Such  bonds  and  certificates 

24  may  be  sold  at  such  price  or  prices,  bear  such  interest  rate 
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1  or  afford  such  investment  yield  or  both,  and  be  redeemed 

2  before  maturity  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secre- 

3  tary  of  the  Treasury  may  prescribe." 

4  (b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  22 A  (b)  (1)  of  such 

5  Act  (31  U.S.C.  757c-2)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  "Such  bonds  shall  be  sold  at  such  price  or  prices,  afford 

7  such  investment  yield,  and  be  redeemable  before  maturity 

8  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 

9  Treasury  may  prescribe." 

10  (c)  Section  25  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  757c-l)  is 

11  repealed. 

12  (d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  hereby  directed 

13  to  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure  that 

14  bonds  affected  by  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a), 

15  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  which  are  issued  after  Decem- 

16  ber  31,  1967,  shall  bear  interest  or  provide  investment 

17  yield  comparable  to  the  interest  or  investment  yield  payable, 

18  on  obligations  of  similar  maturity  and  which  are  not  affected 

19  by  the  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),   (b) ,  and 

20  (c)  of  this  section. 

21  FOSTER  CARE  FOR  CHILDREN 

22  (293>S'£C  510.  (a)  Title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 

23  amended  by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  Act)  is  further 

24  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

25  part: 
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1  "Part  5 — Grants  to  States  for  Aid  to  Children 

2  Under  Foster  Care 

3  "appropriations 

4  "Sec.  541.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  proper 

5  foster  care  of  children  whose  welfare  can  best  be  advanced 

6  through  such  care  by  enabling  each  State  to  furnish  financial 

7  assistance  and  needed  welfare  services,  as  far  as  practicable 
°  under  the  conditions  in  such  State,  to  children  placed  under 
9   foster  care,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 

10  each  fiscal  year  a  sum  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
H  this  part.  The  sums  made  available  under  this  section  shall 
12  5e  used  for  making  payment  to  States  which  have  sub- 
1^  mitted,  and  had  approved  by  the  Secretary,  State  plans  for 
1^    aid  and  services  to  children  under  foster  care. 

"state  plans  for  aid  and  services  to  children 
under  foster  care 
"Sec.  542.  (a)  A  State  plan  for  aid  and  services  to 


15 
16 
17 


18 

children  under  foster  care  must — 

19 

(1)  provide  that  it  shall  be  in  effect  in  all  politi- 

20 


21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


cat  subdivisions  of  the  State,  and,  if  administered  by 
them,  be  mandatory  upon  them; 

"(2)  provide  for  financial  participation  by  the 
State; 

"(B)  provide  that  the  State  public-welfare  agency 
which  administers  the  child-welfare  services  plan  de- 
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1  veloped  as  provided  in  part  3  of  this  title  shall  be  des- 

2  ignated  as  the  State  agency  to  administer,  or  supervise 

3  the  administration  of,  the  State  plan  under  this  part; 

4  "(4)  provide  for  granting  an  opportunity  for  a  fair 

5  hearing  before  the  State  agency  to  any  person  whose 

6  claim  for  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  is  denied  or 

7  is  not  acted  upon  with  reasonable  promptness; 

8  "(5)  provide  such  methods  of  administration  (in- 

9  eluding  methods  relating  to  the  establishment  and  main- 

10  tenance  of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis,  except 

11  that  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  no  authority  with 

12  respect  to  the  selection,  tenure  of  office,  and  compensa- 

13  tion  of  any  individual  employed  in  accordance  with 

14  such  methods)  as  are  found  by  the  Secretary  to  be 

15  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation  of  the 

16  State  plan; 

17  "(6)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will  make  such 

18  reports,  in  such  form  and  containing  such  information, 

19  as  the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  require,  and 

20  comply  with  such  provisions  as  the  Secretary  may  from 

21  time  to  time  find  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness 

22  and  verification  of  such  reports; 

23  "(7)  provide  that  (A)  the  amount  of  aid,  if  any, 

24  to  be  provided  under  the  State  plan  with  respect  to  any 
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1  child  under  foster  care  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis 

2  of  his  need  therefor,  talcing  into  consideration  any  in- 

3  come  and  resources  of  such  child  which  are  available 

4  to  defray  the  expenses  of  his  care;  and  (B)  the  State 

5  agency  shall  not  deny  or  limit  the  amount  or  extent  of 
q  the  aid  otherwise  avcdlabh  under  the  State  plan  to  any 

7  child,  on  the  ground  of  his  lack  of  need  for  such  aid. 

8  until  such  agency  is  fully  satisfied,  as  the  result  of 

9  affirmative  evidence,  that  there  is  a  lack  of  need  on  the 

10  part  of  such  child  for  such  aid; 

11  "(8)  provide  safeguards  which  restrict  the  use  or 

12  disclosure  of  information  concerning  applicants  and  re- 

13  cipients  of  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  to  purposes 

14  directly  connected  with  the  administration  of  the  State 

15  plan  (except  that  this  requirement  shall  not  be  appli- 

16  cable  in  the  case  of  aid  under  such  plan  provided  to 

17  children  placed  in  a  child-care  institution); 

18  "(9)  provide  that  all  persons  wishing  to  make  ap- 

19  plication  for  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  shall  have 

20  opportunity  to  do  so.  and  that  such  aid  shall  be  furnished 

21  with  reasonable  promptness  to  all  eligible  persons; 

22  "(10)  provide  that  aid  to  children   under  foster 

23  care  will  not  be  provided  to  any  child  with  respect  to 
H.E,  12080  28 
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1  any  period  for  which  such  child  is  receiving  aid  under 

2  the  State  plan  of  such  State  approved  under  section 

3  402  of  this  Act; 

4  u(ll)  provide  for  the  development  and  application 

5  of  a  program  for  such  welfare  and  related  services  for 

6  each  child  who  receives  aid  to  children  under  foster  care 

7  as  may  be  necessary  to  promote  the  welfare  of  such 

8  child,  and  provide  for  the  coordination  of  such  program, 

9  and  any  other  services  provided  for  children  under  the 
10  State  plan,  with  the  child-welfare  services  plan  devel- 
H         oped  as  provided  in  part  3  of  this  title,  with  a  view 

12  toward  providing  welfare  and  related  services  which  will 

13  best  promote  the  welfare  of  such  child; 

14  "(12)  provide  for  the  development,  with  respect 

15  to  each  child  who  receives  aid  to  children  under  foster 

16  care,  of  an  individual  welfare  plan,  which  shall  include  a 

17  continuing  study  of  the  child's  needs,  of  the  most  suitable 

18  available  home  in  which  he  can  be  placed,  and  a  peri- 
'  '  odic  review  of  his  case,  and  provide  that,  in  carrying 

out  such  welfare  plan,  use  may  be  made  of  services  of 
2-^  private  nonprofit  child-care  agencies  and  organizations; 
22  and 

"(13)  contain  or  be  supported  by  assurances  satis- 
factory to  the  Secretary  that  amounts  payable  to  such 
State  under  section  543  to  carry  out  the  State  plan  will 
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1  be  so  used  as  to  supplement  the  level  of  non-Federal 

2  funds  that  would,  in  the  absence  of  such  amounts,  be 

3  available  in  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  providing  aid 

4  and  welfare  services  to  children  who  are  under  foster 

5  care  in  such  State. 

6  "payment  to  states 

7  "Sec.  543.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor, 

8  the  Secretary  shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  a  plan  ap- 

9  proved  under  this  part,  for  each  quarter,  beginning  with 

10  the  quarter  commencing  October  1,  1967 — 

11  "(1)  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  percentage 

12  (as  defined  in  section  545(f))  of  the  total  amount 

13  expended  under  the  State  plan  during  such  quarter  as 

14  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  with  respect  to  children 

15  in  foster  family  homes  and  child-care  institutions  (in- 

16  eluding  expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  medical 

17  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof), 

18  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to 

19  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $50  multiplied  by 

20  the  total  number  of  children  who  were  recipients  of  such 

21  aid  for  such  month  (which  total  number,  for  purposes 

22  of  this  subsection,  means  (A)  the  number  of  children  in 

23  foster  family  homes  and  child-care  institutions  with  re- 

24  sped  to  whom  such  aid  in  the  form  of  money  payments 

25  is  paid  for  such  month,  plus  (B)  the  number  of  other 
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1  children  in  such  homes  and  institutions  with  respect  to 

2  whom  expenditures  were  made  in  such  month  as  aid  to 

3  children  under  foster  care  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any 

4  other  type  of  remedial  care )  ; 

5  "(2)  an  amount  equal  to  75  per  centum  of  (A) 

6  the  total  amount  expended  during  such  quarter  in  pro- 

7  viding  services  ( as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 

8  regulations)  necessary  to  promote  the  welfare  of  enti- 
ty dren  receiving  aid  to  children  under  foster  care  under 

10  the  State  plan,  plus  (B)  the  total  amount  expended 

11  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary 

12  for  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing  for 

13  employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local  agency 

14  administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivision;  plus 

15  "(3)  an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  sums 

16  expended  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the 

17  Secretary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of 

18  the  State  plan,  including  services  and  training  referred 

19  to  in  paragraph  (2)  and  provided  in  accordance  with 

20  the  requirements  of  this  part  and  regulations  promul- 

21  gated  by  the  Secretary. 

22  The  services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  (A)  shall  include 

23  only  services  provided  by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency,  or  of 

24  the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the  political 

25  subdivision,   except  that,   subject  to   limitation  prescribed 
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1  by  the  Secretary,  there  may  be  included  services  provided 

2  by  nonprofit  private  agencies  under  contract  ivith  the  State 

3  agency,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  State  agency,  the  State 

4  agency  cannot  provide  such  services  as  economically  or  as 

5  effectively  by  its  staff  or  through  a  local  agency  as  such 
q  services  can  be  provided  under  contract  with  nonprofit 

7  private  agencies. 

8  "(b)(1)  Prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  the 

9  Secretary  shall  estimate  the  amount  to  which  a  State  will  be 

10  entitled  under  subsection  (a)  for  such  quarter,  such  estimate 

11  to  be  based,  on  (A)  a  report  filed  by  the  State  containing  its 

12  estimate  of  the  total  sum  to  be  expended  in  such  quarter  in 

13  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  subsection,  and  stating 

14  the  amount  appropriated  or  made  available  by  the  State  and 

15  its  political  subdivisions  for  such  expenditures  in  such  quarter, 

16  and  if  such  amount  is  less  than  the  State's  proportionate  share 

17  of  the  total  sum  of  such  estimated  expenditures,  the  source  or 

18  sources  from  which  the  difference  is  expected  to  be  derived, 

19  and  (B)  such  other  investigation  as  the  Secretary  may  find 

20  necessary. 

21  u(2)  The  Secretary  shall  then  pay,  in  such  install- 

22  ments  as  he  may  determine,  to  the  State  the  amount  so 

23  estimated,  reduced,  or  increased  to  the  extent  of  any  over- 

24  payment  or  underpayment  which  the  Secretary  determines 
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1  was  made  under  this  section  to  such  State  for  any  prior 

2  quarter  and  with  respect  to  which  adjustment  has  not  already 

3  been  made  under  this  subsection. 

4  "(3)  The  pro  rata  share  to  which  the  United  States  is 

5  equitably  entitled,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the 

6  net  amount  recovered,  during  any  quarter  by  the  State  or 
1  political  subdivision  thereof  with  respect  to  aid  to  children 

8  under  foster  care,  shall  be  considered  an  overpayment  under 

9  this  subsection. 

10  "(4)  Upon  the  making  of  any  estimate  by  the  Secre- 

11  tary  under  this  subsection,  any  appropriations  available  for 

12  the  payments  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  obligated. 

13  "operation  of  state  plans 

14  "Sec.  544.  If  the  Secretary,  after  reasonable  notice 

15  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  State  agency  administer- 

16  ing  or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan 
1^  approved  under  this  part,  finds — 

18  "(1)  that  the  plan  has  been  so  changed  that  it 

11 4  no  longer  complies  with  the  provisions  of  section  542;  or 

20  "(2)  that  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  there 

21  is  a  failure  to  comply  substantially  with  any  such 

99  •  • 

provision; 

23  the  Secretary  shall  notify  such  State  agency  that  further 

2^  payments  will  not  be  made  to  the  State  (or,  in  his  discre- 

2^  tion,  that  payments  will  be  limited  to  categories  under  or 
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1  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such  failure)  until 

2  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  there  will  no  longer  be  any 

3  such  failure  to  comply.  Until  he  is  so  satisfied  he  shall  make 

4  no  further  payments  to  such  State  (or  shall  limit  payments 

5  to  categories  under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected 

6  by  such  failure) . 

7  "definitions 

8  "Sec.  545.  For  the  purposes  of  this  part— 

9  "(a)  The  term  'child'  means  a  needy  child  who  (1) 

10  has  not  attained  the  age  of  eighteen,  (2)  has  been  deprived 

11  of  parental  support  or  care,  and  (3)  is  not  (and  upon  mak- 

12  ing  proper  application  therefor  would  not  be)  entitled  to 

13  receive  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  under  the 
1^  State  plan,  approved  under  section  402  of  this  Act,  of  the 
1^  State  in  which  he  lives. 

16  "(b)  The  term  'aid',  when  applied  to  a  child  under 

17  foster  care,  means  (1)  money  payments  with  respect  to  such 

18  child,  plus  (2)  medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of 

19  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in  behalf  of  such 

20  child. 

21  "(c)  The  term  'foster  family  home'  means  a  private 

22  family  home,  which  is  licensed  by  the  State  in  which  it  is 

23  situated  or  has  been  approved  by  the  agency  of  such  State 

24  responsible  for  licensing  homes  of  this  type  as  meeting  the 
2^  standards  established  for  such  licensing. 
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1  "(d)  The  term  'child-care  institution'  means  a  public 

2  or  nonprofit  private  institution  which  provides  foster  care 

3  for  children  and  which  is  licensed  by  the  State  in  which  it  is 

4  situated  or  has  been  approved,  by  the  agency  of  such  State 

5  responsible  for  licensing  institutions  of  this  type,  as  meeting 

6  the  standards  established  for  such  licensing. 

7  "(e)  A  child  shall  be  considered  to  be  'under  foster 

8  care'  only  if  (1)  he  is  actually  living  in  a  foster  family  home 

9  or  a  child-care  institution,  and  (2)  (A)  he  has  been  placed 

10  in  such  home  or  institution  as  a  result  of  a  determination, 

11  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  or  of  a  public  welfare 

12  or  other  public  agency  having  a  legal  responsibility  for  his 

13  welfare,  to  the  effect  that  his  welfare  can  best  be  promoted 

14  by  his  placement  therein,  or  (B)  his  having  been  placed 

15  in  such  a  home  or  institution  is  approved  by  a  State  or 

16  local  welfare  agency  officially  concerned  with  his  welfare 

17  except  that  no  child  shall  be  considered  to  be  under  foster 

18  care  if  he  is  living  with  an  individual  who  is  one  of  the 

19  relatives  specified  in  section  406(a)  of  such  child. 

20  "(f)   The  term  'Federal  percentage'  means  the  Fed- 

21  eral  percentage  as  defined  in  section  1101(a)(8)  except 

22  that,  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 

23  Guam,  the  Federal  percentage  shall  be  50  per  centum." 
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1  (b)  (1 )  Section  1116(a)  (1 )  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

2  inserting  "or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XIX". 

3  (2)  Section  1116(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

4  inserting  "544"  after  "404,". 

5  (3)  Section  1116(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
q  serting  ",  or  part  5  of  title  V,"  after  "XIX". 

7  (4)  Section  1116(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 

8  serting  ",   or  part  5  of  title  V,"   after  "XIX". 

9  (e)(l)  Clause  (1)  of  the  first  sentence  of  section 
10  1901  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  needy  de- 
ll pendent  children  under  foster  care  entitled  to  benefits  under 

12  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "families  with  dependent  children" . 

13  (2)  (A)  Section  1902(a)  (10)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

14  by  inserting  "  and  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

15  (B)  Section  1902(a)  (17 )  is  amended  by  inserting 

16  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

17  (3)  Section  1902(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in- 

18  serting  ",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

19  (4)  Section  1903(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

20  inserting  ",  or  part  5  of  title  V"  after  "XVI". 

21  (d)   Section  121(b)   of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

22  ments  of  1965  is  amended  by  inserting      or  part  5  of  title 

23  V"  after  "XVI". 
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2  (2§4?)EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF  CER- 

2  TAIN  RETIREMENT,  ETC.,  PAYMENTS  UNDER  EMPLOYER 

3  ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

4  Sec.  511.  (a)  Section  3121(a)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 

5  nue  Code  of  1954  (definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  strik- 
q  ing  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (11),  by  striking  out 
7  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
g  thereof  ";  or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
9  new  paragraph: 


10  "(13)  anV  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an 

11  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which 

12  is  made  or  begins — 

13  "(A)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disability 

14  of  the  employee,  and 

15  "(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer 

16  which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or 

17  a  class  or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such 

18  employees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their 

19  dependents)." 

w0  (b)  Section  3306(b)  of  such  Code  (definition  of  wages) 


21  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8), 

22  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9)  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end 

24  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

25  "(10)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an 
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1  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which 

2  is  made  or  begins — 

3  "(A)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disability 

4  of  the  employee,  and 

5  "(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer 

6  which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or 

7  a  class  or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such  em- 

8  ployees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their 

9  dependents) ." 

10  (c)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (definition  of 


11  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 

12  section  (k),  by  striking  out  the  penod  at  the  end  of  subsection 

13  (I)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  or",  and  by  inserting  after 

14  subsection  (I)  the  following  new  subsection: 


15  "(m)  Any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  em- 

16  ployer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is 

17  made  or  begins — 

18  "(1)  upon  the  retirement,  death,  or  disability 

19  of  the  employee,  and 

20  "(2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer 

21  which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or 

22  a  class  or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such  em- 

23  ployees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their 

24  dependents) ." 

25  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
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with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 

2  ment  of  this  Act. 

3  (295)TITLE  VI— QUALITY  AND  COST  CONTROL 

4  STANDARDS  FOR  DRUGS 

5  QUALITY  AND  COST  CONTROL  FOR  DRUGS  PAYABLE 
Q  FROM  FEDERAL  FUNDS 

7  Sec.  601.   Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

8  amended  by  inserting  immediately  below  the  heading  of  such 

9  title  the  following:  "Part  A — Miscellaneous"  and  by 

10  adding  at  the  end  of  such  title  the  following  new  part: 

11  "Part  B — Quality  and  Cost  Control  for  Drugs 

12  Payable  From  Federal  Funds 

13  "Sec.   1130.    (a)(1)    There   is   hereby  established, 

14  within  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

15  a  Formulary  Committee,  a  majority  of  whose  members  shall 

16  be  physicians  and  which  shall  consist  of  three  officials  of 

17  such  Department  designated  by  the  Secretary,  and  of  six 

18  individuals  (not  otherwise  in  the  regular  full-time  employ  of 

19  the  Federal  Government)  who  are  of  recognized  professional 

20  standing  in  the  fields  of  medicine  and  pharmacy,  to  be  ap- 

21  pointed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 

22  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the 

23  competitive  service.  The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  shall 

24  be  elected,  from  the  appointed  members  thereof,  by  majority 

25  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Committee.  The  term  of  office 
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1  of  the  Chairman  shall  be  one  year,  but  the  same  person  may 

2  hold  such  office  for  any  number  of  terms. 

3  "(2)  Each  appointed  member  of  the  Formulary  Com- 

4  mittee  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  five  years,  except  that 

5  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to 

6  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was 

7  appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term, 

8  and  except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first  taking 

9  office  shall  expire,  as  designated  by  the  Secretary  at  the  time 

10  of  appointment,  one  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  one  at  the 

11  end  of  the  second  year,  one  at  the  end  of  the  third  year,  one 

12  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year,  and  one  at  the  end  of  the  fifth 

13  year,  after  the  date  of  appointment.  A  member  shall  not  be 

14  eligible  to  serve  continuously  for  more  than  two  terms. 

15  "(b)  Appointed  members  of  the  Formulary  Commit- 

16  tee,  while  attending  meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  other- 

17  wise  serving  on  business  of  the  Committee,  shall  be  entitled 

18  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but 

19  not  exceeding  $100  per  day,   including  traveltime,  and 

20  while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 

21  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  as  authorized 

22  by  section  570S  of  title  ■'),  United  States  Code,  for  persons 

23  in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

24  "(c)(1)   The  Formulary  Committee  is  authorized  to 
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1  engage  such  technical  assistance  as  may  be  required  to  carry 

2  out  its  functions,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make 

3  available  to  the  Formulary   Committee  such  secretarial, 

4  clerical,  and  other  assistance  as  the  Formulary  Committee 

5  may  require  to  carry  out  its  functions. 

6  "(%)   The  Secretary  shall  furnish  to  the  Formulary 

7  Committee  such  office  space,  materials,  and  equipment  as 

8  may  be  necessary  for  the  Formulary  Committee  to  carry 

9  out  its  functions. 

10  ''formulary  of  the  united  states 

11  "Sec.  1131.  (a)(1)  The  Formulary  Committee  shall 

12  compile,  publish,  and  make  available  a  Formulary  of  the 

13  United  States  (hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  the 

14  'Formulary'). 

15  "(2)  The  Formulary  Committee  shall  periodically  re- 

16  vise  the  Formulary  and  the  listing  of  drugs  so  as  to  maintain 

17  currency  in  the  contents  thereof. 

18  "(b)(1)   The  Formulary  shall  contain  an  alphabeti- 

19  cally  arranged  listing,  by  established  name,  of  those  drugs 

20  which  the  Formulary  Committee  finds  are  iiecessary  for  re- 

21  cipients  of  aid,  assistance,  benefits,  or  services  under  the  sev- 

22  eral  programs  operated  or  supported  by  the  Department  of 

23  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  for  which  Federal 

24  funds  are  to  be  expended.  The  Formulary  Committee  may 

25  exclude  from  the  Formulary  any  drugs  which  the  Formulary 
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2  Committee  determines  are  not  necessary  for  proper  patient 

2  care,  taking  into  account  other  drugs  that  are  available  from 

3  the  Formulary. 

4  "(2)  The  Formulary  Committee  may  also  include  in 

5  the  Formulary,  either  as  a  separate  part  (or  parts)  thereof 

6  or  as  a  supplement  (or  supplements)  thereto,  any  or  all  of 

7  the  following  information: 

8  "(A)  A  supplemental  list  or  lists,  arranged  by 

9  diagnostic,  prophylactic,  therapeutic,  or  other  classifica- 

10  tions,  of  the  drugs  included  in  the  listing  referred  to  in 

11  paragraph  (1). 

12  "(B)  The  proprietary  names  under  which  a  drug 

13  listed  in  the  Formulary  bi/  established  name  is  sold,  and. 

14  the  names  of  each  supplier  ( as  manufacturer,  wholesaler, 

15  or  distributor)  of  such  a  listed  drug  who,  on  the  basis  of 

16  inspection,  sample  examination,  and  a  scientific  review  of 

17  promotional  claims  is  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee 

18  producing  or  distributing  such  drug  in  conformity  with 

19  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cos- 

20  metic  Act  and  (where  applicable)   the  Public  Health 

21  Service  Act. 

22  "(C)  Prescribing   information    (including  condi- 

23  tions  of  use  required  in  the  interest  of  rational  drug 

24  therapy)  which  will  promote  the  safe  and  effective  use, 
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1  under  professional  supervision,  of  the  drugs  referred  to  in 

2  paragraph  (1). 

3  "(D)(i)  A  listing  of  the  prices  charged  by  the 

4  suppliers  named  in  the  Formulary;  and  (ii)  the  guide  or 

5  guides  as  to  reasonable  cost  ranges  issued  pursuant  to  sec- 

6  Hon  1133. 

7  "(E)  A  prominent  statement  that  payment  from 

8  Federal  funds  is  restricted  to  a  reasonable  acquisition  cost 

9  range,  plus  fee,  established  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 

10  this  part,  for  a  drug  listed  in  the  Formulary,  unless  the 

11  prescriber,  in  his  order,  has  specifically  designated  a 

12  drug  by  its  established  name  together  with  the  name  of 

13  the  manufacturer  of  the  final  dosage  form  thereof. 

14  "(F)  Any  other  information  which  in  the  judg- 

15  ment  of  the  Formulary  Committee  would  be  useful  in 

16  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  part. 

17  u(c)  In  considering  whether  (under  the  authority  con- 

18  tained  in  subsection  (b) )  a  particular  drug  shall  be  included 

19  in  the  Formulary,  the  Formulary  Committee  is  authorized 

20  to  obtain  (upon  request  therefor)  any  record  pertaining  to 

21  the  characteristics  of  such  drug  which  is  available  to  any 

22  other  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 

23  Government,  and,  as  a  condition  of  such  inclusion,  to  require 

24  suppliers  of  drugs  to  make  available  to  the  Committee 

25  information  (including  information  to  be  obtained  through 
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1  testing)  relating  to  such  drug.  If  any  such  record  or  informa- 

2  tion  ( or  any  information  contained  in  such  record)  is  of  a  con- 

3  fidential  nature,  the  Formulary  Committee  shall  exercise 

4  utmost  care  in  preserving  the  confidentiality  of  such  record 

5  or  information  and  shall  limit  its  usage  thereof  to  the  proper 
q  exercise  of  such  authority. 

7  "(d)(1)   The  Formxdary  Committee,  in  addition  to 

8  such  data  and  testing  as  it  may  require  of  a  proponent  of 

9  the  listing  of  a  drug  in  the  Formulary,  shall  have  authority 
10  to  cause  to  be  made  such  tests,  and  shall  establish  such  pro- 
lyl cedures,  as  may  be  necessary  to  determine  the  propriety 

12  of  the  inclusion  or  exclusion,  in  the  Formulary,  of  any  drug. 

13  The  Formulary  Committee  may  enter  into  agreements,  on  a 

14  reimbursable  basis  or  otherwise,  with  public  or  private  agen- 

15  cies  or  organizations  which  the  Formulary  Committee  finds 

16  qualified  to  conduct  such  tests  under  which  such  agencies 

17  or  organizations  will  make  all  or  any  of  such  tests  for  and 

18  on  behalf  of  the  Formulary  Committee. 

19  "(2)  The  Formulary  Committee,  prior  to  making  a 

20  final  determination  to  remove  from  listing  in  the  Formulary 

21  any  drug  which  would  otherwise  be  included  under  subsec- 

22  tion  (b)  of  this  section,  shall  afford  a  reasonable  opportunity 

23  for  a  hearing  on  the  matter  to  any  person  engaged  in  manu- 

24  facturing,  preparing,  propagating,  compounding,  or  proc- 

H.E.  12080  29 
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2  essing  such  product  who  shows  reasonable  grounds  for  such 

2  a  hearing.  Any  person  adversely  affected  by  the  final  deci- 

3  sion  of  the  Formulary  Committee  may  obtain  judicial  review 

4  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  specified  in  section  505 

5  (h)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 

6  "(3)  Any  person  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  prepa- 

7  ration,  propagation,  compounding,  or  processing  of  any  drug 

8  not  included  in  the  Formulary  which  such  person  believes 

9  to  possess  the  requisites  to  entitle  such  drug  to  be  included 

10  in  the  Formulary  pursuant  to  subsection  (b),  may  petition 

11  for  inclusion  of  such  drug  and,,  if  such  petition  is  denied  by 

12  the  Formulary  Committee,  shall,  upon  request  therefor, 

13  showing  reasonable  grounds  for  a  hearing,  be  afforded  a 

14  hearing  on  the  matter.  The  final  decision  of  the  Formulary 

15  Committee  shall,  if  adverse  to  such  person,  be  subject  to 

16  judicial  review  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  specified 

17  in  section  505(h)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic 

18  Act. 

19  "qualified  drug 

20  "Sec.  1132.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  'qualified 

21  drug  means  a  drug — 

22  "(a)  which  (1)  is  listed  in  the  Formulary,  or  (2) 

23  is  furnished  to  a  patient  by  a  hospital  uihich  (A)  is 

24  accredited  by  the  Joint  Commission  on  Accreditation 

25  of  Hospitals  or  the  American  Osteopathic  Association 
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and  (B)  utilizes  a  formulary  system  established  by  a 
pharmacy  and  therapeutics  committee  ( or  equivalent 
committee)  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by 


4  such  commission  or  association,  or  (3)  is  a  prescription 

5  legend  drug  prescribed  in  the  handwriting  of  a  lawful 
q  prescriber  by  its  established  name  together  with  the 

7  name  of  the  manufacturer  of  the  final  dosage  form 

8  thereof,  and 

9  "(b)  the  label  on  the  package  or  container  from 

10  or  in  which  such  drug  is  dispensed  in  final  dosage  form 

11  bears,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary, 

12  the  registration  number  (assigned  under  section  510(e) 

13  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act)  of  the 

14  person  or  establishment  which  manufactured,  prepared, 

15  propagated,  compounded,  or  processed  such  drug  in  such 

16  form  and,  if  different,  also  the  registration  number  (so 

17  assigned)  of  the  final  packager  of  such  drug. 

18  "reasonable  acquisition  cost  range 

19  "Sec.  1138.    (a)(1)    The  Secretary  shall  establish 


20  and  publish  (and  periodically  revise  so  as  to  keep  current) 

21  a  guide  or  guides  showing  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 

22  range  (to  establishments  dispensing  drugs)  of  each  qualified 

23  drug  listed  in  the  Formulary  and  the  names  of  the  suppliers 

24  of  the  products  upon  which  the  cost  range  for  a  qualified  drug 
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1  is  based.  If  the  sources  from  which  such  a  drug  is  available 

2  charge  different  prices  therefor  to  different  classes  or  types 

3  of  dispensers,  the  Secretary  may,  in  establishing  the  reason- 

4  able  acquisition  cost  range  for  any  drug,  establish  such  a 

5  range  for  each  class  or  type  of  dispenser  of  such  drug. 

6  "(2)  (A)    The  reasonable   acquisition  cost  range  of 

7  any  particular  drug  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  or  amounts 

8  at  which  such  drug  is  generally  available  for  sale  ( to  estab- 

9  lishments  dispensing  drugs)  in  a  given  strength  or  dosage 

10  form  by  its  established  name  or,  if  lower,  by  proprietary  des- 

11  ignation;  and  in  any  case  in  which  a  drug  is  so  available  and 

12  so  sold  by  more  than  one  supplier,  the  Secretary  shall  ex- 

13  elude,  in  determining  such  cost  range,  amounts  (at  which 

14  such  drug  is  so  available  and  so  sold)  which  vary  significantly 

15  from  the  amounts  at  which  such  drug  is  so  available  and  sold 

16  by  other  suppliers  thereof.  If  a  particular  drug  in  the 

17  Formulary  is  available  from  more  than  one  supplier,  and 
1^  such  drug  as  available  by  proprietary  designation  possesses 

19  distinct  therapeutic  advantages  ( as  determined  by  the  For- 

20  mulary  Committee) ,  then  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost 

21  range  of  the  drug  bearing  such  proprietary  designation  shall 

22  be  the  price  at  which  it  is  generally  available  to  such  estab- 

23  lishments. 

2^  "(3)  In  considering  (for  purposes  of  establishing  a 

2^  reasonable  acquisition  cost  range  for  any  drug)  the  various 
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1  sources  from  which  and  thi  varying  prices  at  which  such  drug 

2  is  generally  available,  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  the 

3  price  of  any  drug  which  does  not  meet  the  conditions  set 

4  forth  in  section  1132(b). 

5  "RE  A  SOy  ABLE  CHARGE  FOR  DRUGS 

6  "Sec.  1134.  fa)  For  purposes  of  this  part,  the  term 

7  "reasonable  charge"  means  the  following: 

8  "(1)  When  used  with  respect  to  a  prescription  legend 

9  drug,  such  term  means  the  lesser  of — 

10  "(A)(i)  those  charges  for  a.  qualified  drug  which 

11  do  not  exceed  the  actual  or  accounting  basis  cost  to  the 

12  dispenser  of  tht  drug  dispensed  and  which,  in  the  cos, 

13  of  a  drug  described  in  section  1132(a)  (1)  or  (2).  are 

14  within  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost  range  established 
pursuant  to  section  1133,  phis  (ii)  a  reasonable  fee  as 

***  determined  pursuant  to  this  section,  or 

^~  "(B)  the  usual  or  customary  charge  at  which  the 

*°  dispenser  sells  or  offers  such  drug  to  the  public. 

^  "(2)    When   used  u-ith   respect  to  a  prescribed  non- 

90 

legend  drug,  such  term  means  those  charges  which  do  not 

91 

exceed  the  usual  or  customary  price  at  which  the  dispenser 

99 

offers  or  sells  the  product  to  the  general  public,  plus  a  rea- 

9.Q 

sonable  billing  allowance. 

24- 

"(b)   The  Secretary  shall,  after  appropriate  consulta- 
tion  with  private  organizations  representing  those  who  render 
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1  pharmaceutical  services  and  governmental  agencies  affected, 

2  establish  criteria  for  determining  the  amounts  of  (1)  the  fee 

3  (which  shall  include  but  shall  not  be  limited  to  costs  of 

4  overhead,  professional  services,  and  a  fair  profit)  and  (2) 

5  reasonable  billing  allowances  for  prescribed  nonlegend  drugs 

6  dispensed. 

7  "(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  on  a  reimbursable  basis  or 

8  otherwise,  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any  State  which 

9  designates  a  public  agency  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
10  reasonable  fees  for  the  dispensing  of  drugs  in  such  State 
H  under  which  agreement  such  agency  will  (for  purposes  of 

12  this  title)  determine,  in  accordance  with  such  criteria,  and 

13  after  appropriate  consultation  with  organizations  and,  agen- 


14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 


cies  of  the  kinds  referred  to  in  subsection  (b) ,  reasonable 
fees  or  billing  allowances  for  or  in  connection  with  the  dis- 
pensing of  drugs  in  such  State. 

"(d)  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that,  in  a 
particular  State  or  other  geographic  area,  the  price  at  which 
a  particular  drug  is  generally  available  varies  substantially 


20  from  the  price  at  which  such  drug  is  usually  sold  in  other 

21  areas,  he  may  make  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  reason- 

22  able  acquisition  cost  range  for  such  drug  ivith  respect  to  such 

23  area. 

24  Nothing  in   this  section   shall  be  construed  to 
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1  prevent  any  supplier  or  dispenser  of  any  drug  from  charging 

2  less  than  the  reasonable  acquisition  cost  or  reasonable  charge. 

3  "definitions 

4  "Sec.  1135.  For  the  purposes  of  this  part — 

5  li(l)  The  term  'drug'  means  a  'drug'  as  defined  in 
5  section  201  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
7  (including  those  specified  in  section  351  of  the  Public  Health 
g  Service  Act) . 

9  " (2)   The  term  'established  name'  with   respect  to  a 

10  drug  means  its  'established  name'   as  defined  in  section 

11  502(e)  of  such  Act. 

12  "(3)    The  term   'prescription   legend  drug'   means  a 

13  drug  described  in  section  503(b)(1)   (A).   (B).  or  (C) 

14  of  such  Act. 

15  "(4)  The  term  'prescribed-  nonlegend  drug'  means  a 


16  drug  which  is  not  a  prescription  legend  drug  but  is  dis- 

17  pensed  upon  prescription  of  a  practitioner  licensed  by  law  to 

18  administer  such  drug. 

19  "limitations  ox  federal  liability  for  charges  of 

20  providers  of  services 

21  "Sec.  1136.  Any  supplier  of  drugs  whose  services  fin- 

22  eluding  the  cost  of  the  drug  supplied )  are  reimbursable  under 

23  any  title  of  this  Act  on  the  basis  of  'reasonable  cost'  shall  not 

24  be  entitled-  to  a  fee  or  billing  allowance  as  determined  pur- 
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1  suant  to  this  part;  nor  shall  such  fee  or  billing  allowance  be 

2  payable  under  any  such  title  with  respect  to  any  drug  that 

3  can  (as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations)  be  self- 

4  administered,  is  furnished  as  an  incident  to  a  physician's 

5  professional  service,  and  is  of  a  kind  commonly  furnished  in 

6  physicians    offices  and  commonly  either  rendered  without 

7  charge  or  included  in  the  physicians'  bills.,, 

8  LIMITATIONS  ON  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  LIABILITY  UNDER 

9  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  AND  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

10  Sec.  602.  (a)  Effective  with  respect  to  expenditures 

11  made  after  June  30,  1970,  section  1903  of  the  Social  Security 

12  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by  adding 

13  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

14  "(9)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 

15  section,  in  determining  (for  purposes  of  subsection  (a))  the 

16  amounts  expended  as  medical  assistance  by  a  State  under  its 

17  State  plan  approved  under  this  title,  there  shall  not  be 

18  counted  (1)  so  much  of  the  cost  of  any  drug  as  exceeds  the 

19  reasonable  charge  for  such  drug  as  determined  under  section 

20  1134,  or  (2)  any  part  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  if  such  drug 

21  is  not  a  qualified  drug  as  determined  under  section  1132T 

22  (b)  With  respect  to  services  furnished  after  June  30, 

23  1970,   section   1861  (v)    of   the   Social   Security   Act  is 

24  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

25  paragraph : 
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1  "(5)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 

2  subsection,  if  any  sewices  provided  under  this  title  include 

3  the  furnishing  of  any  drug  or  biological  to  an  individual, 

4  there  shall  not  be  counted  in  determining  the  cost  of  such 

5  services — 

q  "(A)  so  much  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  or  biological 

7  as  exceeds  the  reasonable  charge  therefor  as  determined 

8  under  section  1134,  or 

9  "(B)  any  part  of  the  cost  of  such  drug  or  bio- 

10  logical  if  it  is  not  a  qualified  drug  as  determined  under 

11  section  1182!' 

12  ASSIGNMENT     OF     REGISTRATION    NUMBERS     TO  DRUG 

13  PRODUCTS— USE  OF  SUCH  NUMBER  ON  DRUG  LABEL 

14  Assignment  of  Registration  Numbers 

15  Sec.  603.  (a)  Section  510(e)  of  the  Federal  Food, 

16  Drug  and  Cosmetic  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

17  "(e)  The  Secretary  shall  assign  a  registration  number 

18  to  every  person  or  establishment,  registered  in  accordance 

19  with  this  section,  that  manufactures^-  prepares,  propagates, 

20  compounds,  or  processes  a  drug  or  drugs  in  final  dosage 

21  form,  or  that  (if  different)  is  the  final  packager  (as  defined 

22  by  regulation)  of  such  drug  or  drugs  in  such  form,  and  he 

23  may  assign  a  registration  number  to  any  other  person  or 

24  establishment  so  registered." 
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1  Label  Disclosure  of  Registration  Number — When  Required 

2  or  Prohibited 

3  (b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 

4  section  510  and  before  section  511  the  following  new  section: 

5  PLACEMENT  OF  REGISTRATION  NUMBER  ON  DRUG  LABEL — 

6  WHEN  REQUIRED  OR  PROHIBITED 

7  "Sec.  510 A.   (a)   Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 

8  subsection  (b) — 

9  "(1)  every  person  who  owns  or  operates  an  es- 

10  tablishment,  registered  under  section  510,  in  tvhich  is 

11  manufactured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or 

12  processed,  in  final  dosage  form,  a  drug  or  drugs  intended 

13  for  use  by  man,  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations, 

14  cause  the  registration  number  assigned  to  such  person 

15  or  establishment  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  such  sec- 

16  tion  and  the  complete  name  of  such  person  or  establish- 

17  ment  to  be  placed  on  the  label  of  each  package  or 

18  container  containing  any  such  drug  so  manufactured, 

19  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or  processed,  in  such 

20  establishment,  and 

21  u  (2)  unless  the  establishment  referred  to  in  para- 

22  graph  (1)  is  also  the  final  packager  ( as  defined  by  regu- 

23  lation)  of  such  drug  or  drugs  in  such  form,  the  person 

24  who  owns  or  operates  the  establishment  which  is  such 

25  final  packager  shall  cause  to  be  placed  on  the  label  of 
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2  each  final  package  or  container  of  such  drug  so  packaged 

2  both  the  complete  name  and  registration  number  (as- 

3  signed  pursuant  to  section  510(e))  of  such  person  or 

4  final  packaging  establishment  and  the  name  and  regis- 
g  tration  number  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) . 

q  (((b)  Any  other  person  owning  or  operating  an  estab- 

7  lishment  having  a  registration  number  assigned  pursuant  to 

8  section  510  may,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsection 

9  (c)  or  by  regulation,  place  such  registration  number  on 

10  packages  of  drugs  of  which  it  is  a  manufacturer,  packer,  or 

11  distributor. 

12  "Prohibition  Against  Placing  of  Registration  Number  on 

13  Packages  of  Drugs  Made  During  Period  of  Law  Violation 

14  " (c)(1)  If  the  Secretary  has,  by  order,  determined 

15  that  a  drug  that  is  intended  for  use  by  man  and  that  is 

16  being  manufactured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or 

17  processed  by  a  person  to  whom,  or  in  an  establishment  to 

18  which,  a  registration  number  has  been  assigned  pursuant 

19  to  section  510(e),  is  not  in  conformity  with  applicable  law, 

20  the  registration  number  assigned  to  such  person  or  to  such 

21  establishment  (as  may  be  specified  in  such  order)  may  not, 

22  after  the  Secretary  has  served  notice  of  such  order  (or, 

23  if  the  order  specifies  a  later  effective  date,  then  such  date) 

24  and  while  such  order  is  in  effect,  be  placed,  by  anyone  hav- 

25  ing  notice  of  such  order,  on  the  label  of  any  package  of  such 
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1  drug  manufactured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or 

2  processed  by  such  person  or  in  such  establishment.  The 

3  Secretary 's  order  shall  set  forth  the  respects  in  which  he  has 

4  determined  that  such  drug  is  not  in  conformity  with  appli- 

5  cable  law. 

6  "(&)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a  drug  shall, 
1  with  respect  to  any  person  or  establishment  referred  to  in  an 

8  order  pursuant  to  such  paragraph,  be  deemed  not  to  be  in 

9  conformity  ivith  applicable  law  if  such  drug  (A)  is  deemed 
10  to  be  adulterated  or  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  this 
U  Act,  or  (B)  is  a  new  drug  with  respect  to  which  there  is 

12  not  in  effect  an  approval  of  an  application  filed  pursuant  to 

13  section  505(b)  of  this  Act  or  which  is  not  in  conformity 

14  with  such  approved  application,  or  (C)  is  a  drug  with  re- 

15  sped  to  which  occurs  an  act  or  omission  ( attributable  to 

16  such  person  or  establishment  or  to  any  person  in  his  employ 

17  or  under  his  control)  that  is  prohibited  by  section  301  (e), 

18  (f),  (i),  (o),  (q),  or  (s)  of  this  Act,  or  (D)  is  a  product 

19  referred  to  in  section  351  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 

20  and  (i)  fails  to  meet  a  standard  relating  thereto  prescribed 

21  pursuant  to  that  section,  or  (ii)  with  respect  to  which  there  is 

22  not  in  effect  a  required  license  issued  by  the  Secretary,  or 

23  (m)  with  respect  to  which  there  is  a  violation  of  subsection 

24  (b)  or  (c)  of  that  section. 

25  11  (3)  Notice  of  the  Secretary's  order  issued  pursuant 
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1  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  served  by  telecommunication,  or 

2  in  the  manner  specified  in  section  505(g),  upon  the  person 

3  registered  under  section  510  and  referred  to  in  such  order, 

4  and  thereupon  such  person  and  all  other  persons  in  such 

5  person's  employ  or  under  his  control  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
q  notice  of  such  order  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection. 

1  "(4)  The  Secretary  shall  terminate  an  order  issued  in 

8  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  a  drug  when 

9  he  is  satisfied  that  the  conditions  or  practices  giving  rise  to 

10  such  drug's  not  being  in  conformity  with  applicable  law  no 

11  longer  obtain. 

12  "(5)  Any  person  adversely  affected  by  an  order  of  the 

13  Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  may,  at  any  time  while 

14  such  order  is  in  effect,  file  with  the  Secretary  a  petition  to 

15  modify,  revoke,  or  terminate  such  order.  The  Secretary,  prior 

16  to  making  a  final  decision  on  such  petition,  shall  afford  to  the 

17  petitioner,  upon  a  showing  of  reasonable  grounds  therefor,  a 

18  reasonable  opportunity  for  a  hearing  on  the  matter.  When  in 

19  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  the  public  interest  will  not  be 

20  jeopardized  thereby  he  may  stay  the  effectiveness  of  his  order 

21  pending  his  final  decision  on  such  petition.  The  petitioner, 

22  if  adversely  affected  by  the  final  decision  of  the  Secretary, 

23  may  obtain  judicial  review  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 

24  procedures  specified  in  section  505(h). 

25  "(6)  The  Secretary  may  cause  such  inspections  to  be 
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1  made  of  the  establishments  of  persons  registered  as  producers 

2  of  drugs  under  section  510,  and  such  samples  of  drugs  to  be 

3  obtained  from  such  persons  and  establishments  and  analyzed, 

4  and  in  conjunction  ivith  the  Formulary  Committee  (estab- 

5  lished  by  title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  employ  such 

6  other  tests  and  procedures,  as  may  be  necessary  to  deter- 

7  mine,  on  a  current  basis,  whether  any  drug  being  manu- 

8  factured,  prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or  processed 

9  by  any  such  person  or  establishment  for  use  by  man  is  not 

10  in  conformity  with  applicable  law  within  the  meaning  of  this 

11  subsection.  In  conducting  such  inspections  (or  any  investi- 

12  gation  or  other  proceeding  related  thereto)  the  Secretary 

13  may  exercise  any  authority  conferred  upon  him  under  this 

14  Act  with  respect  to  inspections  and  other  procedures  for  the 

15  enforcement  of  section  510." 

16  (c)  Section  301  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 

17  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

18  "(r)  The  placing,  or  permitting  to  be  placed,  on  the 

19  label  of  any  package  containing  any  drug  a  registration  num- 

20  ber  in  violation  of  section  510 A  (c). 

21  li(s)(l)  The  failure  to  place  on  the  label  of  a  drug 

22  package  a  registration  number  or  other  information  required 

23  to  be  placed  thereon  by  section  510 A  (a). 

24  "(2)  The  labeling  of  any  drug  in  such  manner  as  to 

25  indicate  or  imply,  contrary  to  fact,  that  the  label  of  any 
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1  package  of  such  drugs  conforms  to  paragraph  (1)  or  (2) 

2  (or  both)  of  section  510 A  (a)  (when  read  without  regard 

3  to  the  exception  preceding  such  paragraphs) ." 

4  (d)  Section  301  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

5  inserting  the  following  immediately  before  the  period  at  the 

6  end  of  paragraph  (i)  :  "or  by  section  510 A" . 

7  (e)  Section  503(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

8  ing  the  following  after  "labeling  or  packaging  requirement  of 

9  this  Act" :  except  any  applicable  requirement  of  section 
10  510A(a);\ 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  August  17,  1967. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  November  22 
(legislative  day,  November  21) ,  1967. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 


Number  66 


November  24,  1967 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


To  Administrative,  Supervisory, 
and  Technical  Employees 

On  Wednesday,  November  22,  the  Senate  passed  H.  R.  12080,  the 
"Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  "  by  a  vote  of  78  to  6.  En- 
closed is  a  brief  description  of  the  major  social  security  amend- 
ments made  by  the  Senate  in  the  bill  that  was  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Finance  (described  in  Commissioner's  Bulletin 
No.  65). 

The  bill  now  goes  to  a  conference  committee  to  settle  differences 
between  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  and  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives.    We  will,  of  course,  keep  you  informed 
of  further  developments. 


Robert  M.'Ball 
Commissioner 


Enclosure 


AMENDMENTS  MADE  ON  THE  FLOOR  OF  THE  SENATE 
TO  THE  SENATE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  VERSION  OF  H.R.  12080 


A.     CASH  BENEFIT  CHANGES 


1.  Earnings  test  liberalization 

The  Senate  modified  the  provision  of  the  Finance  Committee  bill 
which  would  have  increased  to  $2000,  in  two  steps,  the  amount  a 
person  can  earn  in  a  year  without  having  any  social  security 
benefits  withheld.    Under  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate,  this 
amount  would  be  increased  to  $21+00,  effective  for  taxable  years 
ending  in  I96Q  and  thereafter.    The  $l-for-$2  reduction  would 
apply  to  annual  earnings  between  $2U00  and  $3600.    Also,  the 
maximum  amount  a  person  could  earn  in  one  month  and  still  get 
benefits  for  that  month  (regardless  of  how  much  he  earns  in  the 
year)  would  be  increased  to  $200. 

2.  Benefits  for  mothers  of  students  in  elementary  or  high  school 

The  Senate  added  a  provision  for  paying  benefits  to  a  wife  or  mother 
with  an  entitled  child  age  18-22  in  her  care  if  that  child  is 
entitled  to  benefits  as  a  full-time  student  and  is  in  an  elementary 
or  secondary  school. 

3.  Amendments  to  the  disability  program 

a.  Definition  of  disability 

The  Senate  eliminated  all  substantive  language  in  the  bill  (as 
passed  by  the  House  and  approved  by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee) 
that  would  clarify  the  definition  of  disability.  (The 
definition  in  present  law  would  apply  in  the  case  of  a  disabled 
widow  or  widower  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  a  disabled  worker.) 

b.  Benefits  for  the  blind 

The  Senate  amended  the  provision  (added  to  the  House  bill  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee)  which  would  make  blind  persons  with  at 
least  six  quarters  of  coverage  eligible  for  disability  benefits. 
Under  the  provision  as  approved  by  the  Finance  Committee, 
benefits  would  not  have  been  payable  for  any  month  in  which  the 
individual  engages  in  substantial  gainful  activity.    As  amended 
by  the  Senate,  the  disability  benefits  would  be  payable  even 
though  the  blind  individual  is  engaging  in  substantial  gainful 
activity. 
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c.    Benefits  for  certain  adopted  children 

The  Senate  added  a  provision  under  which  a  child  who  was  legally 
adopted  by  a  worker  after  he  became  entitled  to  disability 
benefits  may  receive  child's  benefits  if  all  the  following 
conditions  are  met:    (l)  the  adoption  was  supervised  by  a  child- 
placement  agency;  (2)  the  adoption  was  decreed  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  within  the  United  States;  (3)  the 
adopting  parent  had  continuously  resided  in  the  United  States 
for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  date  of  adoption;  and  {k) 
the  child  was  under  age  18  at  the  time  the  adoption  took  place. 

k.    Attorney's  fees 

The  bill  as  amended  by  the  Senate  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  certify 
payment  to  attorneys,  out  of  a  claimant's  past -due  benefits  of  fees 
for  attorneys '  services  rendered  in  administrative  proceedings  before 
the  Secretary.    The  amount  certified  for  payment  would  be  the  smaller 
of:    (l)  25  percent  of  the  total  past-due  benefits,  (2)  the  amount 
of  the  attorney's  fee  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  or  (3)  the 
amount  agreed  upon  between  the  claimant  and  the  attorney.  This 
provision  is  similar  to  the  one  in  present  law  under  which  a  court 
may  authorize  the  Secretary  to  certify  payment  to  an  attorney,  out 
of  the  claimant's  past-due  benefits  of  the  fee  set  by  the  court  for 
the  attorney's  services  rendered  in  court  proceedings  ^ which  fee 
cannot  exceed  25  percent  of  the  claimant's  total  past -due  benefits). 

5.    Study  of  delayed  retirement  increment 

The  Senate  adopted  an  amendment  which  would  require  the  Social 
Security  Administration  to  study  the  problems  that  would  be  involved 
in  providing  for  people  who  continue  to  work  after  age  65  an 
increase  in  social  security  benefit  amounts  based  on  such  work, 
and  to  report  its  findings  to  the  Congress. 

B.    HEALTH  INSURANCE  CHANGES 


1.    Quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs 

The  Senate  adopted  an  amendment  under  which  liability  for  payment 
for  drugs  under  part  A  of  the  medicare  program  (and  under  the 
medicaid  program.)  would  be  limited  to  "qualified  drugs."  Qualified 
drugs  would  include  all  those  listed  in  a  formulary  which  would  be 
established  by  a  Formulary  Committee.    The  formulary  would  include 
a  list  of  drugs,  by  generic  name,  which  the  Committee  determined  to 
be  necessary  under  the  several  programs  operated  or  supported  by  the 
Department  and  for  which  Federal  funds  are  expended.  Brand-name 
drugs  could  be  included,  however,  in  certain  circumstances .  The 
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Committee  could  exclude  any  drugs  which  were  determined  not  to  be 
necessary  for  proper  patient  care.     In  addition  to  the  drugs  listed 
in  the  formulary  all  other  drugs  furnished  in  an  accredited  hospital 
which  utilizes  a  formulary  system  established  by  a  pharmacy  and 
therapeutics  committee,  or  prescription  legend  drugs  which  are 
prescribed  for  by  their  generic  name  and  with  the  name  of  the 
manufacturer  of  the  final  dosage  form  would  be  considered  as  "qualified 
drugs."    Under  the  amendment,  after  June  30;  1970,  the  "reasonable 
cost"  used  as  a  basis  for  reimbursement-  for  a  qualified  drug  could 
not  exceed  the  "reasonable  charge"  for  the  drug  as  determined  under 
the  amendment. 

2.  Method  of  determining  reasonable  cost  for  providers  of  services 

The  Senate  adopted  an  amendment  under  which  the  regulations  for 
determining  the  reasonable  costs  of  services  furnished  by  a  provider 
of  services  would  permit  the  determination,  at  the  option  of  the 
provider,  to  be  based  on  average  per  diem  costs  for  persons  of  all 
ages  (rather  than  on  costs  for  beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over)  or 
on  a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis  that  would  assure  the 
provider  reasonable  cost  reimbursement.    Per  diem  costs  prevailing 
in  a  community  for  comparable  quality  and  levels  of  services  would 
be  taken  into  account  in  determining  the  per  diem  basis.  The 
provision  in  present  law  requiring  that  the  cost  of  services 
furnished  beneficiaries  shall  not  be  borne  by  nonbenef iciaries  and 
vice  versa  would  not  apply  where  the  per  diem  basis  for  determining 
cost  is  used.    The  amendment  would  be  effective  with  respect  to 
services  provided  on  and  after  July  1,  1968. 

3.  Services  of  psychologists 

The  Senate  adopted  an  amendment  to  include  within  the  definition  of 
a  "physician"  a  psychologist  licensed  or  certified  as  such  by  the 
State  but  only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  authorized  to  perform 
by  the  State  in  which  he  performs  them. 

C.    COVERAGE  CHANGES 


1.    Exclusion  from  wages  of  certain  payments  made  after  death  or  retirement 

The  Senate  added  an  amendment  to  exclude  from  the  definition  of  wages, 
for  both  benefit  and  social  security  tax  purposes,  any  payments  made 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  his  dependents  after  the  death, 
retirement,  or  disability  of  the  employee,  if  the  payment  is  made 
under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which  provides  for  such 
payments  to  his  employees  generally  or  to  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees,  or  to  the  employees  and  their  dependents.    Under  present 
law,  any  payments  made  under  an  employer's  plan  or  system  are  excluded 
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from  wages  if  they  are  made  on  account  of  retirement,  disability,  or 
death.    The  Senate  amendment  excludes  other  payments  which,  though 
made  after  the  worker's  retirement,  disability,  or  death,  are  not 
made  on  account  of  any  of  those  contingencies. 

2.    Coverage  status  of  prisoners 

The  Senate  deleted  a  provision  which  the  Finance  Committee  added  to 
the  House  bill  that  would  have  excluded  from  coverage  under  social 
security  and  other  Federal  benefit  programs  work  performed  by  prison 
inmates  in  the  employ  of  the  Federal  Government  under  work  release 
programs.    The  provision  would  also  have  prevented  any  work  by  prison 
inmates  (not  just  Federal  employment)  from  being  credited  under 
Federal -State  unemployment  compensation  programs. 

3«    Policemen  and  firemen  in  Nebraska 

The  provisions  added  to  the  bill  by  the  Finance  Committee  concerning 
the  coverage  of  Nebraska  policemen  and  firemen  under  retirement 
systems  were  modified  by  the  Senate.    The  provision  adding  Nebraska 
to  the  list  of  States  which  may  provide  social  security  coverage  for 
policemen  and  firemen  under  State  or  local  retirement  systems  was 
deleted.    The  provision  permitting  Nebraska,  as  part  of  any  coverage 
extension,  to  validate  the  coverage  of  certain  firemen  for  whom  social 
security  contributions  had  been  erroneously  paid  was  modified  to 
remove  the  requirement  of  future  coverage  and  to  make  the  validation 
compulsory. 


